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Introduction




The aim is to create here in Britain a really hostile environment for illegal migration… what we don’t want is a situation where people think they can come here and overstay because they’re able to access everything they need.

Home Secretary Theresa May, May 20121




Brothers, you have opened your arms to our 25 thousand siblings from Syria. Now, do not pay heed to those who strive to expel them from here. They part of our [religious] fraternity. They came here because they trust and believe us […] We will be ensar, we will open our arms, we will never give credence to this discord and unrest.

Prime Minister Tayyip Erdoğan, 11 May 20132




Democrats are the problem. They don’t care about crime and want illegal immigrants, no matter how bad they may be, to pour into and infest our Country, like MS-13. They can’t win on their terrible policies, so they view them as potential voters.

President Donald J. Trump, @realDonaldTrump, June 20183




At the toughest moment of migration, when there is xenophobia, persecution and rejection, Colombia opted for fraternity with the #TemporaryProtectionStatute for Venezuelans [#EstatutoDeProtección Temporal para venezolanos] and we show the world that although we are not a rich country, we are in solidarity. #JóvenesALaCancilleria.

President Ivan Duque, @IvanDuque, 9 February 20214



Within a wide variety of traditions and cultures, hospitality, welcome, solidarity and friendship are considered ‘goods’; virtues, practices, or characteristics to be pursued, praised, and provided wherever possible. It is rare to see hostility acclaimed in quite the same way. Until relatively recently, an ‘hostile environment’ was something we might see described in employment law journals, or on Human Resources websites, as something to be avoided at all costs. A ‘hostile environment’ in this context is a workplace that knowingly allows severe, pervasive and persistent discrimination against the protected characteristics of an employee (such as their age, race, religion or disability; see Muller, 2020). Hostility in this context is found in exposure to overt prejudice and bigotry. This is perhaps the kind of hostile environment for immigrants created in the US and exemplified by former President Trump’s objectification and dehumanisation of immigrants as ‘illegal’ figures that ‘pour’ in and ‘infest’ the host country like a plague of pests or parasites.5

When faced with threatening, invasive life-forms, however, a hostile environment can often appear to make sense to anything that considers itself ‘native’. For the host that finds it has become infested with unwelcome, parasitic guests, creating a hostile environment is a matter of extinguishing the means necessary for those guests to continue living. In scientific journals, an environment is described as hostile to life when it has low microbial activity, limited biodiversity and weak development of an ecosystem (Williams and Hallsworth, 2009). It is only in extreme locations such as the hot, salty lakes of Africa’s Rift Valley that we find environments too hostile to support life as such (Pennisi, 2019). But even in its more limited form, a biological ‘hostile environment’ is somewhere that smothers diversity, stifles difference, preventing the flourishing of life. This is more the sense in which the UK’s then Home Secretary, Theresa May, used the term. She decried a ‘situation’ in which immigrants to the UK felt that they could ‘access everything they need’. The solution was therefore to remove access to such necessities, choking off the possibility of life and its survival.

What unites both forms of hostile environment is the implication that the host society can ensure the pest, the unwanted guest, experiences their non-belonging, their unwelcomeness, and the necessity of their exclusion and rejection. This can be done either in the form of prejudice and discrimination authorised or permitted from above, or through the systemic removal of access to the material necessities that sustain life, such as food, heat, water, shelter, and meaningful relationships. In contrast, appeals to hospitality, solidarity, friendship, and compassion suggest the exact opposite: the welcoming of the stranger, their treatment as human subjects worthy of equal care, response and perhaps, even, belonging.

Immigration is always a matter of hospitality and hostility: the welcome received or refused; the extent to which the host society makes the immigrant feel ‘at home’ or out of place; the length of time the guest is permitted to stay before they are deported or ‘integrated’, becoming a host or ejected for overstaying their welcome. Immigration is also frequently discussed using the language of hospitality and hostility, whether the characterisation is made by politicians, international organisations, the news media, civil society groups or simply as part of everyday conversation. For instance, ‘Refugees Welcome’ has become an international network of individuals and families welcoming refugees into their homes.6 It has also become a rallying call that unites cities (e.g. Gdansk, Leipzig, Manchester, Vienna, and Zagreb) across a Europe that has largely closed its external doors, and a banner at protests and rallies throughout the world (European Resettlement Network, 2015). Similarly, Migrants Organise is a platform for immigrants themselves to arrange their advocacy, campaigning to ‘turn the UK into a welcoming and hospitable country’ by directly challenging the government’s hostile environment.7 In the US, groups such as Welcoming America seek to build hospitable communities through local work and national campaigns like ‘Belonging Begins with Us’. Such campaigns aim to build ‘a more welcoming nation where everyone—regardless of their background—can feel they belong’.8 A more overtly religious response is found in the Catholic NGOs and charities that make up the network of shelters, local communities, and humanitarian organisations along the Mexican migration corridor. This Dimensión Pastoral De La Movilidad (Pastoral Dimension of Human Mobility) network aims to provide hospitality to people in transit, seeking entry or who have been deported from the US (Olayo-Mendez et al., 2014).

However, as we see with the quotations from Erdoğan and Duque that began this Introduction, the language of hospitality is not confined to grass-roots activists, charities, and social movements. It has been central to Turkey’s response to Syrian refugees and Colombia’s justification for taking in displaced Venezuelans. And these are not the only examples of hospitable state responses: in February 2017, UN Secretary General Antonio Guterres praised Germany, and specifically Chancellor Angela Merkel, for acting as a symbol of tolerance and ‘hospitality’ towards those forcibly displaced by the Syrian regime, a ‘symbol I would like to see followed in many, many other parts of the world’ (UN News, 2017). Likewise, in March 2018, the UNHCR and the IOM launched a joint appeal for donors to meet the needs of the 900,000 Rohingya refugees and 330,000 ‘vulnerable Bangladeshis in the communities hosting them’. The Bangladheshi government and people were praised for their ‘extraordinary generosity and hospitality’, with the UN Resident Coordinator in Bangladesh noting that this hospitality went far beyond providing immediate protection:


In terms of first responders, in terms of providing land, in terms of keeping its borders open, in terms of providing asylum, in terms of building roads, extending electricity networks, providing food, seconding civil servants, providing police and army to keep order in the camp. The biggest donor to this crisis continues to be the people and the government of Bangladesh.

(UNHCR/IOM, 2018)



These elements of the Bangladeshi welcome—including food, space, energy, protection, infrastructure, and resources—are providing precisely for the living ‘needs’ that a hostile environment seeks to stifle. What this brief tour of global examples demonstrates, then, is that hospitality and hostile environments have become the language of everyday immigration ethics. These are the concepts and practices through which societies understand and negotiate their responsibilities and obligations towards the inclusion and exclusion of those coming from outside their borders. As Mirielle Rosello (2001: 6) argues, ‘whether or not the word is explicitly used, hospitality is now at the center of this political, social, and economic controversy’ of immigration. And, of course, this controversy is also always already one of ethics—responsibilities, obligations, rights, and justice.

A central claim of this book, then, is that the language and practice of hospitality must be unpacked and understood in the increasingly noisy immigration ethics debate taking place in international political theory. But what might ‘unpacking and understanding’ hospitality mean? Until quite recently, academic discussion of the responsibilities and obligations incurred by the movement of people across state borders has been largely absent, especially in the discipline of politics. Latterly, there has been a steadily growing interest in the concept and practice of hospitality, with an increasingly wide range of books exploring its historical, gendered, commercial, racial, philosophical, spatial, religious, and political aspects (see McNulty, 2007; Molz and Gibson, 2007; Hamington, 2010a; Baker, 2011; 2013; Claviez, 2013a; Siddiqui, 2015; Bulley, 2017a). Yet, as I will outline in Chapter 1, we still lack a proper exploration of what hospitality might mean in terms of immigration ethics, an investigation that responds to the more popular claims for open borders, no borders and individuals’ right to free movement (Hayter, 2003; 2004; Anderson et al., 2009; Carens, 2013; Bauder, 2014; Jones, 2017), or for the constrained rights of states to restrict that movement and control its borders (Walzer, 1983; Miller, 2007; Wellman, 2008; Bauböck, 2009; Pevnick, 2011; Miller, 2016).

To take hospitality seriously means offering it the same level of critical attention as discussions that originate in liberal principles of freedom and moral equality, human rights, and communal self-determination. Given that so much of the public debate around how states and societies ought to respond to migration revolves around hosting and hostility—the acceptance and abuse of hospitality, making refugees welcome and making them unwelcome, the opening and closure of arms and homes—it is time hospitality received the attention it deserves. Ultimately, my claim is that hospitality can offer a very different, relational approach to the ethics of immigration; an alternative voice to the more straightforwardly normative positions of open borders, free movement and states’ rights to border control.



Hospitality as Relational Practice: Caveat Hospes

What is so important, invigorating and infuriating about hospitality is that it is not the kind of abstract and rigorously explicable idea that tends to dominate academic ethical debates. It has certainly played little role when those debates concern immigration. Hospitality is not as grand or all-encompassing as ‘human rights’ (Benhabib, 2004), in that it does not seek to cover all bases or ground itself in a universal understanding the ‘human’. Equally, hospitality is not novel or unfamiliar in the same way as a concept such as ‘non-domination’ (Honohan and Hovdal-Moan, 2014). Nor does hospitality alienate activists, politicians and undergraduates by being as abstract and unapproachable as ideas like ‘associative ownership’ (Pevnick, 2011). It is recognisable, comfortable even. It is something we see as a grounded, everyday experience, a normal practice of human sociality—the acceptance and welcoming of others from outside into ‘our’ home space, and vice versa. There is nothing ambitious or exceptional about hospitality; on the contrary it appears rather dull and banal next to the expansive selflessness of deontological categorical imperatives, or the hard-nosed calculations of consequentialism. It is not suited to forming an egalitarian theory of global justice within which the dominant theories of immigration ethics place themselves (Walzer, 1983; 1994; Miller, 2007; Carens, 2013). Indeed, hospitality appears so limited, unambitious, and familiar that many took it for granted before the global Covid-19 pandemic made hosting first large gatherings, and later single individuals and even family members, a criminal act in many countries.9

The commonplace, everyday nature of hospitality is perhaps what makes it so appealing to public and private actors, from states to civil society groups. It is an easy way of communicating policies, responsibilities, and goals to a wider public. As a metaphor, hospitality is a simple way to make sense of and understand what is going on in immigration—where a national society stands in as an upscaled version of the family home and the migrant becomes a welcome or unwelcome guest. But it is also a ‘metaphor that has forgotten it is a metaphor’ (Rosello, 2001: 3). States and their borders are increasingly governed as if they were a ‘home’, with departments of ‘Homeland Security’ and ‘Home Offices’, discussions of ‘fortress’ Europe and migrants told to ‘Go Home’ (Walters, 2004; Jones et al., 2017). Along with hostile environments this has meant that immigration policies and their daily enactment are treated literally as practices of hospitality. Though the very everydayness of this rendering makes it appealing for public debate, it also makes hospitality an imprecise, messy, and elastic mode of behaviour. Standards and norms of receiving strangers vary wildly depending upon context, culture, time, and place. Judith Still (2011) has noted that a large part of hospitality’s appeal is that it is seen as universally significant. But that very universality can easily cover over the fact that ‘hospitality’ means different things, at different times, to different cultures and traditions.

This variety includes disparities over at least three things. First, there is no agreement over who or what even constitutes the subject of hospitality—who is a guest and who is a host? Are friends and family the only guests towards whom one has a true responsibility? Or are friends and family actually ‘hosts’, and true hospitality is accorded only to complete strangers, as suggested by Jacques Derrida (in Derrida and Dufourmantelle, 2000: 25)? A second element in its diverse constitution regards the space of hospitality—how much of the home must the guest be given access to? Only the ‘reception’ rooms, or the entirety of the space? Must the host literally make the guest ‘feel at home’, giving up their own feeling of ‘at-homeness’ and ultimately reversing the relationship and becoming a guest (Derrida, 1999: 92–93)? And finally, disagreement about regarding the temporality of hospitality—how long must the guest be allowed to stay? Even the famously generous Bedouin hospitality only lasts for three days and a third (Shryock, 2012). So, when does a guest outstay their welcome and warrant expulsion? And when has a guest become so established, so integrated, so in charge, that they become a host?

In these enquiries, it becomes clear that questions about the subject, space and time of hospitality all implicate and overlap with each other. Equally clear is that they have no simple or universal answers. Neither is there an easy answer to the question of when restrictions to the subjects, spaces and times of hospitality slide beyond the acceptable—when our hospitality becomes its apparent opposite, turning the home into a hostile environment. Hospitality is thoroughly marked by this imprecision and insecurity; hostility is not the opposite of hospitality but always contained within it. We can even see this etymologically in the fact that for both Latin (hospes) and French (hôte), the same word is used for both ‘host’ and ‘guest’. The subject of hospitality is unstable, reversible and interchangeable: as Derrida notes, the giving, open host (hôte) can easily become the hostage of the guest (hôte) (in Derrida and Dufourmantelle, 2000: 123–125). Hospitality, as the opening of the home to the stranger is not a peaceful gesture that institutes justice and equality. It marks a power struggle rather than ending it: a struggle over the subject, space and time of hospitality that has no easy resolution. It is in this sense that, just as contract law customarily dictates caveat emptor (let the buyer beware) regarding the purchase of property, any invocation of hospitality must be accompanied by caveat hospes (let the guest/host beware).

These many caveats and blurry edges surrounding the subject, space and time of hospitality may lead one to despair of ever defining it. Derrida warns us of that any precise delineation of hospitality is doomed to fail as its variability refuses to be tamed within discrete limits (2000: 6). For others, this ambivalence makes hospitality an interesting but ultimately inappropriate and doubtful concept for employment in ethical debates (Benhabib, 2004: 39; Altman, 2017: 94). I agree with parts of this argument: hospitality is not an idea or a concept that can be drawn out and defined in the abstract and then applied to concrete situations, in immigration or elsewhere. It does not fit with this vision of what I call normative ethics, which Margaret Urban Walker (2007: 58)10 describes as follows:


The regnant type of moral theory in contemporary ethics is a codifiable (and usually compact) set of moral formulas (or procedures for selecting formulas) that can be applied by any agent to a situation to yield a justified and determinate action-guiding judgement. The formulas or procedures (if there are more than one) are typically seen as rules or principles at a high level of generality… These formulas model what the morally competent agent or ideal moral judge does or should know, however implicitly.



Hospitality does not allow itself to be translated into this kind of ethics. There are too many caveats impinging on the hospes (host and guest) to permit hospitality to become a codifiable formula, even if we thought that this is what ethics is, or what it ought to be (which I do not). Rather, the value of hospitality lies in the fact that it is a practice—what I am defining as a set of behaviours that make sense within, are produced by, and conversely also reproduce, a specific social and political context. It is a ‘performed activity directed at particular individuals’ and groups (Hamington, 2010c: 32). If we abstract hospitality from that particular context, drawing it out, finding its ‘true’ principles as a normative concept that will tell us ‘right’ from ‘wrong’ or ‘good’ from ‘bad’, it is no longer a practice. As Pierre Bourdieu argues, to treat practices in such a way is to strip them ‘of everything that defines them distinctively as practices, that is, the uncertainty and “fuzziness” resulting from the fact that they have as their principle not a set of conscious, constant rules, but practical schemes, opaque to their possessors, varying according to the logic of the situation’ (Bourdieu, 1990: 12).

As I will argue in Chapter 2, though practices such as hospitality cannot be defined in precise, codifiable formulas and universal terms, we can say something about their structural organisation as practices—what separates them from other, similar practices such as caring, humanitarianism or friendship. Whatever else is involved in hospitality, I suggest that it is always a spatial and emotional practice in which power is employed to include and exclude, enforcing belonging and non-belonging. In itself, this definition is purely structural—it points only to the relations between moving parts (space, emotion, power), parts that will be very differently constituted depending upon the context. So, whereas caring and humanitarianism may require spatial and emotional elements, the emotions involved are rarely those of belonging and non-belonging; the spatial elements do not necessarily include the movement across a threshold of belonging; and the exercise of power is unlikely to be employed to include and exclude from a ‘home-like’ space. My claim is that for a particular activity to be constituted as one of hospitality and/or hostility, it requires a structural relation between those specific parts: space, emotion, and power.

What this definition cannot offer is the normative formulas that regnant moral theory would perhaps aim for, a clear set of guidance on how hospitality, the inclusion and exclusion of others, ought to be practiced. The rendering I am offering is primarily descriptive, without clear resources for prescription. Rather than treating ethics as a determinable code for how we ought to behave towards strangers, I propose hospitality as a relational ethics—an ethics without moralism—that helps us understand and possibly transform the way we actually do embrace and evade obligations and responsibilities to each other. I do not argue that being hospitable is an ethical good; the argument is not that we should be more open. Rather, hospitality is developed as a structural and emotional response, a practice which involves drawing and redrawing boundaries of inside and outside, belonging, and non-belonging, responsibility and its evasion or deflection. It thereby actively creates a society as a communal space with a particular ethos, rather than welcoming strangers to a pre-existing community.

Hospitality is therefore treated as a critical mode of reflecting on how we create a ‘we’ and relate to others. It is a ‘performative act of identity’ in the sense that it is only in the practical action, the performance of welcome and unwelcome, that the host (whether an individual or a society) comes to be, and be known (Hamington, 2010c: 24). How we relate to others, welcoming and refusing them, making them comfortable or encouraging their insecurity, tells us about a society’s lived, concrete identity, ethics, and values—not the ethical principles it claims or professes, but those it actually enacts. It is in this sense that we can say, ‘[h]ospitality is context’ (Ahmed, 2010: 118). And only through such a reflective understanding of social context and its practices of welcome can we hope to transform immigration regimes, so they better reflect an alternative or aspirational ethos, or so they simply cultivate rather than undercut a society’s capacity to respond to those they constitute as outsiders.

My understanding of ethics, then, emerges from a tradition that I refer to as ‘relational’—a tradition that ties together parts of critical feminist, poststructuralist, decolonial and non-Western philosophies such as Confucianism and southern African ubuntu (see Robinson, 1997; Fagan, 2013; Tronto, 2012; Metz and Miller, 2016; Odysseos, 2017; Hutchings, 2019; Ngomane, 2019). Despite the massive differences within and between these approaches, all accept that particular responsibilities for other people are not generated simply by a common humanity, or a shared citizenship/nationality. Rather, particular responsibilities are generated through interaction, interdependence, and connection. Whether those relationships are tight or lose, close or distant in time and space, whether they are economic, political, social, historical, or biological in nature, they are morally significant and generate responsibilities (Young, 2006; Tronto, 2012).

In Chapter 2 I therefore outline hospitality as a relational ethics that effectively helps us draw out where our responsibilities lie and how we ‘map’ and assign them, endorsing and accepting some as requiring response, while deflecting and denying others (see Walker, 2007). Such a mapping, I argue, does not include the resources to tell us how responsibilities ought to be assigned and accepted. Rather, it offers an understanding of a society, a culture. It prompts critical reflection rather than necessitating moral endorsement or disgust. Possible re-mappings, including actionable changes, are always available; we can see them in the way a society’s ethos of hospitality, its responsibility map, is contested and opposed from within. Other responses always exist, countering the dominant approach (as we will explore more in Chapter 6). But there is no timeless, universal, ideal scenario of welcome. Advocacy of a ‘better’, more response-able vision of hospitality is crucial. But it is an ethico-political stance we must take and negotiate in a particular context, according to the different forces and factors at play. The right way to welcome or reject others cannot be generated or endorsed in any simple way from a relational ethics of hospitality.

What we have then is another caveat hospes. The ‘relational ethics’ of hospitality that I will explore and unpack in this book does not offer security, a guarantee of best practice, right conduct or a clear conscience. My rendering of hospitality does not offer it up conceptually as a set of firm principles which can guide actions and judgements. Such a normative understanding of moral inquiry as a ‘safety net’, which promises and assures us of our own goodness (Caputo, 1994: 18), is not what I am aiming for let alone hitting. Far from it.11 I am not attempting to clean up the messiness of hospitality as an everyday practice, blunt its sharp edges or polish away its imperfections. Instead, I see that messiness, those jagged boundaries and limitations as key characteristics of an ethics that explores and reflects upon concrete situations, real inter-human relations, and the responsibilities they generate. Such a relational ethics can only operate in and through the real world of inconsistencies, power struggles and resistance without the expectation of ultimately resolving or pacifying the skirmish.



Notes on Method

The book’s argument emerges from the claim that for ethical and political theorists to have a purchase on immigration debates, they need to start from the actual behaviour of immigrant societies and the language commonly used to justify and contest its practices. Whilst public discussions of ‘our’ responsibilities for immigrants has taken place in terms of the everyday experiences of hospitality and hostility, recent scholarly debate on immigration ethics has been dominated by largely abstract concepts taken from normative liberal (international) political theory. Rather than isolate an ideal from the messiness of hospitality, making it into some kind of normative model, such as an unconditional openness or an ideally conditional welcome, I advocate exploring hospitality as a grounded, relational ethics. To do so requires that we treat hospitality as a set of practices, actions and inactions that makes sense within, are produced by, and conversely also (re)produce, a specific social and political context. Such practices of making welcome and unwelcome, encouraging belonging, and enforcing non-belonging, need to be drawn out of specific examples in the contemporary world.

Taking my lead from Margaret Urban Walker and her ‘mappings’ of responsibility, then, the method I employ in this book is one of ‘reflective analysis of forms of moral life’, an analysis that can ‘only operate on information about the flow of interactions in daily life’ (2007: 11). To draw out the lived, everyday ethics of a particular policy or practice, such a reflection needs to compare and contrast between societies and within them. We can most effectively draw out the ethos of a society, the particular ways in which it maps its responsibilities for both nationals and non-nationals, through a contrast with other societies that may espouse similar or different values and ways of being-in-relation. For instance, I began this Introduction by comparing the language of hospitality and hostility used by UK, Turkish, US and Colombian politicians—examples I will go on to explore further in Chapters 3–6. But we can also note how a particular society’s ethos is endorsed or contested, both from within by domestic societal actors (see Welcome America and Sanctuary Cities in the US), and by transnational actors in international society (Refuges Welcome International and the UNHCR). The primary method of the book is therefore to draw out the particular ways in which responsibility is assigned, accepted, deflected, and denied through practices of hospitality and hostility in states and societies around the world. This will include a range of illustrative examples in Chapters 3–6, including practices from Australia, Canada, Colombia, Turkey, Lebanon, Tanzania, the United Arab Emirates (UAE), the UK, the US and Vanuatu.

A true attempt to draw out a culture, ethos or ‘moral order’ of a society, is of course enormously demanding, intricate, and arduous. Such a method is nevertheless necessary to a relational approach that tries to step beyond a theorist’s own beliefs and understandings. As Walker outlines it:


An empirically saturated reflective analysis of what is going on in actual moral orders needs to be supplied by many kinds of factual researches, including documentary, historical, psychological, ethnographic, and sociological ones. These researches are not themselves moral philosophy, but without them ethics has nothing to reflect on but moral philosophers’ own assumptions and experiences. Giving up on the pure core of moral knowledge, and trying to make the best and most complete sense of all the information we can get about the real forms morality takes in diverse human lives, is no small task for moral philosophy.

(2007: 11)



A relational approach is not, however, purely descriptive—it also requires critical reflection on the cultures of responsibility that are drawn out by these empirical enquiries. Such critical reflection asks whether these ‘moral understandings really are intelligible and coherent to those who enact them’, whether they can account for themselves morally in their own terms, whether ‘what is going on in moral orders makes the right kind of sense to the participants in those ways of life’ (2007: 12). To put this in different words for an immigration context, critical reflection means asking whether the values revealed by practices of hospitality are an accurate image of a society’s self-understanding. What kind of ethos is unveiled by a society’s practices of hospitality and hostility? Is the ethos a coherent and fair reflection of how that society sees ‘itself’ in terms of moral beliefs, attitudes, and standards of behaviour towards others? Is a society’s mapping of its responsibilities—those it accepts and those it deflects—a fair reflection of its self-image? Does this mapping efface and ignore responsibilities generated by histories of interaction, interdependence, and connection? Would a more coherent ethos, or a more complete mapping of responsibilities, lead to more or less openness to strangers? In what ways could such a hospitality be more responsive to those with whom a society shares significant connections?

After having noted above that hospitality does not lend itself to grand visions of ethical theorising, such a method now appears almost outrageously comprehensive and far-reaching. The ‘empirically saturated reflective analysis’ of a range of different societies is beyond one academic career, let alone one book. We certainly cannot cater for it through what I’m calling a range of ‘illustrative examples’. I also lack the sociological, anthropological, psychological, historical, and documentary training for what Walker is recommending. For this reason, I have made two methodological choices. First, I tried to strike a difficult balance between the general and the particular when it comes to analysing practices of hospitality. Ideally, analyses of moral orders, life worlds and their contestation would take place at a close, fine-grained level, allowing perhaps one societal case study to be looked at in depth. This is how the work of Elena Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and her various collaborators operates—bringing together detailed, ethnographic studies of how hospitality is conducted in particular localities, refugee camps and communities focused on the global south (see Berg and Fiddian-Qasmiyeh, 2018; Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and Qasmiyeh, 2018; Fiddian-Qasmiyeh, 2020). I want my examples to include such detailed analyses, which are basically ignored in liberal international political theory in favour of the bigger picture of global justice.

But unlike these meticulous ethnographies, I also want to be able to talk about the wider frame and make more general, comparative claims across societies of the global north and south, as well as across groups within societies. This identification of more general trends and comparisons is developed and takes inspiration from the work of a feminist theorist of hospitality, Maurice Hamington (2010b; 2010c). However, his brief but significant contributions to the debate do not engage detailed empirical examples—like Jacques Derrida’s work (Derrida and Dufourmantelle, 2000; Derrida, 2000; 2001; 2002; 2003), the concentration is on exegesis of other theorists and philosophers.

The general comparison of examples is necessary to reveal differences, alternative ways that responsibilities are accepted and deflected, welcome is extended or retracted, lines of belonging are drawn and redrawn, and environments are made more or less hostile. Without a certain abstraction, we could not compare and contrast the cultures of welcome offered to people who have been violently displaced in the US, UK, Colombia, and Turkey, for example. And without it we could not include illustrative examples from both the global north and the global south. As I will argue in Chapter 2, one of the advantages of focusing on hospitality is that it allows the chance of a non-Eurocentric ethics of immigration. Unlike liberal nationalism and liberal cosmopolitanism, or even some parts of Marxism, hospitality allows us to explore a wider variety of societies, including the non-Western, the illiberal and the non-democratic. Following practices of hospitality allows us to explore spaces that do not necessarily respect the liberal values demanded in academic debate and yet have often proven much more open and welcoming to immigrants.

Such critical contrasts demand a certain generality; they cannot realistically include the detail, precision and empirical saturation required of a relational approach to ethics. This is perhaps why so many critical approaches to the ethics and politics of immigration have focused on in-depth analysis of specific cases of solidarity, compassion, and hospitality (see examples in Chapters 2 and 6). And it is perhaps why there has been no major attempt to provide a book-length relational ethics rival to the traditional ethics of immigration literature. However, as I have chosen to offer a wide range of brief illustrative examples, my analysis also often focuses on immigration policies rather than practices in a Bourdieusian sense. Policies are treated as higher level plans and guidance for how hospitality practices are meant to be carried out at a lower level of state or societal authority. However, at a certain level, policies and practices blend into each other, forming the concrete behaviour, actions and inactions of hosts and guests. More specific, grounded, in-depth and detailed analyses of local practices of hospitality are therefore important resources for Chapters 3–6, even if the critical analysis provided by this book operates in a broader, comparative context.

A second methodological choice is that, partly because I lack the expertise and detailed contextual knowledge, I have based my critical analysis in the existing meticulous and informed research of others. Where possible, this is the work of geographers, anthropologists, historians and sociologists; where no such research exists, I have used reports from journalists, NGOs and research institutions (e.g. the Migration Policy Institute), international organisations (e.g. the IOM and the UNHCR) and charities. This is not necessarily a second-best option. Critical theorists need to be keenly aware of their own positionality, never more so than when they are a white man seeking to represent cultures, societies, and communities of which they have little or no lived experience (such as Colombia and Turkey). I therefore strive for self-reflection and a constant awareness of my ‘unearned authority’ in this regard (Walker, 2007: 57). As much as possible, I have tried to include the voices of those that conduct or experience the practices of hospitality, or that have the contextual knowledge that I lack, speaking for themselves. I do this in awareness of the power I exercise in editing and curating those narratives and descriptions.

With this in mind, three groups of questions animate this book’s investigation into particular national examples of the ethics of immigration. The first group asks, how are the responsibilities for those entering or seeking entry mapped by particular states and societies? This means asking, in practice, who is assigned the responsibility for welcoming whom? Who accepts that responsibility of hospitality, and when? Who deflects the responsibility to welcome and on what basis? A society’s practices of hospitality are a reflection of this responsibility-mapping, so these questions are crucial to reproducing a particular illustrative example. The second set of inquiries, however, asks how complete this map is: what relational ties (historical, social, cultural, political, economic) are being embraced in its immigration policies and practices? Which are being deflected, or assigned elsewhere? And which are effectively being effaced or denied altogether? The third and final inquiry asks what each society’s mappings of responsibility and practices of hospitality tell us about its ethos, its moral character and way of being in relation to itself and others? This offers an insight into the practical, everyday ethics of a society, regardless of the principles and values it professes and proclaims. Chapters 3–6 will ask these questions, but not in a rigidly structure fashion, nor in this particular order.

Of course, from these methodological decisions, an ontological choice also becomes clear: throughout the discussion so far, I have been reifying national states and societies. To even speak of ‘immigration’—which the IOM (2019a: 103) defines as ‘[f]rom the perspective of the country of arrival, the act of moving into a country other than one’s own country of nationality or usual residence’—is to treat the notions of a ‘country of arrival’, a ‘country of nationality’ and the movement across borders from one to the other, as real, unproblematic, and meaningful facts. Likewise, to speak of an ‘immigrant’ as someone who makes this journey into a country that is not their ‘usual residence’ is already to assume their non-belonging. Of course, critical perspectives in IR have long argued that the sovereign state and the society it governs (taken together, what the IOM is calling a ‘country’) is itself a ‘historical effect, produced in and through practice’ (Soguk, 1999: 38). And one particularly important practice of producing a state and society is the determination of membership, those that belong (citizens) and those that don’t (immigrants). Instead of being ‘the political expression of a common life and (most often) of a national “family”’ (Walzer, 1983: 42), states and societies are produced in and through their interactions with others. Through processes of differentiation and determinations of membership, of inclusion and exclusion, the national ‘family’, its home, its ‘values’ and way of being (ethos) is constructed. So, whilst the investigation appears to start from a position of reifying the state, the three sets of questions outlined above are aimed at uncovering these constructions and assumptions, denaturalising and challenging their acceptance. The same can be said of all the dichotomies that emerge in sections of the discussion: state and society; global north and global south; hospitality and hostility; inside and outside. Though at times it may appear that my relational ethics of hospitality is reifying, asserting, or working through these oppositions, the ultimate aim is to show they fall apart when interrogated with the three sets of questions outlined.



Structure of the Book

The book will proceed, in Chapter 1, by introducing the conventional ethics of immigration debate in international political theory which has ignored hospitality, with a few problematic exceptions (Benhabib, 2004; Kukathas, 2016). After exploring the role that Kant has played in parts of this discussion, the chapter explores the reasons for this lacuna, drawing out the limiting assumptions and methods of liberal international political theory. In particular, it concentrates on three issues. First, the dominant approaches of liberal cosmopolitanism and liberal nationalism share a basis in liberal egalitarianism, leading to an extremely narrow and limited debate. Both assume the state as a pre-existing, morally legitimate entity; their disagreement boils down to arguments for (more) open borders and (more) closed borders (Bader, 2005). Second, due to their liberal egalitarianism, the debate is unashamedly Eurocentric—only applying to societies that share the principles of these theorists. South-South immigration is ignored, as are the ethics of societies that take in most of the world’s forced migrants—societies that often justify their practices in terms of hospitality. A third limiting factor is the debate’s tendency to avoid the everyday language and practical conceptualisations in which the ethics of immigration are discussed publicly—often the language of hospitality. In place of this ‘messy’ world of emotions and inconsistency, liberal theory prizes abstraction, consistency, and rigorous reasoning, limiting its ability to speak to public debates and understandings of immigration control. Ultimately, the aim of liberal international political theory is to mitigate the tensions internal to liberalism: the universalism of values and the particularism of the state. The intention is to find a ‘moral yardstick for judging’ (Hovdal-Moan, 2014: 71), or justifying, inclusion and exclusion. In contrast, hospitality offers something different.

Chapter 2 situates hospitality within a tradition of relational ethics that particularly draws on feminist and poststructural approaches. Hospitality is introduced, based on the philosophy of Jacques Derrida, as expressing the ethos of a home or dwelling place, defining how we relate to ourselves and others (2001: 16–17). Drawing this out, I outline hospitality as a particular form of relation that involves at least three elements: a spatial practice of defining inside and outside; the exercise of power, trying to encourage and prevent others from crossing the boundary between the two; and an emotional practice of defining and enforcing feelings of belonging and non-belonging, a key aspect of any ‘home’. This understanding is tied into a relational tradition of ethics that emerges from understanding individuals and societies as social subjects, formed through historical and ongoing connections (Young, 2013). A relational ethics therefore focuses on the responsibilities and obligations produced by these formative connections, and how ‘practices of responsibility’ emerge, through which we ‘assign, accept or reflect’ those obligations (Walker, 2007: 10). Hospitality becomes a particular type of relational ethics; similar to care and friendship, but differentiated by its particular structural and emotional practices. This leads into a deeper discussion of hospitality, how it eludes more concrete definition and cannot generate a normative ideal. It only exists in those practices of hostility/hospitality (or ‘hostipitality’) that can help us understand and reveal the ethos of a time and space. The final section of the chapter unpacks those core components of hospitality: spaces (inside, outside and thresholds), emotions (belonging and non-belonging) and power (inclusion and exclusion).

Arguably the modern state is inherently hostile and exclusionary, as it is constituted in trying to establish a firm division between inside and outside. But this hostility often relies on an evasion of relational ties formed out of a violent history of colonialism, occupation, trade, and exploitation. Some states and societies have, however, embraced certain obligations to welcome others, due to a shared culture and historical experience. Chapter 3 explores the way that hospitality in immigration systems throughout the world is justified as an economic calculation of the benefits migrants will bring to society (de Haas et al., 2020). Certain ties are respected, primarily those of family and kinship, but most welcomes are dependent upon a migrant’s productivity. What dominates in this context is an ethos of capital accumulation, using external borders to sift and shape the immigrants that seek entry.

Societies separate more clearly in the way they treat those seeking more urgent hospitality. Based in a minimal embrace of international legal obligations, states in Europe and North America have understood this as a genuine first-time encounter, pre-empting the stranger’s arrival at the border by containing them in the less wealthy states of the global south (Bialasiewicz, 2011). Northern states’ responsibility for creating the economic deprivation, climate emergencies and violence that produces migrant populations, through histories of displacement, environmental degradation, colonisation and unequal trade, are ignored or effaced. This has produced an elaborate exporting of borders, with the EU paying states such as Turkey and Libya to provide ‘protection’ for refugees (Bulley, 2017b), whilst the US has turned to Honduras, Guatemala and El Salvador with similar deals (Hackman and Montes, 2019), displaying an ethos of white nationalism. Responsibility for forced migrants is therefore denied or deflected, financially outsourced on the grounds of human rights and justice, with any obligation to welcome effectively expunged. In contrast, states such as Jordan, Lebanon, Turkey, and Colombia have demonstrated a much more generous ethos, based in everyday principles of hospitality and fraternity. Chapter 3 explores the way that shared cultural understandings and histories of exploitation and mobility have helped generate this comparative embracing of obligation at the external state border. Such hospitality is deeply conditional and often violent, yet there is still a sense in which ‘universal’ Western understandings of justice and human rights have at times become a threat to local practices of hospitality.

Whilst Chapter 3 focused on the production and maintenance of the external border through practices of welcoming and deflecting, Chapter 5 explores how internal borders are used to control the emotional aspect of hospitality: feelings of belonging and non-belonging. Between these two, however, Chapter 4 explores the production of interstitial spaces arising between these borders. These are the spaces and practices of hostipitality that result from the ever-thickening external borders of the global north and their outsourcing practices, as well as the hostile environments produced by internal borders. Such in-between spaces such as formal refugee camps, informal squats, spontaneous camps, and EU hotspots—exist in-between forms of sovereign authority, neither fully inside nor outside a society’s practices of welcome. They are meant to be temporary, emergency measures but have become a permanent feature of ‘managed’ migration. Ignored or endorsed by much of the ethics of immigration literature, these spaces such as Azraq in Jordan and the ‘jungles’ of Calais are an increasingly important result of practices of hospitality that seek to separate different forms of deserving and undeserving immigrant, deflecting responsibility onto international organisations, NGOs, and the refugees themselves. Revealing an ambivalent ethos of racialised division, these spaces encourage and ensure non-belonging through temporary practices of humanitarianism alongside racialised separation and the harassment of those deemed undeserving.

Whereas the borders of camps and squats can often be easily determined, many internal borders are invisible or simply do not exist for those deemed ‘native’. Chapter 5 therefore turns to the ‘everyday bordering’ practices that construct and police our feelings of belonging and non-belonging, as well as the material realities that make life liveable. It asks how belonging is policed, by whom and through what means? How is a hostile environment created or mitigated in different contexts and practices? What mapping of responsibility is offered by the use of internal borders and what does this tell us about the ethos of particular societies? This is explored through two cases. First, the chapter concentrates on the changing internal borders of Tanzania, from independence and union in 1964, where Julius Nyere’s autocratic regime welcomed dissidents through a socialist, pan-African ethos of ujamaa, to the greater and greater restrictions placed on those fleeing periodic genocides in Burundi, before an unlikely offer of citizenship in 2007. We trace the changing maps of responsibility and how they relate to the imposition of neo-liberal economic policies and democratic political changes. A contrast is offered by the second case study: the UK and its hostile environment for ‘illegal’ immigrants, proudly announced in 2012. This environment essentially operated through an explosion of everyday bordering, in which there was an attempt to diffuse hostility throughout the UK society and population by making it responsible for internal exclusions in various sectors: from housing, health and education to driving licenses and simple movement around towns and cities. The result was a remapping of responsibility for immigrants, an aggressive form of abandonment, including an outright rejection of responsibility based in an ethos of racialised autochthony. The internal borders of belonging in the UK have been weaponised with the intention of making certain forms of racialised life unliveable.

The analysis up to the end of Chapter 5 has largely focused on official, state-based policies and practices of hospitality. But there are a huge range of individuals, NGOs, community groups and charities that resist those practices, offering forms of solidarity, friendship, care and compassion. As noted earlier, unlike a normative ethics that asks first what we ought to do, a relational ethics starts from what we already do, how societies already respond to immigrants and their claims. Chapter 6 therefore asks what kind of a response is possible in the context of hostile environments? Taking inspiration from everyday practices of what Abigail Taylor (2020: 495) calls ‘disobedient hospitality’, I explore the responses that are made possible by social and political resistance to hostile environments. How are particular movements using the metaphor and practice of hospitality to reorient behaviour in the face of conservative and restrictive mapping of responsibility for immigrants? What enables or allows such disobedient hospitalities to flourish? I draw out four themes in this area, each of which is specifically linked to particular practices in the global north and south—welcomes born of critical reflections on the national ethos in Finland and France; hospitality emerging from alternative mappings of responsibility, founded in histories of deep connection in Colombia and South Africa; targeted resistance in sectors that produce and enforce non-belonging, with a focus on housing in Denmark and the UK; and receptions based in reversals of the traditional host-guest power relation, underlining the impossibility of a clean conscience in Turkey and Greece. Reading these responses through the eco-feminism of Donna Haraway, I then make the case for seeing them as part of a relational ethics’ pre-figurative normativity. What all four responses demonstrate is a cultivation of the ability to respond. This is insufficient to establish a normative ethics, but critiques the moral immunity claimed by hostile environments.

Finally, the conclusion draws the argument of the book together, summarising the central claims against the backdrop of a comparison with two currently popular approaches to the ethics of immigration: those that call for a global migration regime, as is common in liberal international political theory; and those calling for the abolition of borders, often emerging from radical feminism, Marxism and postcolonialism. Ultimately, this proves a way of sharpening and differentiating what I am claiming for hospitality as an everyday relational ethics of immigration. As well, or instead, of the traditional focus on how we ought to welcome, we can concentrate on how values already are guiding our deflection and acceptance of responsibilities to those with whom we are already related by various ties. Alongside rights and justice, we can critically explore concrete practices of hospitality, care, compassion, solidarity, and friendship. Whilst this cannot provide firm claims about how space and mobility ought to be arranged, it does offer something different. The permanent critique of immigration practices contained in a relational ethics of hospitality implies a potential transformation of behaviour: a cultivation of response-ability for particular immigrants based in attentive mappings of obligation.




Notes

1 Quoted in Kirkup and Winnett, 2012.

2 See translation in Tol, 2018.

3 See archived copy of the Tweet at: https://perma.cc/K6B4-65AZ (last accessed 21 May 2021).

4 ‘En el momento más duro de l a migración, cuando existe xenofobia, persecución y rechazo, Colombia optó por la fraternidad con el #EstatutoDeProtección Temporal para venezolanos y demostramos al mundo que aunque no somos un país rico, sí somos solidarios. #JóvenesALaCancillería’. Translated by Twitter. Available at: https://twitter.com/IvanDuque/status/1359266992344231936 (last accessed 21 May 2021).

5 Each of the quotations (from May, Erdogan, Trump, and Duque) at the start of this Introduction link to specific policies and practices of hospitality that will be the focus of the coming chapters. The UK’s hostile environment will be explored in Chapter 5; Turkey’s fraternal welcome will be explored in Chapter 3, along with Trump’s white supremacism and Colombia’s solidarity.

6 See https://www.refugees-welcome.net/.

7 For example, Migrants Organise led the way in establishing the National Refugee Welcome Board, coordinating activist interventions in the hostile environment. This also included campaigns such as ‘Patients not Passports’ aims to keep the NHS open to all. See: https://www.migrantsorganise.org/?page_id=26373.

8 See https://welcomingamerica.org/belonging-begins-with-us.

9 For a useful map of ‘stay at home’ restrictions and their development through the pandemic (from 1 January 2020), see https://ourworldindata.org/covid-stay-home-restrictions.

10 Margaret Urban Walker does not describe this dominant understanding of ethics as ‘normative’, but I prefer this label to that which she uses: the ‘theoretical-juridical’ model. This is dealt with further in Chapter 2. However, it is important to note here that I am adapting Walker’s work throughout this book, rather than employing it in a straightforward fashion. I take inspiration from her ‘expressive-collaborative’ model in constructing hospitality as a relational ethics, but my adaptation is loose rather than slavishly following her approach, and the result is unlikely to be something she would find easy to endorse.

11 As Derrida notes, ‘An ethics with guarantees is not an ethics. If you have an ethics with some insurance, and you know that if you are wrong the insurance will pay, it isn’t ethics. Ethics is dangerous’ (in Payne and Schad, 2003: 31–32).




1
Liberal Theory and the Ethics of Immigration



There is now a groundswell of interest in immigration politics and how it can be understood in ethical terms. Activists, politicians, campaigners, charities, policy makers, and the general public across the world have demonstrated a keen awareness of the ways in which open borders, hostile environments, the offer and refusal of asylum are experienced by turns as harmful, respectful, dangerous, threatening, caring or compassionate. And, as has been noted, the rights and wrongs of these policies and practices are often interpreted through the pseudo-metaphor of ‘hospitality’—its offer, acceptance, or ‘abuse’. But what does ‘hospitality’ involve, what does it mean in this context? Is it a metaphor or a reality, an abstract principle or a lived experience and practice, when employed in the context of a state’s immigration regime? These questions are not necessarily straightforward to answer, and the next two chapters will explore the theoretical issues involved; this chapter will examine the reasons for hospitality’s exclusion from the core of the ethics of immigration debate; the next chapter will outline my own understanding of hospitality as a form of ‘relational’ ethics.

Hospitality and immigration are both practices that involve crossing borders and boundaries, from outside a home, state, or community to the inside. Because of this, both have always struggled to find a place in the study of politics: are they properly the focus of international relations (IR), domestic politics, or both? Unfortunately, the answer has most often been ‘neither’. Instead, migration and immigration has been left to other disciplines (anthropology, geography, sociology, law) and the inter-disciplinary field of ‘migration studies’ in which politics/IR has played a minimal role. However, beyond the increasingly unstable division between politics and IR, Chris Brown argues that a third field has emerged in recent decades which he calls ‘international political theory’—a field that shares political theory’s concerns with legal and ethical issues of rights and justice, but also recognises the problems of dealing with these in a world divided by different sovereign jurisdictions (Brown, 2002: 11). Sometimes called ‘normative’ theory (Cochran, 1999) or ‘international ethics’ (Shapcott, 2010), this field takes the issue of inclusion and exclusion from the state as a central concern (Brown, 2002: 10).

Given this focus, international political theory would appear to be a valuable resource for policy makers, students and activists interested in hospitality and immigration ethics. Unfortunately, this has not been the case and this chapter will look at why. For most of its history, scholars stressing the ‘international’ part of international political theory have focused more on practices and policies that involve Western states extending their power into the global south, such as humanitarianism, development aid, the justice of war and military intervention (for recent textbook examples, see Bell, 2010; Amstutz, 2013; Lang, 2015; Hutchings, 2018). In contrast, those scholars coming from political theory and philosophy who were interested in the ethics of immigration, struggled during the 1980s and 1990s to publish their work; the academic field simply did not see the subject as worthy of theoretical or philosophical discussion (Cole, 2014: 600).

The now burgeoning field of immigration ethics is therefore comparatively new and tends to be dominated by scholars emphasising the political theory aspect of international political theory (see Seglow, 2005 and Fine, 2013 for useful summaries). Either way, it continues to largely ignore the concept and practice of hospitality. The first section of this chapter will explore some of the marginal and limited ways in which hospitality has appeared in the field, especially via those international political theorists influenced by the work of Immanuel Kant. The second section will account for the reasons behind hospitality’s marginalisation, showing how international political theory has limited its own ability to speak to public debates about everyday ethics.


Hospitality and International Political Theory

Viewed in a historical context, it is quite surprising that hospitality plays such a minor role in international political theory. Garrett Wallace Brown (2013: 100–105) notes that the concept and practice of hospitality has been central to a cosmopolitan ethics of international rights and obligations since the ancient Greek philosopher Diogenes, from the 4th Century bc. Amidst the birth of modern Europe, the natural law tradition inherited this concern, making it a central pillar of their legal and moral theorising. From Francisco de Vitoria in the 16th Century to Immanuel Kant in the late 18th Century, a right to hospitality was a core principle that helped theorists navigate ethically between the emerging global ordering of power in separate states and the absence of a shared principle of justice (Cavallar, 2002). As European states emerged, traded, fought, made peace, and colonised much of the global south, natural law theorists argued for a minimal universal right of Europeans to visit and travel through other territories without suffering the hostility and violence of local inhabitants. After all, without such a right, how could Europeans justify their showing up uninvited in South America, Asia, and Africa, prior to their domination and exploitation of these territories?


Kant and the natural law tradition

Although natural law remains a key part of the history of international political theorising, the likes of Vitoria, Francisco de Suárez, Hugo Grotius and Samuel Pufendorf are rarely reference points in modern discussions of immigration (exceptions include Sager, 2016 and Glanville, 2020). Instead, when hospitality does make an appearance in immigration ethics, the primary (and often only) philosophical reference is to Immanuel Kant (e.g. Benhabib, 2004; Shapcott, 2010; Kukathas, 2016). Expressed most straightforwardly in his 1795 essay, ‘Perpetual Peace’, and appearing as the third definitive condition of pacific relations after republican government and a federation of states bound by international law (Kant, 1991: 98–105), Kant specifies that hospitality is a universal cosmopolitan right:


In this context, hospitality means the right of a stranger not to be treated with hostility when he arrives on someone else’s territory. He can indeed be turned away, if this can be done without causing his death, but he must not be treated with hostility, so long as he behaves in a peaceable manner in the place he happens to be in. The stranger cannot claim the right of a guest to be entertained, for this would require a special friendly agreement whereby he might become a member of the native household for a certain time. He may only claim a right of resort, for all men are entitled to present themselves in the society of others by virtue of their right to communal possession of the earth’s surface.

(Kant, 1991: 105–106)



As Mark Franke (2019: 3) observes, what Kant outlined late in the 18th Century is a situation not far from the immigration laws and professed practices of most states of the contemporary world, institutionalised in the legal and political principles that founded the United Nations. This means that, today, Kant does not appear particularly revolutionary. As has been widely noted, most famously by Jacques Derrida (2001), Kant’s principle of hospitality is profoundly limited. At best it can be described as a ‘minimal and negative concept of hospitality’ (Kleingeld, 1998: 75). The stranger has no positive right to be welcomed, only ‘not to be treated with hostility’. Kant does not say what he means by hostility, but we can assume it means some form of physical violence as it does not rule out the stranger being ‘turned away’. A refusal of entry is perfectly acceptable as long as it does not cause the stranger’s ‘death’.1 In other words, this right to hospitality is a right to seek asylum, and not a right to free movement in general.

In fact, the right to seek asylum mentioned in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) and the obligation of non-refoulement agreed in the 1951 Refugee Convention and 1967 Protocol, is more hospitable than Kant’s cosmopolitan right. Non-refoulement means that signatories of the Convention are barred from turning away those with a ‘well-founded fear of persecution’ (UNGA, 1951: Article 1), not only those that are likely to die as a result of their exclusion. Meanwhile, even when Kant’s right to hospitality is granted, it is only a ‘right of resort’—to ‘present themselves in the society of others’, to have their presence tolerated. The right of resort brings with it no entitlement to stay in the territory long term, nor to claim food, clothing or shelter (Kant, 1991: 126). In other words, Kant’s notion of hospitality allows people who would otherwise die to cross a state’s borders to safety, but they have no legitimate right to anything that would sustain their life, nor make that life bearable, once they get there.2 The rights to such sustenance are the rights of a guest, which can only be granted by a specific ‘friendly agreement’ between states. This is a peculiar hospitality then: the stranger is specifically barred from being treated as a guest. In contrast, the Refugee Convention obliges states to provide education, public relief, assistance and social security (UNGA, 1951: Articles 22–24) to those seeking asylum.

Viewed in the light of current legal arrangements, it is not surprising that Kant’s vision of hospitality has played a limited role in immigration ethics debates. In response to these kinds of criticisms, however, Kant’s defenders have correctly pointed out that he was responding to a very different set of historical circumstances than those of the 1951 Convention. Whilst Kant was certainly concerned with those fleeing persecution (hence the ‘right of resort’), in 1795 he was also arguing against the most predatory and murderous policies of European colonialism, which were building towards their crescendo (Niesen, 2007; Brown, 2010; Meckstroth, 2017). Kant therefore condemns the ‘appallingly great’ injustice visited upon Latin America, Africa, and India by ‘the civilised states of our continent… in visiting foreign countries and peoples (which in their case is the same as conquering them)’ (Kant, 1991: 106). Especially in Latin America, the genocidal violence of the Spanish conquistadors had been justified on the grounds that the Spanish had been met with hostility by the native population. Such hostility could therefore righteously be punished because it broke the laws of hospitality (Baker, 2010). In the 16th Century, natural law scholar, Francisco de Vitoria had already justified the violence of colonial conquest on similar grounds (Cavallar, 2008: 186–192). The right to visit other countries and receive a hospitable welcome had therefore been used by the great European powers in order to further their Imperial campaigns.

In the context of European colonialism, Kant’s severe limitation of hospitality appears fully justified. As Brown puts it, far from promoting ‘xenophobic nationalism’, this limitation was crucial for establishing a ‘mutual consistency between visitor and visited’ in which both had duties and obligations (Brown, 2010: 313–314). However, there is a danger here of whitewashing Kant’s ethical vision as anti-colonial and therefore anti-racist. It is important to note that Kant did not envisage his initial right of hospitality as entirely universal. Although he was more forthright in his condemnation of colonialism than many in the natural law tradition (Cavallar, 2008), he maintained a strict racial hierarchy in his geographical and anthropological writings. Only white Europeans were deemed truly capable of reason, education and progress; Asians can be educated, but only in certain areas; Africans can at best be ‘trained’; but native Americans are incapable of any rationality whatsoever (see Eze, 1997: 115–119).3 Those racialised peoples who remain incapable of managing the achievements of rationalism—a liberal state and constitution—were ultimately going to be erased in favour of white Europeans. As Franke (2019: 5) notes, ‘Kant’s arguments for the principle of hospitality are directed towards a minority of persons he understands as capable of making good use of it’. Without these explicit racial overtones, we will see plenty of Kant’s Eurocentric legacy laced throughout the immigration ethics debate in the next section.

Notwithstanding the whitewashing of Kant’s thought, his defenders have noted another problem with modern criticisms of his cosmopolitan right to universal hospitality. Concentrating on its limitations also fails to appreciate the role that hospitality was playing within his wider theory of justice. The cosmopolitan right to universal hospitality was, for Kant, not the ‘final word regarding justice’—rather it was a foundational principle necessary to establish travel, communication and trade between people (Brown, 2013: 114). It is merely a first step in establishing ‘how we ought to enter into relations with one another’, by allowing movement, interaction, escape from persecution and free commerce (Brown, 2010: 319–323). As such, universal hospitality is not to be viewed as an end goal of ethical, political, or legal relations. Rather, hospitality was a transitional principle that would allow the free communication between peoples necessary to finally establishing a genuinely cosmopolitan political constitution and global justice (Franke, 2019: 4). Hospitality to migrants was therefore deemed instrumentally important for achieving a greater ideal, 150 years before the existence of the UDHR and Refugee Convention were signed. Kant was therefore in many respects ahead of his time; he was also a racist, and this should not be ignored, as it is formative for his vision of hospitality, even as a transitional principle.



The marginalisation of hospitality

The status of hospitality as a transitional principle both denotes its importance in a non-ideal world and explains why it has not received much attention. In general, it is fair to say that Kantians are understandably more interested in their end goal of a global cosmopolitan constitution, democracy, and justice.4 The ethics of immigration and state-based hospitality would have little role in a world governed by ideal cosmopolitan rules and principles. Therefore, Kant’s arguments for universal hospitality are considered merely ‘noteworthy’ by many international political theorists whilst failing to ‘elaborate adequately the conditions of such hospitality’, which requires a more thoroughgoing cosmopolitan democracy (Held, 1995: 422). Meanwhile, when Michael W. Doyle gave one of the earliest IR theory readings of ‘Perpetual Peace’, in support of the liberal democratic peace argument, he ignored immigration entirely. The cosmopolitan right to hospitality was read as merely commercial, adding ‘material incentives to moral commitments’ by allowing the interdependence of ‘a cooperative international division of labor and free trade according to comparative advantage’ (Doyle, 1983: 231). In liberal IR theory, hospitality was thereby rendered an amoral, capitalist supplement to an ethico-legal argument for peace based in republican governments and binding international law.

In contrast, for political theory ‘Perpetual Peace’ has rarely even been alluded to as an important touchstone by immigration ethicists. Kant’s status had been somewhat superseded by 20th Century philosophers for Anglo-American analytical theory. When Joseph Carens made his ground-breaking cosmopolitan argument for open borders and the right to free movement in 1987, he therefore makes no mention of Kant or hospitality.5 Given Kant’s centrality to the cosmopolitan tradition and international political theorising in general, Carens’ decision to extrapolate his argument from the purely domestic political thought of Robert Nozick and John Rawls is surprising (Carens, 1987). However, this decision follows in the path of others, such as Brian Barry (1973) and Charles Beitz (1979), who began their career in political theory before seeking to internationalise their thought. The division of labour between IR and political theory thus meant that hospitality fell through the cracks. Indeed, until the 2000s, scholarly work on international hospitality was severely limited (Cavallar, 2002: 5).

The significant exception in this regard arrived with Seyla Benhabib’s (2004; 2006) attempt to reintroduce Kant’s right to hospitality in immigration ethics. Benhabib is one of very few scholars in the area to note that Kant’s invocation of hospitality aims to deal with one of the central dilemmas of liberal international political theory: the clash between human rights to mobility and the rights of states as territorial units to determine who is included, who is excluded and on what terms. In this way, she plays up the ‘right’ over the ‘hospitality’, defining hospitality in extremely broad terms as ‘all human rights claims which are cross-border in scope’ (Benhabib, 2006: 31). For Benhabib (2004: 27), the right of hospitality exists in an uneasy place that denotes the difficulties of aliens and residents who are not citizens of the states in which they dwell:


The right of hospitality is situated at the boundaries of the polity; it delimits civic space by regulating relations among members and strangers. Hence the right of hospitality occupies that space between human rights and civil rights, between the right of humanity in our person and the rights that accrue to us insofar as we are members of specific republics.



This demonstrates both the promise and awkwardness of hospitality, marking the difficult place between domestic political ethics (civil rights due to members of specific states) and international political ethics (human rights due to humanity in general). Ultimately, however, what hospitality does is mark this dilemma, rather than resolve it. The tension between the two remains, so hospitality does not really offer a way forward. ‘We are left with an ambivalent Kantian legacy’ (2004: 39), for Benhabib. Others agree, arguing that Kantian hospitality offers only ‘doubt, not a spur to action’ (Altman, 2017: 194). For this reason, Benhabib’s argument in The Rights of Others ultimately dispenses with hospitality in favour of situated democratic negotiations of human rights and states’ rights to self-determination (2004: 47). Hospitality is effectively side-lined, both as a principle and practice.

Chandran Kukathas comes to a similar conclusion in his discussion of whether refugees are due ‘special’ treatment in making a humanitarian claim to immigration (2016). Taking his lead from Homer’s Odyssey, rather than Kant’s ‘Perpetual Peace’, Kukathas notes that:


The moral world of ancient Greece described in Homer’s poetry is undoubtedly a long way away from our own. Yet there is something important, nonetheless, about the idea that hospitality and the treatment of strangers is fundamental to civilized life, and the key to the possibility of well-ordered society… It seems right to say that we owe a duty of hospitality to strangers, particularly when they come to us in distress: and we owe the most when they can offer us the least.

(Kukathas, 2016: 251)



There is therefore inspiration to be drawn from the Homer’s idea that the treatment of strangers tells us something crucial about the quality of a civilisation. But this is merely a preliminary, something to consider before Kukathas critically explores the ethics that actually do govern contemporary immigration practices. Ultimately, he also sees Kant’s appreciation of hospitality as something to ‘build on’, but deems it a ‘human relation rather than an institutional one’ (2016: 266). Hospitality is therefore judged ill-suited to a political ethics of immigration.

In this way, Kukathas also marginalises hospitality; if refugees are to be welcomed, this is because a people or society is hospitable rather than a state. By implication, such a societal or popular hospitality is not political, though how this distinction is made remains unclear. Nonetheless, in his critique of Benhabib, Jeremy Waldron agrees with this assessment, arguing that hospitality is not about ‘states or political communities at all… It is about relations between people and peoples’, and it needs to be read in that determinedly non-state-centred way’ (2006: 89–90). This is an interesting point to which I shall return in Chapter 2. However, it is important to note here that Kukathas and Waldron are effectively designating hospitality as an inter-personal, or social, rather than a political relation. This move, which has long been identified by feminists as a hallmark of ‘malestream’ theorising, works to feminise hospitality, hiding its power relations and diminishing its status as an ethical concept and practice. A similar effort has been carried out on the value and practice of care ethics (Tronto, 1993). However, as Cynthia Enloe argues, not only is the personal political, the personal is also international (1990: 195); the same can be said of hospitality (Hamington, 2010a: xviii). But what we see in all this work is hospitality being confined to an initial inspiration for immigration ethics, before being marginalised or privatised. Far more frequently it is simply ignored. When hospitality is mentioned, the liberal debate treats it as a vague and ‘uncertain’ principle of ‘mutual aid’, extendable to strangers in need but where the relevant criteria are those of private ‘charity’ rather than political ‘justice’ (Walzer, 1983: 33–34). The next section will turn to this mainstream debate’s concentration on justice to explore how its narrowness has helped it to exclude the more everyday relational ethics of hospitality.




The Liberal Ethics of Immigration Debate

Despite the long-standing tendency to ignore migration in international political theory, a debate has nonetheless sprung up regarding immigration ethics, especially since the late 1990s. An early marker for this discussion was set down by Michael Walzer in 1983. In Spheres of Justice, Walzer makes the case that the ability to include and exclude people is at the ‘core of communal independence… the deepest meaning of self-determination’ (1983: 62). If we are to continue having distinctive national communities and ways of life, then ‘something like the sovereign state must take shape and claim the authority to make its own admissions policy, to control and sometimes restrain the flow of immigrants’ (1983: 39). This gradually generated a range of criticisms. In particular, Joseph Carens (1987: 270) argued that giving states free reign to restrict access to their territory protected the ‘unjust privilege’ of people who happened to be born in wealthy states in the global north and had done nothing to deserve their advantage. Even if we acknowledge that states have a right to restrict immigration, he noted, this right is never absolute; everyone acknowledges ‘moral constraints’ on this control, such as the necessity of welcoming refugees and not to discriminate according to race, ethnicity and religion (Carens, 2003: 110). From this basic disagreement, the liberal ethics of immigration debate has developed.

As Sarah Fine (2013: 255) summarises it, the parameters of this dispute are quite narrow and easily defined by three key issues: who should be allowed across the borders of the state; what their status should be upon entry; and the relevant criteria that need to be fulfilled for migrants to achieve the full rights of citizenship. These could all be asked or interpreted as questions of hospitality—how it should be extended and when it should be denied; what kind of a welcome ought to be offered to guests and when that welcome should be limited or withdrawn; how the belonging of the host and the non-belonging of the guest should be policed; and, when and how the guest becomes a host. And yet, beyond the marginal examples provided in the first section (Benhabib, 2004; 2006; Kukathas, 2016), and in contrast to the public societal discussion around the ethics of immigration, hospitality is not mentioned. This section will explore some of the limitations that international political theory has imposed upon itself, offering pointers to where hospitality fits (or rather, fails to fit) in this context. These limitations are important because they prevent liberal international political theory from communicating with the issues and concerns that are central to the public debate on immigration. Without the ability to communicate with societal actors and policy-makers, international political theory risks making itself irrelevant to one of the biggest ethico-political issues of our time.


A shared foundation

The first and most profound limitation of the current debate is that fact that, despite its many points of contention on the issues noted above by Fine, almost all participants share a similar approach based in egalitarian liberal political philosophy (Bader, 2005: 332). This shared foundation and set of assumptions is the source from which all the other limitations of the debate flow. The vast majority of theorists share a faith in the foundational principle that all people ought to be free to choose their own way of life and have a right to be considered of equal moral worth. We should treat everyone as ‘free and equal moral persons’ (Carens, 1987: 256). The most influential portrayal of liberal egalitarianism from the 20th Century was provided by John Rawls’ A Theory of Justice (1971). The problem, however, was that as a political philosopher who takes no account of international mobility across borders in his Theory, Rawls assumed a closed state as the basis for his theorising—he was not an international political theorist—and therefore didn’t need to deal with the justice claims of people from outside his ideal state (Rawls, 1993: 41).

Liberals that do take account of the international often tend to agree with Walzer (see above) that the best way to respect peoples’ right to choose and form their own way of life is through their arrangement into different communities, peoples, or states. Peoples’ choice to live in an Islamic theocracy, a constitutional monarchy, a socialist democracy, a liberal republic, or an authoritarian oligarchy should be respected under liberal egalitarian principles. But what about when they choose not to? What about when they choose to move to a different society that better reflects their individual interests, economic aspirations, or ethical and political ideals? What about when they are persecuted for these beliefs, their skin colour or gender, by their state or fellow nationals? Or when their state disintegrates into civil war? And what is to be done when they have no problem with their state’s values, but climate change, economic crises or natural disasters make life within it unliveable? Here, liberalism experiences a profound tension within its own ideals:


On the one hand we acknowledge universal values – including equal rights of all to liberty – which would seem to imply, in accordance with Carens, open borders. On the other hand, we preserve the right of a we to determine our own fate, implying with Walzer a right to control entry. However, if we actually enforce the universal invocation, opening borders, imposing human rights norms, and undermining the autonomy of the state to decide its own version of the good, then we must at some level undermine the individual’s freedom to choose to belong to an association that can pursue independent projects for justice. In one sense, we thus undermine the liberal value of tolerance that underpins Walzer’s thought.

(Brassett and Parker, 2005: 43)



Liberalism claims a universalism of its principles but cannot square this with the particular claims to self-determination of individual states and societies. This is the very problem that Benhabib (2004: 27) identified as marking the place and space of hospitality rights, at the boundaries of human rights and civil rights. With a few exceptions,6 liberal international political theorists tend to acknowledge that negotiating and ameliorating this tension, identified in the original debate between Carens and Walzer, is their basic goal (see Cole, 2000). They do so, however, without mentioning hospitality.

We can see how narrow this debate is if we ask what is left out, or what is assumed (Reed-Sandoval, 2016), and the sections below will deal with some of these exclusions. However, two important points are worth mentioning here. First, sovereign nation states, or ‘communities of character’ in Walzer’s (1983: 62) rather more romantic terms, are assumed. Even though liberal theorists are aware that the current understanding and existence of sovereignty and bordered, territorial states is comparatively new in world history, they tend to write as though no other organisation of the world is possible. This chooses to ignore that fact that, in many parts of the global south in particular, those people forced to migrate by conflict, environmental catastrophe and economic degradation transition through, or end up in, camps that are often at the borders of sovereign territory—neither fully within a state’s jurisdiction nor outside (see Chapter 4 and Bulley, 2017a). But it also means that radical feminist, Marxist, and postcolonial approaches that question the very justice and idea of bordered states are left out of the debate. For example, Anderson, Sharma and Wright (2009) argue that states, borders and citizenship are artificial impositions on human sociality that restrict peoples’ rights and enable their exploitation by a capitalist economic system (see also Chapter 6 and Bauder, 2017; Bradley and de Noronha, 2022). This position cannot appear within the mainstream liberal conversation due to its narrow boundaries.

Equally, a second position that is excluded is the idea of sovereign states assuming the unrestricted right to determine their immigration policy entirely in their own self-interest (see Meyers, 2000: 1263–1265). As Carens (2003) notes, all sides tend to agree that states should experience some restrictions on the right to close their borders. An ethics of only looking after your own fellow nationals without any regard for others therefore appears beyond the pale. This means that the debate is not really one between ‘open’ and ‘closed’ borders, as is sometimes claimed. Rather, as Veit Bader notes (2005: 332), it is between those advocating for ‘(more) open borders’ or ‘(more) closed borders’. It is a debate internal to liberal egalitarianism—between liberal nationalists who generally favour the rights of national communities to self-determination, and liberal cosmopolitans who generally favour the mobility rights of individuals. Neither is absolutist. Liberal cosmopolitans are keen to stress that supporting relatively open borders is not the same as seeking to abandon borders and states altogether (Carens, 1987: 270–271; Abizadeh, 2008: 43; Bauböck, 2009: 10; Carens, 2013: 231), thus separating themselves from more radical cosmopolitan positions. And Carens makes clear that his defence of open borders allows for their closure when the numbers seeking entry are ‘truly overwhelming’, in the event of threats to public order (1987: 259–260), or even potentially if public culture is endangered by the influx (2013: 286). All sides therefore assume a commitment to a system of bordered, liberal democratic states; the debate quibbles over the balance between states’ right to exclude and constrain, and individuals’ right to mobility and settlement.



Eurocentrism

One result of the fact that this debate takes place within liberal international political theory is that it restricts its relevance to a remarkably small portion of the world. The question it addresses is not what right states have to limit immigration and citizenship, but what right liberal states have to engage in such constraints. This is because, as we shall see below, the arguments made all emerge from explicitly liberal, egalitarian, or democratic principles. These principles include the idea that conflict should be resolved by peaceful, reasoned argument and laws decided by those they govern; that humans have rights by virtue of being free and equal human beings; that all citizens are equal before the law; and that we must not discriminate against others on the basis of arbitrary characteristics such as race, class, gender and religion. What is debated is the balance between these, rather than the principles themselves. The result is that the debate only refers to those states that already claim to embody these principles—primarily those in Europe, North America and (sometimes) Australia and New Zealand—avoiding the experiences and philosophies emerging from other regions of the world (see Reed-Sandoval and Díaz Cepeda, 2022b: 25–26).

What this means is that ethics of immigration discussions are almost entirely Eurocentric—they refer only to ideas and principles connected with European civilisation and societies, as if European ideas developed separately from the rest of the world and were then transplanted successfully only into white, European settler colonies of North America and Australasia (Dussell, 2000: 469–470). As with much Eurocentrism, the ideas professed are held to be universal, at least in principle, even though only a section of the world is examined. Some theorists are explicit about this Eurocentrism. For example, David Miller (2008b: 371) addresses the problem of immigration in ‘Western liberal democracies’, and Carens (2013: 3) specifies that his audience is ‘ordinary men and women in North America and Europe who think of themselves as people who believe in democracy and individual rights and who want to understand the challenges posed by immigration into their societies’. He later clarifies that his arguments may apply to democratic states outside these regions, but he does not know enough about them to be sure. And he does not have ‘space in the book’ to explore non-democratic states (2013: 307–308). Other theorists simply assume this restriction, by referring to ‘our’ responsibilities and illustrate it primarily by failing to use examples from outside the regions explicitly called out by Carens (e.g. Walzer, 1983; Cole, 2000; Benhabib, 2004; Bosniak, 2006; Miller, 2007; 2016). With the exception of those scholars that give major prominence to the effects of colonialism (Cole, 2000; Amighetti and Nuti, 2016) and south-to-north migration on the ‘brain drained’ societies of the global south (Ypi, 2008), these ‘other’ places are barely mentioned in the international political theory literature on migration except as societies that send strangers ‘our’ way (e.g. Miller, 2016). The debate as it stands, then, cannot speak to the majority of the world; these societies and states are outside the reach of the ethics of immigration as constituted in the dominant discussion.

But can Europe, North America and Australasia really learn nothing, in ethical terms, from these ‘other’ societies? There is actually a bitter irony in this Eurocentrism, an irony of which Carens is aware. In an aside, he notes that the majority of refugees, often given moral priority even amongst closed-border advocates (see Walzer, 1983; Miller, 2007), are generally offered sanctuary by their neighbouring states in the global south:


Immigrants from poor, illiberal, authoritarian, and religiously conservative states are often constructed as threats to the admirable values and practices of democratic states. When it comes to the admission of refugees, however, the former states have made room for millions of human beings in desperate need while most of the latter have devoted their energies to keeping them out.

(Carens, 2013: 220)



Whilst noting this irony, Carens does little to interrogate or challenge it. In contrast, liberal nationalists such as David Miller appear to see it as natural and morally right that states in the global south bear the burden of hospitality for those fleeing war, persecution, and environmental damage. He argues that the responsibility of individual states for particular groups or individuals is produced through an asylum application which generates a ‘salient connection’; by throwing themselves on the mercy of that state, refugees make themselves ‘vulnerable’ to it and produce a duty of care—but the same is not the case if a refugee applies from a distance (2016: 84). In this way, Miller puts moral responsibility for refugees largely on countries of the global south that happen to border the states from which refugees flee.

This is a damning indictment of liberal democratic states. But it also raises questions about the shared liberal principles on which much of the ethics of immigration literature is based and that literature’s inability to look beyond its Eurocentric assumptions about the rest of the world. According to UNHCR (2020: 8) statistics, in 2019 and for the sixth consecutive year, Turkey hosted the largest number of refugees worldwide, a total of 3.9 million people, even as President Erdogan shored-up his authoritarian rule.7 As a proportion of its population at this time, the most generous host was Jordan, a constitutional monarchy, where one in every three people is a refugee (UNHCR, 2020: 3).8 In these states, as noted in the Introduction, research suggests that the ethical principle guiding behaviour is not liberal egalitarianism, democracy or justice, but hospitality: the displaced in Turkey are recognised as ‘guests’ rather than refugees (Özden, 2013; Kirşci, 2014), whilst older traditions of hospitality predominate in Jordan (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh, 2015; Bulley, 2017a). It is important to note that Turkey’s recognition of ‘guests’ is not a principled move; in fact, it allows Turkey to restrict the rights of the displaced by specifically not recognising them as refugees (see Chapters 3 and 4). Nonetheless, the fact that the language of hospitality is used to describe the sanctuary offered to Syrians is significant, even if the Eurocentrism of liberal international political theory prevents it from being regarded as such.

In fact, hospitality has much greater claims to universality than those principles contained in the liberal debate. As we saw in the last section, hospitality is central to the historical development of immigration ethics in the European tradition, but the Introduction has also demonstrated that it remains important within public discourse today throughout much of the world. To argue that hospitality is universal is not, however, to say that it is the same everywhere and at every time throughout history. Rather, as Judith Still clarifies, it is to argue that it has achieved a recognised and important status across time and space (Still, 2010: 27), even if the particular practices of hospitality differ markedly. But it is this limited universality that means hospitality can offer the potential for a non-Eurocentric ethics of immigration that can look beyond Europe, North America, and Australasia. After all, hospitality has already been drawn out as a central concept in the immigration ethics and politics of wealthy democracies like the UK (Darling, 2009), France (Rosello, 2001 and the US (Doty, 2006), as well as societies and regimes that fall outside the debate, such as Iran (Yarbakhsh, 2018), Mexico (Olayo-Méndez et al., 2014) and Kenya (Jenkins, 2012). The understandings of hospitality in these contexts are dynamic and contain different interpretations and practices, but all involve structural similarities that will be explored in Chapter 2. What is important here, however, is that the Eurocentrism of liberal international political theory prevents it from seeing ethics in the immigration practices of the global south, including hospitality.



Method, abstraction, and avoidance of everyday ethics

A final limiting factor to the ethics of immigration debate in international political theory lies with the methods it employs. As Amy Reed-Sandoval (2016: 22) notes, ‘on a methodological level, these debates tend to occur in the realms of ideal and/or institutional theory. They tend to be highly abstract, right-and-principle-based arguments as opposed to arguments that draw central conclusions from particularities’. This may sound like a very technical point, of limited relevance. However, this ‘highly abstract’ form of theorising allows liberal theory to avoid engaging with everyday language and practical conceptualisations of ethics that tend to be used in public discussion. As noted, much popular debate on the rights and wrongs of inclusion and exclusion swirls around ideas of hospitality, belonging, friendship, compassion, solidarity, and ‘home’—issues that pertain to what particular kind of society people aspire to, or feel they currently live in. These are precisely the types of particularities that liberal theory avoids through abstracting from grounded self-understandings and practices.

Unlike other ethical and political traditions, such as feminism, postcolonialism and poststructuralism, what is often called ‘analytical’ theorising emphasises ‘logical rigour, terminological precision, and clear exposition’ (List and Valenti, 2016: 525). And the more everyday ethics of hospitality, as we shall see in Chapter 2, simply does not lend itself to such rigour. As Madeleine Fagan (2013: 2) notes, the way we employ ethical reasoning in our daily lives to determine right and wrong, good and bad, is rarely consistent. Most often, everyday ethics is a mixture of consequentialist, deontological, virtue, communitarian and cosmopolitan principles without consistency or precision. This means that the favouring of rigour and precision generates a need to abstract from the emotions, messiness and inconsistency of everyday ethics and politics—such as the fact that people want to see themselves and their behaviour as hospitable, but also want to close their borders to immigrants; or that they feel compassion for dead Syrian children on a Turkish beach, but feel fear and revulsion for live Syrians on a beach in Greece, Italy or the UK.

In place of what I’m calling such ‘everyday ethics’, we see in liberal debates a concentration on idealised principles of justice, freedom and equality that can be placed in a logical, consistent relation with each other. Or at least, this is the aim. This style also means the avoidance of hard cases and individual experiences of immigration policies. For example, Miller counsels against ‘thinking about the way in which it [an immigration policy] might affect specific individuals who were subject to it… Any morally sensitive person will find these individual stories distressing… [but] our thinking about immigration must be holistic’ (Miller, 2016: 159). The life and death experiences of the particular is literally sacrificed for the general and holistic. However, all too often the effects of immigration and the feelings it generates in those in receiving societies somehow remain relevant.

In this way, then, a whole range of more or less abstract principles are employed in the ethics of immigration debate. The aim of such abstraction is to offer better standards for ‘assessing the justice’ of immigration policies and practices (Hovdal-Moan, 2014: 70). For example, from the perspective of those who advocate for (more) open borders, we see arguments from democratic theory and the values of personal autonomy and non-coercion (Abizadeh, 2008); from an overlapping consensus on democratic principles (Carens, 2013: 9); from the core values of moral equality, freedom or non-domination (Carens, 1987; Cole, 2014: 604; Honohan, 2014; Hovdal-Moan, 2014); from human rights and democratic reiterations of citizenship (Benhabib, 2004); from liberal cosmopolitanism (Zolberg, 2012); and from the right to free movement as essential for equality of opportunity (Carens, 2013: 227–30). Those who support (more) closed borders in contrast argue via different, but similarly abstract liberal principles: from justice as fairness (Miller, 2008b: 372–375); from freedom of association (Wellman, 2008) and associative ownership (Pevnick, 2011); from the value of a political community’s self-determination (Miller, 2007: 223; 2016: 12–13); from ethical pluralism enabled by national sovereignty (Weiner, 1996: 179); from the maintenance of ‘communities of character’ (Walzer, 1983: 62) and the claims of ‘stakeholdership’ (Bauböck, 2009: 2).

It is beyond the scope of this chapter, or indeed this book, to engage with all these abstractions. However, it is significant that both sides in the debate identify such theoretical constructions in each other’s work as points of weakness. Liberal nationalists point to the idealised impracticality of a borderless, cosmopolitan world (Walzer, 1983: 34) and prescribe a ‘considerable dose of realism’ (Miller, 2016: 16). Liberal cosmopolitans meanwhile note that the visions of cohesive identity and community upon which liberal nationalism is based are theoretical flaws and ‘historically more than dubious’ (Bader, 1995: 218), idealisations one would ‘never encounter outside of abstract political theory’ (Cole, 2000: 174). Both sides may be correct. And yet the reliance on abstraction and idealism serves important purposes. In line with the debate’s Eurocentrism, this method allows analytical theory to maintain an absolute distinction between the ethical world of northern, liberal democracies and ‘other’ regimes. Whilst the everyday behaviour and practices of liberal, northern states in relation to immigrants are often similar, or far less admirable, than either southern or illiberal ‘others’, the concentration on their professed ideals, values and principles permits the discussion to focus on one and ignore the others.

Equally, the use of abstraction maintains the veneer of precision, logic, and rigour whilst the messy everydayness of emotions and inconsistency sneaks in the back door. Miller (2016: 27–28) can therefore clarify the principles of national self-determination whilst basing this in emotions for which he offers no evidence: people ‘feel emotionally attached to one another… feel that they belong together’, and it is not concerning to him that such feelings of identity are often based in myths and false accounts of history (see Cole, 2000). Likewise, Carens bases his thesis on finely honed democratic principles, but when arguing against the deportation of long-residing illegal immigrants, such principles are jettisoned for the messier concepts of home and belonging: ‘In short, they belong. And that belonging matters morally’ (Carens, 2013: 102). What matters is the extent to which the country has become their ‘home’ (2013: 149–151).

I am not arguing that either account is untrue, inaccurate or unethical, but neither is either account based in rigorous logic or precise principles of justice, democracy, freedom and equality. Home, belonging and identity are complex and inconsistent ideas that are nonetheless crucial to how we make sense of the world. They help us organise our lives, our understandings of ourselves and our relations with others. As such, they are more commonly the focus of inter-disciplinary study—including sociology, anthropology, geography, and psychology—in which analytical political theory plays little role. Linda Bosniak (2007: 410) points out that there is often a ‘lag-time between our social reality and our prevailing political concepts’, but this does not seem so apparent for other disciplines. In contrast, one value of hospitality is that it must directly engage with these imprecise, emotional concepts through which people negotiate their responsibilities and obligations to migrants. And this is perhaps why, despite it being ignored in the ethics of immigration debate, hospitality and welcome have become much more central to sociological (Molz and Gibson, 2007; Wilkinson, 2018), anthropological (Khosravi, 2010; Wagner, 2018), international relations (Doty, 2006; Bulley, 2017a) and geographical (Darling, 2009; Gill, 2018) explorations of the topic.

This section has aimed to demonstrate how the mainstream debate on the ethics of immigration has imposed major limits on its ability to engage with public discussions of the topic. Ultimately, the aim of liberal theorists is to find a way of mitigating the tensions internal to liberalism—the universalism of its values, versus the particularism demanded by the state (Cole, 2000; Brassett and Parker, 2005)—or to simply deny the particularism of the ideal, unbounded demos altogether (Abizadeh, 2008). The task of such theorists is to derive an abstract ‘moral yardstick for judging’ different forms of practical inclusion and exclusion (Hovdal-Moan, 2014: 71), achieving a reasonable, uncoerced consensus on the right way to proceed. In this process, international political theory forgets key parts of its history in the natural law tradition, narrows the debate substantially and, through abstraction and Eurocentrism, removes itself from being able to meaningfully intervene in public discussions of the topic throughout the world.




Conclusion

Though hospitality is central to public engagements with the ethics of immigration, we find little help with understanding the practice from dominant debates in liberal international political theory. This is surprising, given that the natural law tradition, and particularly the work of Immanuel Kant, had made hospitality an important concept up until the 19th Century. However, as the disciplines of political theory and IR developed and diverged, the middle ground of international political theory still bore the hallmarks of the division. Those that stressed the ‘international’, and were influenced by the prominence Kant gave to hospitality, either treated hospitality as a transitional concept on the way to an end goal of cosmopolitan democratic constitutionalism (e.g. Held, 1995; Brown, 2010), or dissolved it into discussions of human rights (e.g. Benhabib, 2004). Those theorists emerging from political theory, in contrast, drew no inspiration from Kant or his natural law predecessors, preferring to theorise by internationalising the domestic principles of liberal egalitarianism (e.g. Carens, 1987). It is within the latter group that the mainstream immigration ethics debate has become concentrated. This concentration imposes major restrictions on the discussion, including many shared assumptions, Eurocentric blinders and a method of abstraction that excludes the messiness of hospitality and other relational ethical concepts such as care, friendship, and solidarity.

In contrast, this book aims to outline a different approach by exploring hospitality as a relational ethics. This means engaging with different ethical traditions emerging from feminism and poststructuralism. These approaches concentrate less on abstraction and more on the concrete, everyday ways in which people relate both to their society and to those who are viewed as coming from ‘outside’. The next chapter will introduce relational ethics and how hospitality, as a messy, complex, and variable ethical practice, fits within it. This second theoretical chapter will then set up the rest of the book which seeks to engage with specific examples of the disordered, contested ideas and emotions of home, belonging, inclusion and exclusion; how the ethics of immigration are performed and how hostile environments are created.




Notes

1 Pauline Kleingeld (1998: 77) argues that the word Kant uses to describe the grounds on which people cannot be turned away, Untergang, whilst normally translated as ‘destruction’ or ‘death’, can be interpreted to include ‘mental destruction or incapacitating physical harm’. Even so, this is more constrictive than a ‘fear of persecution’. Adam Knowles has argued that Untergang ought to be interpreted much more broadly as a ‘downfall’, or ‘whatever opposes human flourishing’ (2017: 348–349).

2 Knowles offers the exact opposite interpretation, claiming that Kant’s hospitality is ‘much more capacious’ than the modern principle of non-refoulement (see Knowles, 2017: 350). This, however, is based on a deeply problematic reading of ‘Perpetual Peace’, including the claim that Kant imposes a positive duty to act as a good host—Kant refers to no such duty in his cosmopolitan right.

3 For more discussion of these writings, see Bernasconi, 2003 and Elden and Mendieta, 2011. For their specific relation to hospitality, see Gani, 2017.

4 To take just a few examples from a wealth of literature in this area, see Held, 1995; Archibugi, 2008; Brown, 2009.

5 There is also no reference to any of Kant’s works in Carens’ 2013 book, The Ethics of Immigration.

6 Such as Arash Abizadeh (2008) who argues that the demos is naturally unbounded, and all affected by a decision (wherever they live) must be party to making it.

7 Germany was the only European liberal democracy to feature in the top ten host countries for refugees, in sixth place and hosting just under a million people (UNHCR, 2020: 8).

8 Whilst 1 in 15 of the population are more recent refugees, the number leaps to 1 in 3 when the 2.3 million Palestinian refugees are included in the figures. For some reason, after 2018 the UNHCR began to only include the latter figure in a footnote (see 2020: 3, footnote 2).




2
Hospitality as a Relational Ethics



We have become used to states speaking in terms of their core principles and common values (see Bulley, 2014a). To take one idiosyncratic example, Australian statesmen have long claimed a set of peculiarly ‘Aussie’ values such as courage, ‘mateship’, decency, and doing the right thing ‘whatever the cost’ (Holland, 2020: 77). Asserting ‘national values’ often comes in the wake of a crisis, a perceived external threat, or attack—in the Australian case, for instance, then Prime Minister John Howard was outlining these Aussie values in specific reference to the country’s participation in the war in Afghanistan from 2001. More common than the value of ‘mateship’, we often see core principles that are closely aligned with those espoused in the ethics of immigration debate described in the last chapter—so-called ‘democratic values’ of human rights, tolerance, equality, and the rule of law. The fact that these values are held to be ‘common’ to Europe, North America, and Australasia is used as a way to rhetorically unite these regions in foreign policy (Bulley, 2009; Holland, 2020). It is on a very similar basis, as we noted in Chapter 1, that theorists can justify ignoring countries outside the regions where liberal and democratic principles form a ‘broad moral consensus’ (Carens, 2013: 2–3). Values are always a means to include and exclude, to draw boundaries between the acceptable and unacceptable. The same happens in the immigration ethics debate itself, where it is precisely to maintain the distinctiveness of a community’s culture and values that the closure of borders is deemed necessary for liberal nationalists (Walzer, 1983: 39). Such proclamations of values are sometimes dismissed as rhetorical gestures, but they remain constitutive of how we divide and border the world.

Arguably, one of the reasons we should study immigration policies is because of how they lay bare the contestation and politics of such ‘national values’. States can declare their commitment to equality and human rights—or decency and ‘mateship’—but what happens when these are translated into practical plans and action? Within policies and practices, how are these values negotiated and traversed, enacted, and ignored, in relation to determinate others, to non-citizens who seek entry to the national community on different grounds? How an immigration system is lived and experienced gives us access to the way abstract values are ignored or interpreted in different concrete contexts, how tensions are balanced or discarded, how seemingly emancipatory ideas (such as human rights, freedom of movement, self-determination) can become means of control and resistance. In other words, studying a country’s immigration system can tell us about a state and society’s everyday ethics, its practice and understanding of its own values. My argument in this chapter will be that it is precisely this realm of everyday relational ethics that the concept and practice of hospitality highlights for critical interrogation. Liberal international political theory argues for a set of values in the abstract and then applies them to the realm of immigration politics, allowing some determination of what ought to be the case, how societies and strangers should relate to each other. But by starting from immigration policies and practices themselves, we can more helpfully and critically reflect on the way we already do behave in relation, and how we might do so differently.

The chapter will begin by discussing the difficulties of defining what is meant by hospitality in abstract terms, before suggesting a basic, structural definition to guide the book’s exploration of immigration ethics. The second section will situate this understanding of hospitality in a tradition of ‘relational ethics’. Emerging from poststructuralist, postcolonial, and particularly feminist approaches to moral theorising, I will outline how such a relational ethics can be interpreted as opposed to a normative or moralistic account of ethics. Finally, the third section will unpack the core components of any practice of hospitality—the use of space, the exercise of power, and the policing of emotions. The role of these elements in particular immigration contexts will be the focus of the rest of the book, so this section is a crucial precursor to subsequent chapters.


Ethics as Hospitality?

In the last chapter, we established that international political theory has not offered much enlightenment on the concept and practice of hospitality. It has either understood hospitality as an extremely limited right, as a stop gap principle on the way to global cosmopolitan constitutional democracy, or it has marginalised hospitality as an interpersonal, non-institutional practice that cannot be used to think about properly political immigration policies. A final, and most popular, option has been to simply ignore it. However, alongside this marginalisation in international political theory, hospitality has received a great deal of attention in other scholarly fields and interdisciplinary locations. Journals as diverse as Paragraph (Dikec, Clark and Barnett, 2009), the Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute (Candea and da Col, 2012), Peace Review (Lorentzen, 2014), Migration and Society (Berg and Fiddian-Qasmiyeh, 2018) and Fennia (from Gill, 2018) have devoted special issues or fora to hospitality and the welcoming of migrants in recent years. And yet, despite all this attention, there is no agreement about what hospitality is.

In its most basic terms, hospitality can perhaps be understood as the act, or acts, of receiving and welcoming guests. Politically, it has been variously understood as a basic ‘normative requirement’ for the development of global communication (Brown, 2010: 311); as a synonym for all border-crossing human rights (Benhabib, 2006); as a relatively undemanding ‘principle’ (Ferrera, 2016: 791); and as the actions connected to the ‘virtue’ of ‘hospitableness’, which is itself ‘an application of the broader virtue of benevolence’ (Snow, 2010: 6–7). These approaches all more or less seek to make hospitality into a normative ethics, to make it a ‘good’, or a morally ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ course of action. Such a normativisation of hospitality effectively works to turn it into another abstraction, to sit alongside those listed in Chapter 1, such as ‘non-domination’ and ‘justice as fairness’.

In contrast, much of the recent interdisciplinary literature on hospitality has actively resisted attempts to convert it into a normative principle. Instead, the emphasis has been on defining hospitality as a range of concrete activities, arguing that it must be considered less as an abstract idea or principle and more a set of practices (Rosello, 2013: 128–129; Bulley, 2017a), behaviours or experiences (Derrida, 2000: 8; Dufourmantelle, 2013: 13). Hospitality is inherently practical and connected to action: we offer, provide, or deny someone hospitality; likewise, we receive, accept, or reject that offer. In contrast, we cannot offer equality or human rights; it would be oxymoronic to claim that we receive self-determination or non-domination. As Maurice Hamington puts it, then, ‘[h]ospitality is not an abstract concept, but a performed activity directed at particular individuals’ (Hamington, 2010c: 32). Hospitality must be a practical set of actions connected to reception and exclusion; making people welcome, and making people unwelcome. It is the ‘accretion of practices at the site of interaction between host and guest, emplaced and displaced, citizen and refugee’ (Yarbakhsh, 2018: 1). Even Nancy Snow’s (2010) virtue ethics approach defines hospitality itself as a set of actions—the virtue is actually ‘hospitableness’. This connects with the point made at the outset of this chapter: if the abstract values of a particular society (freedom, equality, human rights, etc.) must be translated into action and thereby either embraced, watered down, or voided entirely, hospitality is the set of practices by which this translation occurs. It is an everyday means through which we can see how a society’s ethics is understood and acted.

This connection between practice and ethical values is the best way I have found to make sense of Jacques Derrida’s uncharacteristically blunt claim that ‘ethics is hospitality; ethics is so thoroughly co-extensive with the experience of hospitality’ (2001: 17; see also 1999: 50). Noting the profound gap between the ideals of states and their immigration and asylum laws, Derrida pointed to the possibility of ‘cultivating an ethic of hospitality’ as tautologous:


Despite the tensions or contradictions which distinguish it, and despite all the perversions that can befall it, one cannot speak of cultivating an ethic of hospitality. Hospitality is culture itself and not simply one ethic amongst others. Insofar as it has to do with the ethos, that is, the residence, one’s home, the familiar place of dwelling, inasmuch as it is a manner of being there, the manner in which we relate to ourselves and to others, to others as our own or as foreigners, ethics is hospitality…

(Derrida, 2001: 16–17)



Derrida’s claim here is not that it is ethical to be hospitable, that one ought to welcome foreigners, that such welcoming would be the good or right thing to do. Though this is sometimes how Derrida’s statement and general reading of hospitality is interpreted and used,1 he was not operating from this normative understanding of ethics—his aim was not to create new or better norms as guidance for action. Rather, the point is that our practices of hospitality and hostility are definitive of our culture. They are not a statement of how we ought to treat people, but an expression of how we do treat them, how we relate to ourselves and to those we deem foreign. Our hospitable and hostile behaviours are how we practice our culture and ethos (see Bulley, 2017a: 6–10).2

According to my understanding of hospitality then, ethics is not a concept, principle or idea that can be abstractly defined and applied in a satisfying manner. Contra-Benhabib, hospitality is not synonymous with transnational human rights. Rather, this understanding of ethics relies on its etymological root in ethos, a term which is most clearly connected to the character of a place or community (Halloran, 1982: 58). In Ancient Greek, ethos most literally meant a ‘habitual gathering place’; it relates to both the common, habitual way of being and the virtues most commonly valued by a community expressing its ideas and gathered in one place (see Halloran, 1982: 60). For Aristotle, ethos linked the moral character, habit and the practices of a particular place and time (Aristotle, 1991: II.i). Hospitality can therefore be seen as the particular collection of practices that express the moral character and habits of a place—it is the concrete practical expression of those values, customs and norms by which we negotiate the relationship between one place, our place, and another; between those that belong in that place, who we deem like ourselves, and those that appear unlike, that do not seem to belong.

For the Ancient Greeks therefore, hospitality was a ‘measure of society’: its customs of welcome and rejection, inclusion and exclusion revealed its nature and level of civilisation (Isayev, 2018: 9). Something of this understanding echoes today—arguably, hospitality is still seen as a ‘measure of who we are’ (Isayev, 2018). This is perhaps why attitudes to immigration are so often seen as definitive of, or enrolled within, societal culture wars over ‘our’ identity and what ‘we’ stand for.3 But it also accounts for the universality and variability of hospitality—the fact that something like hospitality is deemed important to cultures across time and space, yet the particular practices that constitute hospitality in each time and space vary so widely (see Bulley, 2017a). It is necessarily both universal and particular.

In this book, I will tend to talk about the policies and practices of hospitality, rather than the acts or experiences. Derrideans often find ‘experiences’ helpful in stressing the sometimes passive, unintentional nature of hospitality as encounter (see Derrida, 2000; Doty, 2006), but such a focus is not so useful in a book which concentrates largely on exploring the planned reception of immigrants and how this is carried out. Indeed, this emphasis is part of what makes the book quite un-Derridean and closer to the feminist tradition. Although ‘acts’ comes closer to what we are looking at, it perhaps conversely implies too much intentionality, ignoring the social aspects of hospitality as well as the frequent passivity and inertia involved in including and excluding. In contrast, ‘practices’ of hospitality refers to practical actions and inactions that encapsulate shared knowledge and understandings of particular places and times.4 Policies, in contrast, are the more idealised and abstracted elements of official planning for such behaviour, which are not always reflected in those actual practices. Reading immigration systems as policies and practices of hospitality is therefore to explore the intended and actual enactment of a society’s values in relation to determinate others, to nationals and non-nationals of various sorts.



Relational Ethics: Responsibility, Care, and Hospitality

The final section of this chapter will look at three ways in which such behaviour can be determined specifically as practices of hospitality (rather than, say, practices of care). Before that, however, I will seek to locate this understanding of hospitality within a tradition of ethics that stresses concrete interaction rather than abstract theorising. The aim of this tradition is very different to the search for ‘moral yardsticks’ to judge immigration policies (see Chapter 1). And it relies on different forms of ethical theorising that both unite and divide feminists, poststructuralists, post—and decolonial scholars—though I take greatest inspiration from feminism. I am calling this tradition ‘relational’ and opposing it to ‘normative’ ethics (see Robinson, 1997; Tronto, 2012), but other labels for these approaches are available. For instance, Margaret Urban Walker (2007: 7–14) essentially describes a ‘relational’ approach in her ‘expressive-collaborative model’ of moral inquiry. She opposes this to the ‘theoretical-juridical model’, which I describe as normative.5 Likewise, Iris Marion Young’s influential discussion of responsibility distinguishes between a ‘liability model’ (normative) and a ‘social connection model’ (relational) (2006: 103–107).

Perhaps the most famous and influential introduction to the current understanding of relational ethics came with Carol Gilligan’s research, originally published in 1982, investigating the psychological development of young men and women. In a summary of her findings from 1993, Gilligan observes:


The most basic questions about human living—how to live and what to do—are fundamentally questions about human relations, because people’s lives are deeply connected, psychologically, economically, and politically. Reframing these questions to make these relational realities explicit—how to live in relationship with others, what to do in the face of conflict—I found that I heard women’s and men’s voices differently. Women’s voice suddenly made new sense and women’s approaches to conflict were often deeply instructive because of the constant eye to maintaining relational order and connection. It was concern about relationship that made women’s voices sound ‘different’ within a world that was preoccupied with separation and obsessed with creating and maintaining boundaries between people.

(Gilligan, 1993: xiv)



Gilligan’s claim was that dominant understandings of normal moral development had stressed the ability of children and adolescents to begin to produce rules for moral action; these rules were themselves then subordinated to abstract universal principles of justice (Gilligan, 1993: 18). The problem was that these approaches derived solely from research on male subjects (e.g. Kohlberg, 1981). In the developmental move towards a legalistic interpretation of correct behaviour—based in individual rights and universal rules—what we see is the rising value of autonomy and the gradual separation of the moral subject from those around them. The rights that emerge from an abstract universal justice are individual rights that are held against or over others, generating norms of good or correct behaviour. Gilligan’s inclusion of women in her own study showed that their moral development tended to emphasise grounded, contextual relationships of care and responsibility over abstract rules and principles of justice. Where men tended to value autonomy from others, women tended to value entanglement with them. Furthermore, rather than a set of principles, a relational ethics emphasised actions; primarily, the activity of care (Tronto, 1993: 79). Gilligan therefore noted two accounts of moral responsibility: one of which emphasised separation, the other connection; one which stressed the moral unit of the individual and their rights, the other the unit of the relationship and the responsibilities it entails; one which emphasised abstract rules, the other concrete and contextual practices (Gilligan, 1993: 19).

Although Gilligan’s work has become heavily associated with feminist ‘care ethics’ and the superiority of feminine relational accounts of morality over the masculine normative, she herself was at pains to deny this hierarchy (1993: 151–174). In her view, both ethical visions were necessary to a mature and rounded character. And as subsequent research has shown, there is nothing really to tie relational ethics specifically to femininity: it has been shown to reflect socio-economic and racialised divisions even more clearly (Tronto, 1993: 82–84). Gilligan’s account also lacked a clear understanding of power and how it helped to silence all these alternative voices (Lugones and Spelman, 1983). However, the gendered nature of this ethics is in some senses irrelevant; what mattered was the debate that Gilligan’s account sparked and the complex alternative moral visions it opened the door for (Walker, 2007: 26). What is important is that a certain understanding of ethics (normative, juridical, individualising, and separating) has been privileged over an alternative understanding. And importantly, this different approach is grounded in an alternative, social ontology of the moral subject.

Relational ethics starts from an understanding that the subject—whether individual or collective—is constituted as such only through interactions and engagements with others (Lawson, 2007: 3). Any state, society, political community, or individual does not simply come into being on its own and then face the problem of how it ought to relate to those outside it’s self. Rather, it is formed in and through these interactions in the first place. The moral subject finds itself already in relation to and with others; it is formed in and through a web of connections. This is the central difference between a relational ethics and many normative visions: the latter starts with the independent moral subject; this individual must then come up with dispassionate rules for correct behaviour once they come into contact with others. So, the rights and rules of normative theory are also relational (in that they are exercised, recognised and authorised in relation to others), but they start out from a place and ideal of separation. Relational ethics begins ‘from the position of a self delineated through connection’, understanding life as based in this connection, dependent upon bonds of attachment (Robinson, 1997: 120). These bonds of attachment may be intimate, such as ties to family and friends. They may be more impersonal, to community, government, and wider society. And they may be distant, in time (formative historical connection) and space (crossing many borders). Importantly, they do not all have to be pleasurable or honourable bonds: crucial connections are also formed through enmity, domination, indifference, exploitation, and violence. Either way, these bonds are formative. They constitute selves and others in a variety of ways: through degrees of wealth and poverty; with different opportunities and expectations; as unequally vulnerable; with the ability and inability to exercise a range of rights.

For relational approaches, it is these social connections that produce particular responsibilities and obligations (see Young, 2006; Tronto, 2012; Young, 2013). Our behaviour—what we do and do not do, the choices we make on a daily basis—are both conditioned by and help to condition the behaviour, choices, and freedoms of others across the world. For Young, then, we have a responsibility for those we affect, and are affected by in turn:


Our responsibility derives from belonging together with others in a system of interdependent processes of cooperation and competition through which we seek benefits and aim to realize projects. Even though we cannot trace the outcome we may regret to our own particular actions in a direct causal chain, we bear responsibility because we are part of the process.

(Young, 2006: 119)



This means that we all bear a responsibility for structural injustices in global politics and political economy because we contribute through our actions to their possibility (Bulley and Brassett, 2021). To take an everyday example, making a choice between drinking tea and coffee in a Parisian café may seem unlikely to produce a weighty relational tie of obligation and responsibility. But when we choose coffee, we are also contributing to a global trade that began with contact between the Ottoman Empire and Europe, developed through European colonialism in Latin America, Africa and East Asia, helped by the Atlantic slave trade, and continues to generate relationships of exploitation, dependency and expropriation in the global south (Daviron and Ponte, 2005). By choosing coffee, we are enrolled in these deeply problematic forms of relation, whether our intention is to profit from others suffering or simply to enjoy a hot cup of Colombia’s finest brew. And the choice of tea would entangle you in a range of other colonial and postcolonial linkages.

To take an example more obviously relevant to the ethics of immigration, when European states are faced with ‘illegal’ immigrants from Africa, this is not a bloodless first encounter, emerging from nowhere. Rather, it is freighted with histories of interaction and structural injustice that give European societies a direct and particular responsibility for those immigrants. This clearly includes the outworkings of colonialism and slavery, but also the role Africa’s exploitation played in European integration projects (Hansen and Jonsson, 2014); the continued ‘slow violence’ of European corporations’ extractivism and environmental degradation of Africa (Nixon, 2013); the ‘brain drain’ of medical professionals from countries like Ghana (Adeyemi et. al., 2018); the ‘planned misery’ of structural adjustment programmes forced on countries that required loans from the IMF and World Bank, due to economic crises started in the global north (Milner, 2009; Marks, 2011); and the deeply unequal loans, aid and trade relations negotiated by the EU and individual countries that keeps African societies dependent (Fargion and Gazibo, 2021). Europeans of all ages and backgrounds have benefited in some sense from these past and present relations, through welfare and the opportunities wealth provides. Thus, Joan Tronto (2012: 306) makes the case that any form of relation or interaction, regardless of its effects, produces ties that bind and obligate.6 There is no escape, even if an escape from responsibility were considered desirable.

We can see key distinctions here between this relational approach and the liberal theories outlined in Chapter 1. Liberal cosmopolitans argue that open borders are necessary to treat people as free and moral equals, in line with the necessary universalism of liberal and cosmopolitan values (Carens, 1987; 2013). The responsibility toward migrants is based solely on a common relation of humanity. Joan Tronto describes this argument as ‘both too demanding and insufficiently demanding’, as it places no limits on our responsibility and may end up disabling action entirely (2012: 304). I am not convinced that Tronto’s relational account is actually much less exacting, or more bounded, but it is coherent with a relational, contextualist ontology, and also fits with our everyday understandings of how responsibilities are generated, sustained, and balanced.

In contrast to liberal cosmopolitanism however, the basics of the relational insight—the co-constitution of the moral subject—is also at the core of the more communitarian liberal nationalist position. For both Miller (2007: 15–22; 2016: 25–27) and Walzer (1983: 28–30; 1994: 85–104), the necessary co-existence of the individual within a political community is morally foundational. This is the basis of the national ‘community of character’ and its right to exclude. Yet liberal nationalists for the most part reject the idea that the community itself is a relational product, with formative links to other, foreign communities. The collective subject therefore has no significant responsibility to others, except in the weakest sense in which mutual aid between communities is a benevolent option rather than an obligation. Strong, or ‘thick’ notions of responsibility for the most part end at the state border (Walzer, 1994). When it comes to wider historical imbrications in worldly affairs, Miller (2016: 173) advises against assuming any kind of responsibility for immigrants on the basis of ‘historical guilt’.7 Responsibilities and obligations resulting from recent interferences, such as the US actions in Vietnam, can be narrowly embraced; but for the most part, past and present colonial relations, slavery, dispossession and the carving up of colonial territories are largely effaced. As Philip Cole (2000: 197) notes, for much of liberal philosophy it is as though ‘colonialism and slavery never occurred at all’.

In contrast, for a relational ethics, constitutive relations precede communal, societal, and state borders—‘Ontologically and morally… social connection is prior to political institutions’ (Young, 2006: 105). Particular cultures, whatever values they might encompass, are produced through processes of contact: differentiation and affiliation, trust and mistrust, emancipation and domination, reciprocation and denial, compassion and exploitation, welcoming in and casting out. States and the societies they formally represent and administer, the most obvious subjects of immigration ethics, are formed only through these relationships. Who such societies are, what they are, how they live, the very nature of their ethos, home, and collective ‘self’, is formed through these connections. Thus, as noted in relation to structural injustice: a society does not, therefore, confront a stranger as if they suddenly appeared at the border from nowhere. Immigration occurs within a broader historical and social context of evolving associations and connections. We are all ‘deeply imbricated, economically and socially and politically, with other societies in a large world landscape’ (Bosniak, 2006: 6). For example, if we take a country that has widely trumpeted its hostility to migrants in recent years—the UK—we see that these imbrications come in a wide variety of forms. This includes its embeddedness in the global political economy, its participation in foreign wars, colonial occupations, the slave trade, and division of territory in the global south, its arms manufacturing industry, its role in international institutions (economic, political, and social) that help set the deeply unequal terms of international relationality, and its economic dependence on migration to fill labour shortages in health, agriculture and financial sectors (to name only a few).

As we shall see in Chapters 5 and 6, much of the UK’s hostility has for some time been directed at asylum seekers. This is cause for concern in itself, but even more so when we look at the pre-existing relations between the UK and the societies sending these asylum seekers. In 2016, when the UK’s hostility was ramping up, the top five countries of origin for those seeking safety in the UK were Iran, Pakistan, Iraq, Afghanistan, and Bangladesh (Blinder, 2017): countries the UK has been allied to, traded with, colonised, invaded, occupied, drawn the map of, or directly interfered in the affairs of, for hundreds of years. By 2021 the figures were similar, except Eritrea (administered by the UK from 1941–1950) and Albania had slightly displaced Afghanistan and Pakistan (Walsh, 2022b). Whilst she is discussing former subjects of the British Empire, Nadine El-Enany (2020: 15) makes a powerful point in relation to all forms of such domination:


Much of the migration studies literature refers to people seeking asylum in Britain… as spontaneous arrivals. Yet these arrivals were entirely predictable. The descriptor ‘spontaneous’ feeds an ahistorical understanding of contemporary migratory movements, erasing the connection between migration to Britain and its colonial history. The refugees and asylum seekers of today were the British subjects of yesterdays, colonised, alienated and barred from access to wealth stolen from them.



And this is without considering the impact of UK state and private actors’ extractive economic involvement in these societies. From a relational perspective, far from a moment of first encounter, the UK has a particular set of responsibilities to migrants from all these countries, whether or not they seek asylum. Yet for the UK government this is obviously deemed not to be the case: between 2012 and 2016, only 38% of the nearly 120,000 asylum applications received some form of protection on initial decision, including asylum, humanitarian and other leave to remain (Walsh, 2019: 7).8 This fell to 33% in 2018 (Walsh, 2022b: 8). The UK determined that it did not have a legal or moral responsibility in the case of 67% of applicants. Indeed, El-Enany points out that the UK actually has a lower asylum recognition rate than many EU member states when it comes to people seeking protection from countries it has colonised or recently invaded (2020: 204).

What becomes clear then is that, for many who take a relational approach, and especially feminists, ethics is best viewed as a study of how responsibilities are produced through formative connections, and how we then respond, in practical terms. For Walker, this is a matter of observing and charting how people respond through ‘practices of responsibility in which they assign, accept, or deflect responsibilities for different things’ (2007: 10). My understanding of hospitality is that it is a particular way, or set of ways, in which we can practice responsibility and its denial. I will outline the particularities of hospitality more below, but for now it important to stress that from this perspective, hospitality is not right or wrong, good or bad. Hospitality is simply a set of ways in which subjects relate by assigning, accepting and deflecting responsibility for themselves and each other. Are these responsibilities accepted, with hospitable practices of welcome, care and compassion? Or are they accepted with practices of indifference, or even active hostility and violence? Are responsibilities being deflected, through a denial of connection, an effacement of history, and an assignment of responsibility elsewhere? Or is responsibility simply denied through practices that make a claim to powerlessness or overburdening?9

The aim of a relational ethics is not primarily (or perhaps at all) one of judgement: of saying that such a practice of responsibility, hospitality or hostility is right or wrong, good or bad. This is one area of significant contention within relational ethics: the problem of normativity. Most would perhaps agree that the primary aim is one of critical reflection on existing practices, rather than moralistic condemnation or endorsement of norms. In Walker’s terms, the task is one of ‘mapping’ responsibilities, providing an inventory of how responsibilities are distributed (assigned, negotiated, and deflected) in particular contexts (2007: 105). What such an inventory can offer is two things: first, it offers a compelling demonstration of how each individual social mapping is a construct, how each is ‘socially shaped and differently shapeable’ (2007: 106). This is crucial because without the demonstration of social shaping, we can easily come to see one mapping of responsibility as natural, rather than the product of ethical and political choices and decisions. Second, by comparing across different mappings of responsibility, we can ‘appreciate what is gained and what is lost, what is secured and what is left to chance, when responsibilities are shaped in one way rather than another’ (Walker, 2007: 106). The aim of moral theorising thus becomes one of understanding the way particular cultures map their practices of responsibility, offering the space to consider how this arrangement might be challenged, improved or in some way ‘bettered’.

For me, however, relational ethics remains an ethics without moralism. I can see no way in which a relational ethics can convincingly supply an ideal way in which to map responsibilities, a firm ground from which to judge one culture of responsibility and hospitality practices over another (Fagan, 2013: 148; Bulley and Johnson, 2018: 221). It can offer no clear vision of how things ought to be arranged. In this sense, the ‘ethics of hospitality’ is ‘not sufficient unto itself, not a foundation’ (Baker, 2011: 8). This issue of normativity has come to particular prominence in ‘care ethics’, which takes the responsive practices of caring as an alternative vision to justice-oriented models of morality (see Tronto, 1993; Robinson, 1999). Here, the ideal is social rather than individual—it makes a claim about how society should function rather than how an individual should act (Robinson, 1999: 47–48). But the danger is that this position ultimately recreates the ‘regulative ideal’ that relational approaches criticise in normative, justice-oriented accounts, a point made very effectively by Kim Hutchings (2000: 119–120). Rather, the ethics without moralism offered by my understanding clears the way for critical consideration of our practices, without producing a secure ‘moral yardstick’ to ensure better outcomes.

I will revisit the issue of normativity in Chapter 6 when I turn to look at the responses made possible, or animated, by focusing on hospitality as a relational ethics of immigration. Taking inspiration from everyday responses that seek to welcome disobediently, I will make the case for a kind of pre-figurative normativity that seeks to cultivate individuals’, groups’, and societies’ capacity to respond—their response-ability—to immigrants. For now, however, we have explored the relational tradition within which I situate my understanding of hospitality, we are left with the question: what is specific about hospitality, as opposed to other ways of practicing responsibility? And most importantly, given the prominence of care within the field of international ethics, how do practices of hospitality differ from practices of care? The next section will turn to this issue.



Practices of Hospitality: Spaces, Power, Emotions

Undoubtedly the dominant paradigm of how responsibility is practiced most effectively is found in the focus on care. Starting from Gilligan’s work, which characterised the relational as an ‘ethic of care’ as opposed to an ‘ethic of justice’ (1993: 174), this has produced a large, significant, and internally diverse literature (e.g. Noddings, 1984; Tronto, 1993; Robinson, 1999; Held, 2006; Slote, 2007; de la Bellacasa, 2017). If we look at how Joan Tronto defines care ethics, major overlap exists with my understanding of hospitality: care involves reaching out beyond the self towards the other and it necessarily requires ‘some type of action’, including the acceptance of an other’s burden (1993: 102–103). Furthermore, care has to be defined ‘culturally, and will vary among different cultures’. And it must be understood as grounded in quixotic practices and concerns: ‘caring is not simply a cerebral concern or a character trait, but the concern of living, active humans engaged in the processes of everyday living’ (1993: 103–104). Caring, like hospitality, is an everyday ethics. However, it is significant that care ethics has had very little to say about immigration specifically. The many book-length treatments of international or global care ethics at best mention migrants and refugees in passing, but no chapter or sustained analysis is offered to the topic. Instead, attention is offered to humanitarian intervention, poverty and development, peacebuilding, health and environmental security (Tronto, 1993; Robinson, 1999; Held, 2006; Robinson, 2011; Barnes et al., 2015), When migration is dealt with, it is almost exclusively in terms of the movement of care workers, and the varied economies of global care (e.g. Raghuram, 2009; Mahon and Robinson, 2011; Robinson, 2011: 63–84; Raghuram, 2016).

It is therefore fair to say that immigration has not been a major concern of care ethics. This is quite surprising when we consider the scale of population movements and the long-term trend to rendering migration a problem (often a security problem). However, when care ethicists have theorised the issue, it is often through an exploration of the way care and hospitality intersect (e.g. Hamington, 2010a; Hamington, 2010b; Szymanski, 2010; Irigaray, 2013; Pascucci, 2018; Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020). Hospitality appears one of the ways we ‘provide care for others… especially visitors and travellers’ (Sander-Staudt, 2010: 20). For Maurice Hamington, ‘feminist hospitality reflects a performative extension of care ethics’ (2010c: 24)—it adds depth, being one of many, though often ignored, ‘caring practices’ (2010c: 33–34).

However, the link between hospitality and care is tricky, given the gendering of vulnerable, needy or deserving immigrants and the historical role of women in providing hospitality but not hosting (McNulty, 2007; Haggerty, 2010; Hamington, 2010b). This has left feminists ‘cautious about approaching hospitality as theory, discourse and practice’ (Farahani, 2021: 666). Even idealised forms of ancient Greek and Hebraic/Biblical hospitality have involved either the silent labour, or the unapologetic abuse of women (Kristeva, 1991: 41–76). Furthermore, there are key differences between care and hospitality. The comparison will help to bring out the core components of how I understand hospitality as a spatial and emotional practice in which power is exercised to include and exclude.10

This definition of hospitality is necessarily broad and nonspecific. A relational ethics tries not to deal in detailed abstractions because practices of responsibility acceptance, denial and deflection vary so much depending upon context—details are only possible when looking at concrete cases. For example, a contemporary Indian mother’s idea of what is demanded by ‘care’ and ‘caring’ is obviously not the same as a 19th Century, white, American man’s understanding. Arguably, there are as many versions of care as there are people, though obviously some have more in common, emerging from a shared ethos, than others. The same can be said of hospitality (Bulley, 2017a). A definition of either care or hospitality will therefore inevitably feel unsatisfactory. Fisher and Tronto suggested that caring could be defined as an ‘activity that includes everything that we do to maintain, continue, and repair our “world” so that we can live in it as well as possible’ (1991: 40). This has not attracted universal agreement. But a key factor that differentiates this definition of caring from my rendering of hospitality is that it makes of care a normative good. It would be impossible to argue against care; the activity of caring includes everything that helps us live in the world ‘as well as possible’. Caring can be seen only as an activity to be unproblematically sought, encouraged and enabled. Thus, when Hamington (2010c) enrols his reading of hospitality within care ethics—producing a specifically ‘feminist hospitality’—he makes it normative, constructing an ideal towards which we can strive and against which we can judge.

In contrast, my understanding of hospitality—as a spatial and emotional practice in which power is exercised to include and exclude—is deeply ambiguous. It is not necessarily good or bad, but can be both, either and neither. Crucially, as we saw in the last chapter, hospitality can just as easily warrant colonial occupation as the protection of refugees. Alison Jaggar (1995: 197) makes a similar point about care: both caring about and caring for distant others can and has at times become another form of colonisation. Yet most feminist approaches continue to define caring in solely positive normative terms, as involving the goods of ‘attentiveness, responsibility, and responsiveness’ (Robinson, 1997: 121). This section will proceed by outlining the key elements of the much more ambiguous ethical relation encapsulated in hospitality as a spatial and emotional exercise of power. It will do so by looking at how practices of hospitality revolve around three key elements which are entangled in complex ways: space, power, and emotion.11


Space: inside, outside and thresholds

Migration and immigration are always necessarily spatial: they involve movement through space, from one place to another. As noted earlier in the Introduction, the IOM defines immigration as ‘the act of moving into a country other than one’s country of nationality or usual residence’, defined from the perspective of the ‘country of arrival’ (IOM, 2019a: 103). Likewise, however it is practiced, hospitality is also always essentially spatial and mobile. As Mustafa Dikec and his colleagues summarise it, this holds sway across all the disciplines that explore the concept and practice:


… the shared concern of the humanities and social sciences with questions of hospitality that arise out of globalized social life has a resounding geographical tenor. Whether explicitly or implicitly, encounters between self and other tend to be conceived of in spatial tropes of openness and closure, inclusion and exclusion, border patrolling and boundary crossing, while the ‘stranger’ who might be welcomed or turned away is most often characterised as one who has been spatially mobilized or displaced.

(Dikec, Clark and Barnett, 2009: 4)



This spatial aspect of hospitality is also crucial to separating it from other practices, such as caring, humanitarianism and friendship (Bulley, 2017a: 8). Caring for someone can take place anywhere that you are co-present, in a shared space, a public place, or in anyone’s home—you can even perform some aspects of care (e.g. ‘caring about’) at a distance (Tronto, 1993: 105–108). The practices of caring are not definitively spatial in this sense. In contrast, I can only offer you hospitality in my home, community, or society; in some meaningful space within which I claim a specific status of belonging and, perhaps, ownership. As I will outline more below, it must be a place in which I am considered to ‘belong’ and you are not. I can only host you within a particular type of space within which my status as ‘host’ and yours as ‘guest’ makes sense to both of us. Hospitality is therefore a boundary crossing practice in a way that is not central to other relational practices: it necessitates a move from the outside to the inside. Even if this movement inevitably disrupts the simple opposition of inside and outside, the distinction must hold some meaning that is always in the process of being disrupted by movement. And this movement must be one performed by the guest. After all, if the host leaves the home, they are no longer a host; they can exercise responsibility in a variety of other ways, but not through hospitality. The inside and the outside are, of course, power-laden and contested constructs rather than natural and timeless facts. But this does not stop them having enormous material effects, including over life and death.

The spatial character of hospitality is also key to how it generates such incredible variability of practices and understandings across different cultures. Derrida notes that hospitality as such is impossible to define in rigorous, coherent conceptual terms because it resists ‘any consistent, stable, and objectifiable conceptual determination (2000: 6). This is not just because of different cultural contexts, but because of the indeterminability of hospitality as such. What counts as a ‘home’ for hospitality? To be hospitable, just how open must this home be? How much closure is allowed before the practice shifts into hostility? Once the guest is inside the home, how much is demanded of the host—must the guest be given free reign over the entirety of its space, or are there some areas that are off limits? And how does time interact with space: how long must a guest be allowed to stay, and when do they start being more than a guest? In terms of immigration this is particularly tricky. I curtailed the IOM’s definition of immigration a little too soon. The definition actually continues by stating that immigration is the act of moving to a new country ‘so that the country of destination becomes his or her new country of usual residence’ (IOM, 2019a: 103). For the IOM at least, this would suggest that immigration involves the guest becoming host.

For Derrida, the problem is that hospitality is conceptually divided between its logical spatial limit of unconditional openness to whoever might come (unconditional hospitality) and a more hedged form (conditional hospitality), which restricts who can be welcomed, where and when they can arrive, how long they can stay and how they can make use of the home (Derrida and Dufourmantelle, 2000: 77–91). Unconditional hospitality is sometimes read as Derrida’s normative ideal, something we can strive towards as ‘the essence and goal of hospitable behaviour’ (Pilardi, 2010: 84), and judge other hospitalities against (Benhabib, 2004; Bulley, 2009; Baban and Rygiel, 2017). On such an understanding, the placement of conditions (patrolled borders, visas, work permits, time limits, interviews, etc.) edges hospitality towards hostility as its opposite. Claims that such a ‘linear transition’ between the hospitality and hostility is implied (e.g. Challinor, 2018: 96) are problematic, however. This may sometimes be implied, but Derrida’s more consistent point is in fact much more troubling: that hospitality and hostility cannot be unpicked, and unconditional hospitality is deeply undesirable.

An unconditional hospitality of complete spatial openness, which accepts anyone who turns up, without question, offering them a free run of the home and all its goods, would ultimately destroy the host, the home and the hospitable relation (Derrida, 2002: 364). ‘Not every migrant can be welcome, otherwise the concept of hospitality loses its meaning, its very existence’ (Bleiker et al., 2014: 199). Taken to its extreme, the host would become the guest; their home would be turned over to the stranger, its resources drained it could no longer offer the goods of hospitality: shelter, sustenance, security. This is not a practical policy, but such is the least of its problems. In fact, it is not even desirable—as the liberal nationalists might argue, such an attitude to immigration risks ‘politicide’ (Weiner, 1996: 172). It is, as Pheng Cheah (2013: 73) puts it, a ‘constitutive movement of expropriation’ which leaves an individual, community or society completely defenceless. This is partly why Kantian cosmopolitans argue for conditions on hospitality—to prevent the horrors of colonialism recurring (see Chapter 1). Unconditional hospitality is not just absurdly undesirable for the host, whose home would be destroyed; looked at in terms of migrant ‘sending’ societies the results of complete openness could be equally as horrific for those left behind as medical professionals flee deprived societies (Ypi, 2008).

Hospitality therefore presumes spatial openness (the crossing of borders, doors that open) but is equally dependent upon closure (walls that exclude and doors that shut). Boundaries that exclude are the condition of possibility for crossing those boundaries and a hospitable welcome. And yet, conditions placed upon the hospitable relation, conditions which restrict who can come and how they use the space once they do come, conditions that erect external and internal borders, are all bastardisations of hospitality—they restrict what logically cannot be restricted. They are always forms of hostility that emphasise the sovereignty of the host over the home, that the guest does not truly belong, that they must ultimately leave or accept the norms, behaviour and expectations of the host. Hospitality is not therefore a spectrum, with behaviour sliding from unconditional welcome to conditional reception, finally coming to rest in complete hostility. Rather, hostility is always present in the hospitable relation itself—either through conditions on entry or through the destruction of hospitality and the home. This is why Derrida (2000) coined the ugly word ‘hostipitality’; far from two ends of a ‘linear transition’, hostility and hospitality are fundamentally inseparable.

One of the dangers of following Derrida too far is, perhaps, that we drift into his treatment of hospitality as a ‘scale-free abstraction’ (Candea, 2012: 42), shifting from house, to family to ethnic group to nation. Whilst hospitality’s function as a ‘scale shifter’ (Wagner, 2018: 36) is part of its attraction, I try to restrict myself to two kinds of more or less concrete spaces in this book: the multi-layered and multi-boundaried space of the national society (itself a deeply problematic construction) and the liminal, temporary spaces caught in-between these societies, such as various types of camp. To take account of how practices of hospitality use space, we need to explore how the external (Chapter 3), internal (Chapter 5) and interstitial (Chapter 4) borders and boundaries are used to assign, accept, and deflect responsibility for immigrants. In other words, how are borders used inside and outside the state in the practice of hospitality and hostility? What do they tell us about the ethos, the practical values, that societies practice in relation to themselves and others? And how are these bordering practices contested by immigrants with alternative visions of inclusion and exclusion?



Power: inclusion, exclusion, and inclusive exclusion

These questions bring us onto the central constitutive element of hospitality: power. In describing the importance of space above, it was noted that hospitality could not happen in just any space; the space had to be a meaningful one in which the ‘host’ had a special status. For Derrida, that special status must include control: a host must have sovereign mastery over the space in order to practice hospitality and welcome (Derrida, 2000: 14). They must have the capacity to close and open the borders and thresholds of the home, to choose who to include and exclude. Without such sovereign mastery, the space would be a free-for-all; it may offer the unconditional hospitality described above, but as we saw, unconditional openness essentially ends the hospitable relation and offers nothing to the guest (Derrida, 2003: 129). In practical terms, Cheah notes that hospitality is inseparable from power because it is ‘an ability, capacity, or strength to receive and give shelter’ to someone who needs it; this need itself marks a weakness (2013: 57). In fact, power is engrained in the very etymology of hospitality. Emile Benveniste’s etymology notes that hospitality has two Latin roots—hosti (host and guest, interchangeably) and pet, or pot, from potis and potestas (meaning power over something) and ipse (meaning personal self-identity) (Benveniste, 1973: 71–74). Power is at the heart of hospitality and hostility, practically, conceptually, and etymologically.

The centrality of power is one of the key reasons for some critical scholars ultimately rejecting hospitality as a concept and practice (e.g. Irigaray, 2013: 46–47). For Jonathan Darling, hospitality has become a political tool to suggest values of openness whilst reasserting the power to exclude (2014: 163). He prefers assertions of rightful presence and acts of citizenship to the language of hospitality (2014: 167–168). David Moffette and Jennifer Ridgley counsel against using hospitality to mobilise support for sanctuary city movements because hospitality fails to challenge ‘power relations and nationalist assumptions’ (2018: 152). For them, hospitality is too paternalistic and ‘little more than a form of tolerance’, whilst being especially problematic in settler colonies like Canada where sovereignty over space is something we should contest rather than accept. For this reason, they prefer a ‘politics of solidarity’ over hospitality, as does Katerina Rozakou (2012). Likewise, Mark Franke (2019: 14) argues that the ‘asymmetry of power’ between host and guest is impossible to eradicate from hospitable relations. Taken to its extreme in sovereign mastery, the hierarchy between host and guest upon which hospitality depends is stark and ethically troubling. For Franke, this is too much for an international ethics: in claiming the right to offer hospitality, we are claiming rightful possession and mastery of a space which, ultimately, we have no greater right to than others. Linking with Moffette and Ridgley’s point, this is the lesson of settler colonialism—we have all imposed on someone’s space and displaced them to claim it as our own. We are, for Franke, in a position of ‘mutual imposition’ and we should turn our attention to practices of mutual accommodation. As he summarises the position: ‘No one is host; no one is guest. We move; we impose’ (2019: 16).

Feminists have been drawing attention to the gendered power imbalances involved in hospitality for many years—this is a key reason for their ‘caution’ in approaching it (Farahani, 2021: 666). Traditionally, women have not been able to host or have been rendered invisible parts of the masculine host’s largesse—thus, the Latin potis actually has no feminine form (McNulty, 2007: x). Today, not only is hospitality women’s work without their getting the credit, it has become connected to gender-based shame according to Daniel Haggerty (2010: 56). It is therefore surprising to see feminists making important inroads to reworking and reclaiming hospitality. Maurice Hamington in particular argues against the rejection of hospitality due to its power imbalances. While hospitality has been traditionally conceived as unidirectional and hierarchical (the host giving; the guest receiving), a feminist approach can imagine the practice differently, as a reciprocal, flattened relation in which both gain in ‘mutual respect and reciprocity’ (Hamington, 2010c: 28). Feminists therefore look to repair hospitality’s power imbalances with an emphasis on reciprocity (Sander-Staudt, 2010: 29–33; Snow, 2010: 5; Szymanski, 2010: 145–146; Irigaray, 2013: 48–51).

But is hospitality really in need of repair in these terms? Both the critiques and the feminist repairs are important and well-made, but they make two problematic moves. First, both positions appear to determine that hospitality is essentially a static power relation—that it is hierarchical and cannot change (unless it is made reciprocal). But arguably, in any grounded practice of hospitality, the ongoing encounter between the host and guest, the ‘native’ and the immigrant, changes both. This might not necessarily be a positive change, in which both gain in mutual understanding as Hamington desires. Derrida points out that, once the border has been crossed, the host will seek to control the reception of the guest ‘according to different modalities of violence’ (Derrida, 2001: 17). But equally, the guest will seek to resist that violence and control. The result is an inevitable power struggle which includes the possible complete reversal of positions, with the guest becoming host and host becoming guest.12 Not only is power inherent in hospitality, so is ‘radical vulnerability or weakness’ (Cheah, 2013: 57). Once the host has allowed us into their home, they are no longer in total control of it. Hospitality is never a static or singular relation. To deem it necessarily and irresolvably paternalistic, unidirectional or with a settled hierarchy is to reduce it to a lifeless concept rather than an unruly, lively, and ongoing relationship. In fact, hospitality can just as easily be an act of resistance, either to state policies of abandonment (Olayo-Mendez et al., 2014: 211–212; Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020: 8) and sovereign territorial control (Gómez, 2014: 187–189), xenophobic and neo-liberal forms of exclusion (Sparke, 2018: 216–218), or charity and humanitarian government (Wagner, 2018: 37). I will unpack some key examples of this in Chapter 6.

My second problem with these critiques is the alternatives offered, which are proposed on the basis that they overcome hospitality’s weaknesses. I would see reciprocal or mutual hospitality as one such alternative. In a bid to repair or replace hospitality, each is in danger of setting up a new, better normative ideal with which to regulate and judge the encounter between immigrant and non-immigrant. I would agree that hospitality is ill-suited to such an ideal, but I don’t see this as a problem. After all, in setting up different normative principles, they appear to be seeking a relation without power, without control or hierarchy—one that is flattened (Hamington, 2010c: 28), or at least pretends to be—which we should strive towards. There are two dangers here: first, that the power relations that are surely inevitable in practices of solidarity or acts of citizenship are not critically explored because we assume they are not there; and second, if hierarchies are recognised, they are somehow already pre-justified on a similar basis to the abstractions of equality, non-domination and non-coercion that we saw in Chapter 1.13 In contrast, hospitality acknowledges the inevitability of power in ethical relations, which is not the same as simply accepting them uncritically as they appear. Feminists have long stressed the need for careful attention to power within caring relations (Tronto, 1995: 144–145). Power is inescapable whether we include or exclude. The difference between hospitality and many other relational concepts is that it, as Mireille Rosello argues, ‘contains a critique of its own limits, which prevents me from idealizing it as the ideal instrument against anti-immigrant rhetoric’ (Rosello, 2013: 128). We already know to be wary of its hierarchies and potential for arbitrary exclusion because they are written into it as a word (poti), concept and practice. Hospitality cannot form a ‘moral yardstick’. But it can prompt important ethical reflection on all aspects of an immigration system.

So, to provoke this reflection and explore the interaction of space and power in practices of hospitality, we need to ask: what hierarchies are being formed between different types of migrants within hospitality practices? How do these work to pre-empt movement, inclusion, and exclusion? How are these hierarchies born out in terms of internal borders and movement controls within the national ‘home’? In what ways do these map onto the deflection or acceptance of responsibilities? How are these hierarchies being resisted, overturned, or reimagined? And how can they be practiced with a more respectful acceptance of responsibility?



Emotion: belonging and alienation

The final element in my definition of hospitality is emotion. As we saw in Chapter 1, liberal international political theory uses a method of rational abstraction to try and empty emotion out of its rendering of immigration ethics. Yet emotions such as being at ‘home’ and the sense of ‘belonging’ always enter into their theorisations, because we struggle to make sense of immigration practices without them. Hospitality commonly embraces emotion; just as caring is often, if not always, an emotional practice,14 so is hospitality. Arguably, all relational practices depend upon emotion at least to some extent, but hospitality is separated by the particular emotions connected to the ‘home’ upon which hospitality depends—primarily those of belonging and alienation, or non-belonging, neither of which are key to caring relationships.

Leif Dahlberg (2013: 69–70) highlights emotion as a particular problem with Derrida’s writings on hospitality. He suggests, wrongly in my view, that for Derrida hospitality is always a matter of decisions and individual experiences—it is not about communities, their desire to feel comfortable, at-home in ‘our place’, and their fears of losing the security and sense of belonging experienced in that place. In particular, Dahlberg is concerned about the way Derrida ignores desire—the desire of hosts and guests to be at home, welcome the stranger, be welcomed and accepted (2013: 67). Likewise, in privileging the ethics of ‘welcome’ to migrants offered by civil society groups, Nick Gill (2018: 90–91) stresses the importance of emotions and feelings such as warmth, vulnerability and intimacy. In doing so, he constructs a simplistic binary, separating this from a cold, calculating ‘governmentality of welcome’ offered by the state (2–18: 92). But what are emotions? And how have they become so frequently intimately entangled with ethical practices like hospitality?

Relying heavily on the work of Brian Massumi, Gilles Deleuze, and Felix Guattari, Eric Shouse (2005) argues that crucial distinctions can be drawn between feelings, emotions and affects. Feelings are personal, interpretable, and labelled—they can be described and compared to a lifetime of similar or identical feelings. An affect, in contrast is pre-personal, it is not conscious but an experience of unformed intensity, such as an embodied preparation for fight or flight—it is a matter of perspiration, quicker breathing and heartbeat, skin prickles and blood flow. Affect is innate and uncontrollable. In contrast, an emotion is the display or performance of a feeling; it is inherently social rather than personal or pre-personal. As a performance, it can be natural or a confection—sometimes it is simply what we happen to feel, displayed in a social environment; other times it is forced, in order to fit with, or even to shape, social expectations and reactions. Given that we are talking about collective practices of hospitality, this social aspect of emotions (over feelings and affects) is crucial. And the fact that emotions, unlike feelings and affects, can be feigned is also important to how inclusion and exclusion are policed: the promotion of fear, panic and insecurity over immigration is an important political tool for those that want to emphasise the threat posed by immigrants (Bigo, 2002). Likewise, garnering feelings of shame, compassion or sympathy are important for those seeking to capitalise on the harshness and inhumanity of closed borders (Adler-Nissen et al., 2020).15 Emotions can easily become manipulated by, and enrolled in, the power relations of hospitality.

Contra-Dahlberg, Derrida does in fact briefly explore this issue of desire and emotion, specifically in relation to hospitality, in published conversations with Bernard Stiegler (Derrida and Stiegler, 2002). Here, Derrida notes that the rising speed of technological change becomes a radical challenge to ‘anchoredness, rootedness, the at-home [le chez-soi]’. We have effectively become dislodged, even whilst he admits that the at-home has always been tormented ‘by the guest, by the threat of expropriation’ and is indeed constituted ‘only in this threat’ (2002: 79). The more powerful this feeling becomes, Derrida posits, the more powerful becomes the desire for the safety and security of the ‘at-home’:


I would like to think that… the desire or longing for the home, without which, in effect, there is no door nor any hospitality (and in any case no law and no duty of hospitality), the desire for hospitality (which exceeds both law and institution), I would like to believe that this unconditional desire, which it is impossible to renounce, which should not be renounced, is not tied in a necessary way to these schema or watchwords called nationalism, fundamentalism, or even to a certain concept of idiom or of language… this at-home which, I will say again, can project an image, obviously, of closedness, of selfish and impoverishing and even lethal isolation, but which is also the condition of openness, of hospitality, and of the door.

(Derrida and Stiegler, 2002: 81)



What Derrida is defending here is the possibility of negotiating a non-nationalistic and chauvinistic understanding of the home, the desire for being ‘at-home’. Without the home, and the emotion of at-home-ness, there can’t be hospitality—we would have nothing to welcome the other to. This feeling and its performance is part of what gives the host their special status in the space they call home. But equally, the fear, the feeling that the other might pose a threat to our sovereign mastery, is precisely what endangers openness and hospitality. We fear becoming alienated and experiencing non-belonging in our own home, which would no longer be our home. We are left with a paradox which we can only negotiate, born of a necessary desire to be and feel at-home.

This paradox also gives us a much clearer understanding of one way in which liberal democratic states come to endorse illiberal hostile environments. The gap between professed principles and practices is difficult to explain for international political theory, and the assumption must be that it is produced by bad faith or electoral opportunism. Both these explanations are undoubtedly part of the answer, but if we see hostile environments as negotiations of hospitality, attempts to secure the illusive ‘sovereign mastery’ of the home, to guarantee that guests continue to know their place by ensuring their unease, non-belonging, and powerlessness, we get a much richer understanding. As Derrida notes, this is the ‘pervertiblity’ which is inherent in hospitality: ‘one can become virtually xenophobic in order to protect or claim to protect one’s own hospitality, the own home that makes possible one’s own hospitality’ (Derrida and Dufourmantelle, 2000: 53). External and internal borders are therefore erected to produce and protect the hospitality that they also destroy.

It is important to stress that the ‘sovereign mastery’ that is part of the being at-home is always a fantasy, an illusion. When performed at the level of the state, it expresses a desire for wholeness and control of borders that has never been possible, and cannot be achieved in the future (Doty, 2003: 1–17). At a more personal level, bell hooks beautifully expresses the importance of the home and belonging, their connection to being, and the understanding that the promised safety and security is illusory:


All my life I have searched for a place of belonging, a place that would become home. Growing up in a small Kentucky town, I knew in early childhood what home was, what it felt like. Home was the safe place, the place where one could count on not being hurt. It was the place where wounds were attended to. Home was the place where the me of me mattered. Home was the place I longed for it was not where I lived.

(hooks, 2009: 215—emphasis added)



hooks always associated where she lived, her ‘native place’ of Kentucky, with racial segregation, racialised violence and domestic tyranny, without fully appreciating the extent to which her values, ethos and culture were formed by the rural way of life and its people (2009: 1–24). She sought to make a home, an at-home of belonging, in many other places before she accepted that she must build her culture of belonging in Kentucky.

For many who either lack a comparable ‘Kentucky’ or still primarily associate ‘home’ with violence and a rejection of who they are, hooks account of belonging may be unconvincingly unique. It also appears to privilege stasis, or at least a movement of return. But the point is that wherever we find it or build it, even if we never manage to, the emotional desire, or even need, for the ease and security—where the ‘me of me’ matters—of belonging is undeniable. As Nira Yuval-Davis notes, constructions of belonging are never simply ‘cognitive stories’. They also ‘reflect emotional investments and desire for attachments’ (2006: 202). And it is the ease of attachments, of at-homeness, or belonging, that is purposefully denied to often racialised immigrants in a hostile environment (El-Enany, 2020: 31–32).

Such a hostile environment works after the moment of encounter, once the walls of the home have already been breached, through a range of internal borders and boundaries, that operate physically, discursively, and emotionally to ensure the non-belonging, the alienation of immigrants. This is what separates the potentially benign constructions of belonging from the ‘politics of belonging’—the work of erecting and maintaining boundaries between an ‘us’ that belongs and a ‘them’ that doesn’t (Yuval-Davis, 2006: 204–209; 2011: 18–21). And it is this focus on the politics of emotions that raises questions that would not be addressed by liberal international political theory. These questions address how the necessity of proving your belonging at every turn—when driving, walking, shopping, living—confronting a ‘border in every street’ (Keenan, 2019), living as a ‘deportable’ subject without actually being deported (De Genova, 2002), contribute to the experience and emotion of non-belonging.

But equally, if the host’s belonging is dependent upon the production of alienation and non-belonging in those they relate to on a daily basis, or depend upon for their healthcare, food, cleaning, and safe travel, what does this tell us about the ethos, the lived values, of that society? Whilst by no means the most egregious way in which this alienation is produced, Rosello has noted how the language of hospitality itself can discursively generate non-belonging. As she points out, the immigrant as ‘guest’ is the ‘metaphor that has forgotten it is a metaphor’ (2001: 3). Rosello’s point is that, generations after their ancestors migrated to France, Germany or the UK, the children, grandchildren and great-grandchildren of immigrants are still treated as temporary or recent arrivals (Rosello, 2013: 127). In this way, French citizens of Algerian and Morrocan heritage, just like Britons of Indian, Pakistani, and Jamaican descent, can be called ‘second’ and ‘third’ generation migrants in spite of never having crossed a border in their lives. This label engages in a politics of belonging, because it is precisely these individuals at-homeness that is questioned implicitly by this apparently innocent term. And it is socially experienced as alienation, as un-welcome, as hostile.

In the case of emotions then, we can ask: how is responsibility being mapped on to those that are deemed to ‘belong’ inside and outside the home? How are attachments and feelings of belonging policed and in what ways is non-belonging enforced and ensured? How are the benefits of feeling ‘at-home’ used to deflect and assign responsibility and how can we see this playing out in access to public services and funds? How are such practices resisted and contested by insubordinate and disobedient parts of the state and society?




Conclusion

This chapter has sought to lay out the theoretical foundations for an exploration of immigration ethics through hospitality as an everyday relational ethics. I began with an introduction of hospitality as ethics, exploring the idea of ethos as the practical ways in which our lived, concrete values and ethics are expressed through action—or practices. Hospitality was therefore established as primarily a set of practices, involving the various ways we receive or reject the stranger. The second section situated this vision of hospitality within a tradition of relational ethics, relying on feminism and poststructuralism in particular. Relational ethics starts from an ontology of social connection, of a web of relationships that create individuals, states, and societies as moral subjects. These relations generate responsibilities; such responsibilities are not uniform, or uniformly strong, but they are incurred through a diverse range of connections, including co-presence, history, biology, shared suffering, shared projects, and culture. We then partake in practises of responsibility that assign, accept, and deflect these responsibilities. The aim of a relational ethics is less to judge and more to critically reflect on these constitutive relationships and the responsibilities they incur.

The final section sought to carve our hospitality as a particular kind of relational ethics that operates through the concrete, everyday interaction of space, power, and emotions. Hospitality is a spatial and emotional practice that depends upon the exercise of power. My understanding of hospitality was primarily drawn from the reading of Derrida’s work, supplemented by his interlocutors and feminist scholars. The claim here is that hospitality operates by either accepting responsibility for migrants, welcoming them into the homeland, assigning that responsibility to other states, or deflecting that responsibility onto more transitory, temporary arrangements (see Chapters 3 and 4). If the immigrant breaches the walls of the homeland, either by invitation or visitation, the host state and society can provide the freedom and comfort of the home, allowing the guest to transform into a host, or find various ways to ensure their guestness, their non-belonging, is constantly affirmed (Chapters 5 and 6). The latter practice of affirming alienation can be performed through the erection of a range of internal borders that work to produce a more or less hostile environment. But no practice of hospitality will be complete, will work as an ethical exemplar. Power is always exercised; fear, insecurity and unease are always produced; space is always restricted in some way for the guest and/or host. Ultimately, the question then is not whether a certain society is hospitable, or could be more so. The questions surround whether the ethos expressed by a society’s practices of hospitality is one it recognises and endorses, whether it is one they would like to affirm and accept responsibility for, or reject and rebuild, through alternative means. Hospitality is always about power, but it equally always provokes and enables resistant forms that will be the focus of Chapter 6.




Notes

1 Most famously perhaps by Seyla Benhabib, 2004; 2006. See the critiques of her reading from Honig, 2006; Yeğenoğlu, 2010; Honig, 2013.

2 In this sense, Taylor and Lefebvre’s (2020) decision to use Derrida as an example of a philosopher who advocates hospitality on the basis of ethics as ‘care for the other’ (as opposed to care for the self and care for the world) is problematic. They do note that the ‘subtleties of Derrida’s argument do not concern us here’; this is evident in the inaccurate claim that Derrida assumes a care for the other as the ‘only genuine motivation to extend hospitality’ (2020: 5).

3 For a particularly famous example, see Samuel P. Huntington’s (2009) fear of the ‘Hispanic Challenge’ for the Anglo-Protestant mainstream values that built the American dream.

4 This understanding of ‘practice’ has become popular in International Relations in recent years (e.g. Adler and Pouliot, 2011), even being referred to as its own ‘turn’ in IR scholarship. Such a ‘turn’ has drawn from the sociological and anthropological work of Pierre Bourdieu (1990).

5 It is important to note that, while Walker (2007: 13) rejects the ‘ideality’ of morality contained in the theoretical-juridical model, she does ‘not surrender this fully normative dimension of moral philosophy. Ethics tries to find out whether certain things are really right or good, and whether some ways to live are really better than others’. While I think Walker is substantially correct in this claim, I do not see it as possible for a relational ethics to determine the ‘really right or good’ norms to guide moral action—in this sense, I reject a strong version of the normative dimension of moral philosophy.

6 These can be relations based on co-presence, biology, history, institutions, environment, shared projects, trade, play, and so on (Tronto, 2012: 306).

7 For a focused critique, see Amighetti and Nuti, 2016.

8 This number rose to 55% after appeal. This figure does not include those applications that were withdrawn before a decision was made (see Walsh, 2019). Interestingly, the rate of applications granted at initial decision rose to a record high of 72% in 2021—this is because, as part of its exit from the EU, the UK left the Dublin Regulation in January 2021, meaning the UK could no longer insist that asylum applications be dealt with by the first safe state an asylum seeker entered in the EU (see Walsh, 2022b: 8).

9 For a summary of some ways in which responsibility is commonly avoided, see Young, 2013: 153–170.

10 This is a slight amendment to the definition I have given in previous work—‘a spatial relational practice with affective dimensions’ (Bulley, 2015; 2017: 7). The current definition stresses the role of power by lifting it into the definition itself. And second, it replaces affect with emotion, because on some influential understandings of the term, what I am referring to does not qualify as an affect (see discussion below in relation to emotions and Shouse, 2005).

11 It should be noted that geographical accounts of care ethics in fact do emphasise all three of these points. For instance, Victoria Lawson’s inspiring Presidential Address to the Association of American Geographers noted that care ethics challenged her colleagues to rigorously research ‘the nexus of emotions, power, and geographical processes’ (2007: 5). Defined in this way, hospitality could perhaps be enfolded within care ethics, though the issue of normativity remains.

12 As noted in the Introduction, reversal is inherent in the language of hospitality for both French (hôte) and Latin (hospes).

13 Franke’s (2019) notion of ‘mutual imposition’ here is a different case as it does not propose any kind of ideal, or offer a mode of analysis, but simply acknowledges the mutuality of power. relations. As such, it does not currently tie into everyday ethics—to current public debates and discussions on the ethics of immigration.

14 Interestingly, Joan Tronto wants to reject emotions as a core part of care as it ‘allows care to be sentimentalized and romanticized… I am not arguing that care has nothing to do with dispositions or emotions. What I do assert, though, is that these dimensions are only a part of care. Unless we also understand care in its richer sense of a practice, we run the risk of sentimentalizing and in other ways containing the scope of care in our thinking’ (1993: 118–119). It is not clear to me why emotions and practice must be opposed in this way—I would see practices as often full of emotions. And the emotions of care and hospitality need not be positive, warm or loving; they can perhaps be full of frustration, resentment and even anger (especially in the case of caring about something or someone).

15 For these reasons, I am altering my definition of hospitality as ‘affective’ from previous works (Bulley, 2015; 2017a).




3
External Borders

Accepting and Deflecting Responsibility



Much of the theoretical literature on the ethics and politics of hospitality has tended to focus on the unexpected encounter, the moment a stranger turns up at the door seeking refuge and a decision is needed to welcome or reject them (Derrida and Duformantelle, 2000; Dikec, Clark and Barnett, 2009; Baker, 2011; Claviez, 2013b). As a reflection of the everyday ethics and politics of immigration control, this vision is not particularly helpful. Not only is the purpose of policy to avoid such one-off decisions, immigration and border control is largely a matter of knowing as much as possible about the stranger before they arrive at the border. They are rarely a stranger at all. The aim of the modern international border regime is that, when the immigrant appears at a national boundary, their arrival is expected, they are fully known and they have been classified as one of several constructed categories, such as student, tourist, labour/economic migrant, asylum seeker, environmental migrant, or refugee. Alarms sound when migrants fail to stick inside their classification: when the student overstays their visa, or the tourist applies for asylum. The migrant therefore almost always retains agency and the capacity to surprise.

As noted in the Introduction, three main inquiries animate this investigation into a relational ethics of immigration. First, how are the responsibilities for those entering or seeking entry mapped? In practice, who is assigned the responsibility for welcoming whom? Who accepts that responsibility of hospitality, and when? Who deflects the responsibility to welcome and on what basis? And who denies it altogether? A society’s practices of hospitality are a reflection of this responsibility-mapping, so these questions are crucial and can point towards other possible mappings. The second inquiry, however, asks how complete this map is: what relational ties (historical, social, cultural, political, economic) are being effaced or covered over in these practices? And which are being embraced? The third set of questions asks what each society’s practices of hospitality tell us about its ethos, its moral character and way of being in relation to its self and others? And where is this ethos resisted or contested from within that society? The following three chapters will address these issues, though not in a rigidly structured order.

This chapter starts the substantive enquiry by looking at how the external border regime is organised such that responsibilities are pre-mapped, and practices of hospitality are pre-decided before the immigrant appears at the border. The need to anticipate the immigrant, to know her before she even sets out on her journey, has generated a range of different hospitality practices that are rarely accounted for in the liberal tradition of immigration ethics. We will begin by looking at how states classify internationally mobile populations and individuals, seeking to welcome very specific types of immigrants: the exceptionally wealthy and the exceptionally talented. The second and third sections will look at the much trickier cases of when immigration is attempted outside of these rehearsed, state-authorised welcomes. Such cases occur when immigrants escape the knowledge of the state—their intentions, motivations and histories are not fully known. They are therefore classified as risky in various ways, as ‘irregular’, ‘undocumented’, ‘illegal’ or simply ‘migrants’. The second section examines the ways states in the global north have begun to thicken and outsource their external borders through deflections of responsibility for migrants, irrespective of their relational ties or legal requirements. The third section will explore how relational ties come to the fore in cases—such as in Colombia and Turkey—where forced migrants are welcomed, outside of, and often in excess of, legal responsibilities. Although deeply imperfect, these examples demonstrate that other mappings of responsibility are feasible; a hospitality that accepts responsibility remains demonstrably possible.


Categories and Hierarchies of Welcome

It can often seem as though the state is a fundamentally exclusionary, hostile institution or set of power relations when judged in terms of immigration practices (King, 2016: 25; Bulley, 2017a: 2). But communities have long known that it is in their interests to not only welcome, but to actively recruit, certain types of migrants. One recurring example is that of Germany: the rapidly industrialising German Empire of the late-19th Century recruited thousands (possibly hundreds of thousands) of Slavic migrants to work in the mining, construction, and steel industries of the Ruhr valley. Known collectively as the Ruhrpolen, these immigrants would form the basis of rising German economic success (Schunka, 2016: 12–14). Reconstruction after the Second World War created a similar need and produced a guest worker programme that helped Germany build to its current economic standing. The competitive attempt to entice labour can therefore result in an almost hyper-active, if highly conditional and temporary, hospitality.

The moment demand wanes, however, borders can be re-enforced and workers from less developed nations go back to being held in reserve, locked into a segmented global labour market (Bauder, 2017: 25). But not even such temporary, conditional hospitality is available to migrants deemed less desirable. One of the primary practices by which the terms of hospitality are determined and practiced then, is through the categorisation of people on the move across borders. As Gillian McFadyen (2016: 600) points out, the power to ‘fracture’ the label of ‘immigrant’—into hierarchies of those more, less, and in no way deserving of welcome—is central to practices of state hospitality and hostility (see also, Zetter, 2007). This is certainly true at the external border, but also internally where categorisations by social workers regarding eligibility for benefits and support can have a huge impact on the liveability of life in hostile environments (Dennler, 2018: 89–90).

Surprisingly, perhaps, there is no universally accepted definition of a ‘migrant’ or ‘immigrant’ in international law (IOM, 2019a: 132). The IOM’s understanding of an immigrant mentioned in the last two chapters (2019: 103) has emerged with practice and is adapted from UN DESA (Department of Economic and Social Affairs) documentation—it does not reflect a settled or agreed understanding of the label. The IOM offers a range of different types of (im)migrant in its terminology (IOM, 2019a). These include asylum seekers, migrant workers, environmental migrants, expatriates, guest workers, international student, migrants in ‘regular’ and ‘irregular’ situations, refugees, smuggled migrant, a victim of trafficking, unaccompanied or separated child migrant, and undocumented migrant. One thing to note here is how Eurocentric the IOM’s glossary remains. Despite the fact that a ‘guest’ is an official category of immigrant in Turkey (Kirişci, 2014), and one that captures the millions of Syrian refugees currently availing of Turkish hospitality, the IOM does not include the term.1 A second point to note, therefore, is that the IOM cannot capture in a glossary the full range of terms used by different governments to divide and classify typologies of migrant. The label of ‘economic migrant’, for instance, has become increasingly popular for states in the global north in recent years. It is employed to designate those migrants towards whom, unlike a refugee, states have no responsibilities or obligations—as such, it is included by the IOM but strongly ‘discouraged’ (IOM, 2019a: 61–62).

My point is that the language of immigration and hospitality is not entirely under the control of individual states or societies, international law, or international organisations such as the IOM. Rather, such organisations are responding to what states do and allow each other to do, their emerging practices of hospitality. There is therefore nothing settled, natural or uncontested about any of these categories and classifications. They are constructions of specific times and places, particular political communities, and their representatives. And they serve ethico-political purposes of legitimising, delegitimising, enabling, encouraging, limiting and criminalising certain modes of, and reasons for, movement across borders. These labels are therefore particular bordering practices of hospitality—they are specific ways in which responsibility is implicitly assigned, deflected, and accepted by societies. Thus, using the term ‘economic migrant’ effectively signals a state’s deflection of responsibility for an individual; the label ‘refugee’ suggests an acceptance of responsibility, by an agency; meanwhile ‘asylum seeker’ implies a responsibility pending assignment, but most often reflects suspicion and the desire to deny responsibility (see Squire, 2009).

The migrants that many states increasingly want to attract through hyperactive welcoming, however, are those for whom responsibility is not the central issue. Rather, these welcoming practices are directed towards fulfilling a perceived responsibility towards the collective self: the state’s own citizens and the ‘national interest’. In this case, that interest is constructed in terms of the economic prosperity of the state and its citizens (de Haas et al., 2020: 177). Such constructions are often backed up by predictive statistics. For example, UN DESA carried out detailed simulations at the turn of the century, finding that just to keep their economies afloat with an ageing ‘native’ population, the US will require at least a million annual immigrants, with Western European states requiring over 1.5 million each year between 2000 and 2050 (UNDESA, 2004: 63–65). Almost without exception, then, states throughout the world offer a less conditional welcome for those that fall into economically ‘desirable’ migrant categories—though of course, that desirability is part of the conditionality. Even traditionally immigrant-hostile states such as Japan, South Korea and China have relaxed the conditionality of their hospitality to ‘high-skilled’ workers (IOM, 2019b: 80).

Nonetheless, it remains the case that Australia, Canada and New Zealand are the only countries with permanently ‘proactive’ immigration policies in this area (de Haas et al., 2020: 161). Canada explicitly seeks to welcome the equivalent of 1% of its 34 million existing population each year. The doubling of highly-skilled immigration in OECD countries between 2000 and 2015 (OECD, 2019: 2) is therefore part of a ‘global race for talent’ in which states see it as a responsibility towards their own citizens not to fall behind (de Haas et al., 2020: 179).2 As Clement Gignac, a Canadian economist and politician recently claimed: ‘Immigration, as it turns out, is most likely the key to Canada’s prosperity’ (Gignac, 2013).

Canada has been a pioneer in economically filtered practices of hospitality. This filtering is not carried out at the territorial border, however. Rather, it takes place algorithmically, before travel is attempted, according to how well a potential immigrant fits pre-set criteria. The most obvious policy in this area is the famous ‘points-based system’ for selecting immigrants. This was first introduced to Canada in 1967, partly as a way of avoiding the traditional racial discrimination in favour of white Europeans (Anwar, 2014). This more ‘race neutral’ approach awarded ‘points’ on the basis of key attractiveness identifiers: age, work experience, education level and language fluency. The result was that immigrants went from 85% to only 15% European. The algorithm itself has been tweaked over the years to reflect the changing requirements of the Canadian labour market. Since 2017, the requirement of a work permit has been removed for the highly skilled and an ‘Express Entry’ system has been implemented to speed through visas and permits for workers in key industries (de Haas, 2020: 162). Once you make it into the Express Entry pool, potential immigrants are judged according to a different set of criteria, with points awarded for connections with Canada and the strength of those ties.3 The more you can do for Canada, and the more integrated you already are with Canada, the more attractive you are to Canada and the quicker, better hospitality you will receive from Canada. And this is largely pre-decided by an algorithm. You can encounter the Canadian border and its invitation/rejection on your laptop, in your own home, anywhere in the world (for an immigrant’s experience of Canada’s algorithmic, hierarchical hospitality, see Araya-Moreno, 2020).

This supposedly race-neutralising hospitality practice has been hailed as a success, and was emulated first by Australia (1989), followed by New Zealand (1991) and the UK (in stages, from 2008). However, it is neither ethically nor politically neutral. As noted in the last chapter, what practices of hospitality reveal are a society’s character and values, the way they relate to their selves and others. What we see in a points-based immigration system is the privileging of a society’s economic prosperity—defined as the growth of the economy and nationally-based private corporations which would be hurt by labour shortages and skills gaps. If raw economic growth is the core value to pursue through an immigration system, this demonstrates the overwhelming weight that is placed upon the receiving society’s overall wealth, even if the distribution of that wealth is deeply unequal. The ‘sending’ society or community is rarely considered at all.

But it also significant that this rendering of economic growth as a core ethical value is so uncontroversial that it barely needs stating. Placing prosperity as growth above all other values—such as societal happiness, fulfilling relationships, welfare as equality, social and racial justice—seemingly requires no justification. This is what Max Weber referred to as the spirit or ‘ethos’ of capitalism itself: ‘above all the idea of a duty of the individual toward the increase of his capital, which is assumed as an end in itself’ (2001: 17). In this case, the ethos of capitalism has simply been upgraded to the level of the national society, for whom the increase in capital becomes an obvious and ultimate goal. Because this is an end in itself, it does not need to be stated as such—indeed, the growth of capital is so ‘purely’ an end that it ‘appears entirely transcendental and absolutely irrational’ (Weber, 2001: 18).

However, when we see a government introducing a points-based migration system, this ethos appears more explicitly in praise and justification for the new policy. Theresa May was responsible for such an introduction as UK Home Secretary in 2010 and she explicitly justified it through a capitalist ethos:


…in today’s globalised economy, we need to be able to attract the best and the brightest to ensure our companies remain competitive and our standard of living remains high. The benefits of well-managed migration are deeply rooted in British values, reflecting our openness as an economy and society, our liberalism, our tolerance.

(May, 2010)



Though May declares that the country’s hospitality demonstrates its liberal values, the reflective link between these values and competitive companies/high living standards is entirely opaque. Rather, the relationship appears to move the other way in terms of means and ends; openness and tolerance are necessary to achieving the goal of capital accumulation, not the reverse. Therefore, while she ends her speech declaring that ‘entrepreneurs will be welcome; scientists will be welcome; wealth creators will be welcome’, what she calls ‘economic migrants’ who are seeking a better life for themselves and are not ‘genuinely needed’ by the UK, will not be welcome. Meanwhile, forced migrants (refugees, asylum seekers, environmental migrants) are not mentioned at all.

The result was that the UK developed a range of fast-track (three weeks for a decision), long-term visas, such as those for ‘Global Talent’ (formerly the ‘Exceptional Talent’ visa) and ‘Investors’. To get an Investor visa, you must be willing to provide at least a £2 million capital investment—this will allow you to apply for settlement after five years. However, if you invest £10 million this period shrinks to two years.4 This approach obviously comes very close to ‘selling’ citizenship and is part of an emerging global visa market, complete with its own race to the bottom. The cheapest EU citizenship can be bought from Malta, for contributions to a national development fund alongside purchase of Maltese stocks, shares and property coming to a little over €1 million (Giles, 2019). However, if you’re looking for the cheapest, quickest citizenship that allows visa-free travel throughout 113 countries (including Schengen), you can donate $135,000 to Vanuatu and gain citizenship within a month (Best Citizenships, n.d.). These fast-track schemes are, of course, extreme forms of capitalised hospitality. But they are also a logical extension of the capitalist ethos that dominates hospitality practices, especially those of states and societies in the global north.

Though statistics are a blunt tool for measuring practices of hospitality, they can at least tell us something about the weight given to the different types of welcome. It is particularly useful to compare those welcomed due to economic value/capital contribution and those forced migrants welcomed on ‘humanitarian’ grounds (who will be the focus of the next two sections). In 2017, Canada welcomed 41,500 refugees.5 This constituted 15% of total long-term immigrants that year. In contrast, just under 81,000 (28%) immigrants were awarded work visas, with an almost equal portion of accompanying family immigrants (27%) and family reuniting with existing residents (29%). Immigrants primarily welcomed on the grounds of the benefit they would bring to Canada (55%) dwarfed those granted entry primarily for their own benefit (15%). Likewise, though over 55,000 people were given temporary protection as asylum seekers, this is only a small proportion of the nearly 215,000 temporary workers and over 135,000 international students that arrived. Canada’s hospitality practices suggest a strong capitalist ethos, but start to look almost altruistic when compared to the UK.6 In 2017, 54% of immigrants to the UK arrived through the EU’s requirement of free movement—a requirement of the single market—with 9% non-EU immigrants granted long-term work visas and 5% their accompanying family. In total, over 230,000, 68%, of immigrants were welcomed on economic grounds; meanwhile less than 20,000, only 5%, were resettled as refugees, for their benefit alone. Over 400,000 temporary workers and students were granted entry compared to just over 30,000 asylum seekers.7

If we think of practices of hospitality as the mapping of responsibilities and how they are assigned for mobile people, demonstrating the ethos of a society, countries in the global north are following a clear pattern. For the UK and Canada, the external border is operating as a means of accepting an overwhelming responsibility for their own societies, its unequally distributed wealth and prosperity. After all, the ‘global talent’ that they really want to welcome are those for whom the receiving society often has little obvious current or historical responsibility—for example, Canada’s constitutive links with middle-class Indian entrepreneurs and health workers are not particularly distinct. In contrast, responsibilities for those forced out of their home country, either by violence and persecution, economic degradation, disasters, or climate change are largely deflected or assigned to others. Most starkly, the UK only admitted 5% of its long-term immigrants in 2017 on humanitarian grounds, despite its deep imbrication in many of the processes that produced their problems (see El-Enany, 2020). Keeping the number of forced immigrants low is therefore a key aim. The ideal is to deflect or assign responsibility elsewhere before they even depart their own country. This means that the external border of states are increasingly not operating where we suppose them to be (Andreas, 2003; Vaughan-Williams, 2009). Borders are not the simple territorial barriers, opening and closing to potential arrivals, that we might expect from the ethics of immigration literature and the hospitality metaphor. Rather, hospitality practices mean that borders now function externally, throughout the world, as a technology that filters out and deflects a society’s responsibility for displaced people. The next section will explore this in more depth.



Outsourcing Hospitality and Deflecting Responsibility

One of the surprising statistics noted above was how few asylum seekers were granted temporary hospitality by Canada and the UK in 2017: only 55,000 and 30,000 respectively. These numbers are so low partly because asylum can only be claimed either at or inside a host state’s borders. Canada and the UK share accessible land borders with only one other country each: the US and Ireland respectively. Though forced displacement has occurred in the US and Ireland (e.g. the results of British colonialism and partition, the violent removal of native Americans, evacuations following Hurricane Katrina and forced evictions resulting from the 2008 sub-prime mortgage crisis), it is never officially on grounds that qualify for asylum. A crucial division within humanitarian forms of statist hospitality, then, is drawn between refugees, who can only apply from outside a host country for resettlement,8 and asylum seekers, who can only apply once they have already arrived. The territorial borders of Canada and the UK are hard to reach without passing through other countries in the global north, and without considerable expense (official or unofficial air or sea travel). These two factors have allowed asylum seekers to be constructed with suspicion: if fleeing persecution, why not claim asylum in the first safe destination? Can you be truly vulnerable if you have the means and resilience to travel such long distances?

As is well known, the vast majority of people fleeing conflict, persecution, economic and environmental degradation across international borders remain not only within their own continent, but within neighbouring states—a full 73% of those forcibly displaced (UNHCR, 2020a: 2). Very few either try or succeed in making their way to the wealthier societies of the global north as asylum seekers. It is widely reported, generally with little supporting evidence, that refugees want to remain close to home in order to enable their safe return as soon as possible (see Bulley, 2010). But the limited mobility of refugees is not accidental. And the fact that it is enforced through an international border regime that deliberately and explicitly curtails mobility suggests it is also not primarily oriented to meeting the desires of refugees to return home. Rather, this section will argue that what we see is an outsourcing of hospitality by states in the global north. This can best be read as an attempt to deflect responsibility for refugees, assigning it to ‘neighbouring’ societies. The externalisation of national borders is the primary way in which the US, UK, Australia, and EU member states have worked to reassign and entrench others’ responsibility for welcoming refugees.


Externalising borders and outsourcing hospitality

It has become a common trope of critical border studies that borders are no longer where we expect them to be; borders are in a continual process of being ‘recrafted’ through innovations that look to ‘territorially exclude’ unwelcome actors whilst ‘assuring territorial access for “desirable” entries’ (Andreas, 2003: 80; see also Parker and Vaughan-Williams, 2009; 2012). In order to better filter the desirable from the undesirable immigrant, it has become standard practice for North American, European and Australasian states to project their border, either by patrolling international waters for unwelcome movements, or working with countries from which, or through which, people and things move on their way to the global north. Some of these changes in immigration control have come about because the movement of people seeking safety, protection or a better life have been folded into the threat of other clandestine cross-border mobilities, such as drugs, weapons, criminals and terrorists (Huysmans, 2000; Andreas, 2003). Joint action on migration control has therefore been included in cooperation between states on a range of other cross-border issues, such as trade, aid and security. What has emerged is a range of practices by which states ‘thicken’ their borders (Andreas, 2003: 98), ‘outsourcing’, ‘externalising’ or ‘exporting’ border and migration management to allow for their ‘remote control’ (Walters, 2006a; 2006b; Bialasciewicz, 2011; 2012; Zaiotti, 2016). This externalisation of border controls is characterised by the establishment of a ‘thick network of cooperative arrangements’ between countries of immigration in the global north and sending and transit countries in the south (Zaiotti, 2016: 6).

To an extent, this externalisation is nothing new; the simple operation of visas, some of which we referred to in the last section, can offer a conditional clearance and welcome (or their opposite) to a migrant before they leave home. Visas have been a way of exporting the border since the origin of immigration policy (Torpey, 1999), though previously visas would have most often been issued at the territorial border. For decades now, European states have imposed visa requirements on people from territories in which persecution or conflict becomes endemic. In other words, at just the point that a set of people require visa-free travel in order to claim asylum whilst fleeing for their lives, European states, since the late 1980s, have insisted on the necessity of a visa (de Haas et al., 2020: 243–244). Externalised border operations blocking movement were also seen in the 1980s, with the US conducting a semi-official policy of intercepting boats carrying Haitian asylum seekers to the US whilst in international waters. When Haitian ‘undesirable’ movements increased into the 1990s, intercepted travellers were initially held at Guantanamo Bay whilst their asylum claims were heard; later they were simply returned to Haiti immediately (Nessel, 2009: 638–639).

The difference between then and now is not therefore just a further ‘thickening’ of the border, but the range of ways in which states in the global north are interfering in the migration control and hospitality practices of other societies through ‘a combination of threats and incentives’ (Zaiotti, 2016: 6). This outsourcing has also become far more technologically sophisticated, with the gathering and sharing of travellers information in large databases, verification of identity through biometric scans, and the detection of suspicious movements using a variety of military and private sector surveillance and risk analysis techniques (Amoore, 2006; Walters, 2006b; Tazzioli, 2018a). For instance, visas to travel to the US or Europe can now require interviews, numerous security checks and the surrendering of personal and biometric data. Such intrusive practices of ‘knowing’ the stranger before they are welcomed can be an important incentive for countries to cooperate with US and European border regimes: cooperative states can gain their citizens visa-free travel; if they withdraw cooperation, visa-free travel can also be withdrawn.9

The thick layers of ‘cooperation’ that are incentivised then, include practices such as civil servants from North American and European countries posted in migrant ‘sending’ and ‘transit’ countries to gather local information, advise airlines, impose carrier sanctions and promote cooperation with local authorities—whilst ‘[t]heir role and power remain ambiguous’, indications are that both spread well beyond any formal authority (Zaiotti, 2016: 16). This migration cooperation also includes the building of detention facilities for ‘irregular’ migrants, the training of border management staff and officials to handle asylum applications, and advice on the strengthening of legislation on migration and asylum (Bulley, 2017a: 136–139; Nessel, 2009; Vaughan-Williams, 2015). The incentives for continued cooperation include the ‘funding’ of this training and refugee protection, alongside trade, aid and cooperation in other areas. For instance, the EU has required guaranteed cooperation on migration control to be included in every agreement it has signed with third countries since 2002 (European Council, 2002: 33). What we are seeing therefore is a practice of forcibly preventing undesirable migrants from reaching North America, Europe, or Australia. This border regime allows for ships carrying asylum seekers to be intercepted in international waters, turned around and, in the case of Australia, taken to off-shore, dehumanising asylum processing facilities in Nauru and Papua New Guinea (de Haas, 2020: 192–193; IOM, 2020: 120). In the case of the EU, intercepted ships are returned to ‘safe third countries’, such as Libya and Turkey, neither of have signed the 1967 Refugee Protocol, and both of which are said to regularly refoule asylum seekers (Human Rights Watch, 2020b).10 These are all practices of externalising hospitable encounters, deflecting responsibility for forced migrants through the offering of benefits to other societies, and thereby assigning that responsibility elsewhere.

The US had previously pioneered this approach with Haitians, as noted above. More recently, we have seen the US replicate more EU policies in relation to its southern land border. Faced with a much-hyped ‘migrant caravan’ making its way through Central America and Mexico, the world’s media focused on former US President Donald Trump’s deployment of 5000 military and 2100 National Guard troops to the border in 2018 (Browne, 2020). A policy of ‘metering’—limiting the number of people who can make asylum claims each day (Soto, 2020: 9)—had already caused a huge backlog of people on the Mexican side of the border. And outrage mounted over thousands of family separations, removing children from parents to deter would-be migrants (Bochenek, 2019). But receiving less interest and attention has been a series of deals the US signed with Guatemala, Honduras, and El Salvador in 2019 that aped the EU’s agreements with Libya and Turkey. These arrangements made Honduras, El Salvador, and Mexico ‘safe third countries’, despite each being plagued by gang violence and economic collapse. Like the EU’s Dublin Regulation, the deals therefore required migrants to apply for protection in the first such ‘safe’ country they entered (Narea, 2019). El Salvador was determined both ‘safe’ and capable of handling asylum claims, despite Salvadorean media reports that the country only had one trained asylum officer (Narea, 2019). In return for this ‘cooperation’, the US would continue to disperse aid (which it was threatening to withhold) and allow remittance payments. Effectively, these deals sought to make it impossible for Central Americans travelling by land to seek asylum in the US. Hospitality to those most in need of protection had been outsourced to Central American societies, each of which contain groups known to target migrants for kidnapping and extortion (Human Rights Watch, 2020a).

The US agreement with Mexico in June 2019 was much more extensive. With the threat of 25% tariffs being imposed on Mexican goods imported to the US, Mexico was forced into the ‘thick network of cooperative relationships’ that constitutes the externalised US border. The newly created National Guard was deployed to prevent ‘irregular’ migrants crossing from Guatemala to Mexico, the so-called ‘Migrant Protection Protocols’ (MPP—also known as the ‘Remain in Mexico’ Programme) were accepted along with collaboration on disrupting migrant networks (see Soto, 2020: 4). MPP is a legally sanctioned practice of returning asylum seekers to Mexico whilst their asylum claim is dealt with; Mexico thus became responsible for all a refugee’s protection needs during this time. Hence the name, ‘Remain in Mexico’. In return, Mexico received expedited asylum hearings for those on the MPP and a commitment to deal with the causes of migration through economic investment in southern Mexico and Central America (Soto, 2020: 9–10). Through a combination of bullying and financial incentives, the US was able to outsource its hospitality to states beyond its southern border.



Mapping responsibilities

This form of remote control is hardly news to disciplines such as IR, sociology and geography, which have been exploring the outsourcing of border operations for decades, though with a primary focus on contesting the securitising justification for these policies.11 But for the most part, the ethics of immigration literature appears unaware of these changing bordering practices: the myriad ways in which liberal states in the global north seek to prevent asylum seekers getting to their borders to claim asylum. As the ever-thoughtful Alex Sager, an exception in this regard, has pointed out:


Despite the prevalence of externalization, much work in the ethics of immigration assumes that the admission of immigrants is determined by state immigration officials who decide whether to admit travelers at official crossings. This assumption neglects how decisions about entrance have been increasingly relocated abroad—to international waters, consular offices, airports, or foreign territories—often with nongovernmental or private actors, as well as foreign governments functioning as intermediaries.

(Sager, 2018: 12)



Liberal nationalists, such as David Miller, continue to talk about borders in outdated terms of ‘walls and fences’ (2016: 160). Determining the responsibility for hosting refugees he sees as ‘morally excruciating’ (2016: 162), but he notes that a particular responsibility is produced by the application for asylum—this establishes a ‘salient connection’ such that the state is ‘obliged to respond’ (2016: 84). The application makes the asylum seeker vulnerable to the state such that the state ‘has a duty of care toward her that arises from such vulnerability’; however, this duty is not so apparent if the refugee applies from a distance. Co-presence at the sovereign border, and the ensuing vulnerability, is therefore what creates a particular responsibility.

Likewise, Michael Walzer argues that ‘the claim of asylum is virtually undeniable’, but only when a refugee has ‘made his escape… is not seeking but has found at least a temporary refuge’ (1983: 50–51). Previously, Miller has noted that this distributes responsibility in an ‘arbitrary way (and gives states an incentive to make it more difficult to arrive at their borders)’ (Miller, 2007: 226). But there appears little awareness that precisely this incentive has been taken up wholesale by the liberal democratic societies that Miller aims to analyse and speak to.12 Joseph Carens demonstrates greater awareness of this practice and argues that it has a moral effect contrary to its aims, in that the prevention of asylum seekers reaching a state actually ‘establishes the moral connection we seek to prevent’ (1992: 39). Our attempt to deflect a responsibility creates a connection, a responsibility. Nonetheless, Carens also defends a limited priority being awarded to those asylum seekers that do gain access to our borders (1992: 38), and argues that if other options are available to the asylum seeker (i.e. they passed through a safe third country) then the responsibility does not appear as clear-cut (1992: 39). For liberal immigration ethics, the outsourcing of borders with the explicit aim of deflecting responsibility is not taken sufficiently seriously.

An exception in this regard is the liberal international political theorist, Matthew Gibney. He powerfully denounces the emergence of ‘a thousand little Guantanamos… centres of power where states (and their formal and informal agents) act free from the constraints imposed on their activities by the courts, international and domestic law, human rights groups and the public at large’ (2006: 152). We are left in a situation in which liberal democracies ‘publicly avow the principle of asylum but use fair means and foul to prevent as many asylum seekers as possible from arriving on their territory where they could claim its protections’ (2004: 229). Unfortunately, analysis of this situation ultimately becomes caught up in legalistic discussions of whether the exporting of borders is violating non-refoulement commitments (see Lane, 2006; Sager, 2018). The remedies suggested aim to marry policies better with liberal principles. Yet such remedies ignore the fact that outsourcing hospitality will continue as long as it reflects the ethos, the lived, everyday values, of liberal democratic states. Gibney (2004: 229) identifies the ‘organised hypocrisy’ at the heart of these hostile practices but fails to note that this is the result of an international system designed by and in the interests of precisely those states. What he ultimately proposes is for externalised borders to operate as a better, more robust filter: ‘control procedures that offer states the chance to sift through aspiring entrants before arrival to identify refugees and asylum seekers’ (Gibney, 2006: 167; 2004: 236–243). In other words, Gibney proposes more of what states claim to already do.

In contrast to this approach, analysing the outsourcing of hospitality as a specific way of distributing and assigning responsibility for migrants prompts deeper reflection on other possible ethical mappings. The externalisation of borders is a deliberate attempt to deflect the ‘salient connection’ to refugees that Miller claims obliges a response (2016: 84). Carens may argue that this avoidance creates the connection it aims to avoid (1992: 39), but both arguments rely on the assumption that such a salient connection to those seeking asylum does not already exist. Liberal nationalists and liberal cosmopolitans assume a lack of relation, an absence of connection, and therefore a lack of responsibility for the lives and welfare of specific migrants in the global south. This is precisely what a relational ethics contests by exploring alternative ethical mappings; mappings that reveal rather than efface existing salient connections. Such mappings could be used to embrace rather than deflect a set of resulting responsibilities through practices of hospitality.



Alternative mappings

These salient associations are not hard to unearth. To start from the assumption that European societies do not already have important connections with African and Middle Eastern societies after centuries of slavery, expropriation, exploitation, and domination requires a breath-taking level of amnesia. I noted some of these connections in the last chapter. Colonial histories resonate today in patterns and practices of asylum seeking (Mayblin, 2018). These are connected histories and societies (Bhambra, 2014). Peo Hansen and Stefan Jonsson (2014) have revealed the centrality of Africa and its continued colonial dominance in the success of European integration after World War Two. And these colonial legacies continue into the present in the form of exploitative economic, social and political relations (Stoler, 2016).

The US has an equally complex and intertwined history with its neighbours in Mexico and Central America. The very boundary between the US and Mexico has its origins in colonial competition over territory between Britain, France and Spain (for a brief summary, see Nevins, 2010: 19–23). Following independence, the US gradually expanded south through the purchase of Louisiana from France in 1803 and the appropriation of West and then East Florida, from Spain. This ‘established a U.S. pattern of seizing territory by force and agreeing to pay for it after the fact’, even if that payment failed to materialise (Nevins, 2010: 20). Following Mexican independence in 1821, through economic, social and military interference, the US pushed its boundary South and West, seizing what became the states of Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, Nevada, Oklahoma, Wyoming and California through to the American-Mexican war of 1846–1848.

Ironically, in the early 19th Century, much of this push was established through the migration of American settlers into Texas, displacing both earlier Spanish settlers and Native Americans (Acuña, 1988). At the birth of both the US and Mexico as states, not only was the current immigration relationship reversed, that immigration was genuinely destabilising and seditious—the aim of American migrants was ultimately to seize Mexican territory. Much of the US is literally established on land that was stolen from Mexicans; even as that land had itself been previously expropriated from native populations. The recent contestation of Mexican-US immigration then is not some kind of first encounter at a neutral, peaceful border. It is a history of deep interaction and frequent everyday cross-border movements, with connections violently built and broken, relationships forged and abandoned—productive interaction that continues to the present day. For instance, the ‘Bracero Program’ encouraged the legal immigration of Mexican farm workers and manual labourers from 1942–1964 and helped fuel the post-war American boom (de Haas et al., 2020: 151). Equally, the establishment of NAFTA in 1994 helped destroy Mexican agriculture and generated a major rise in both ‘regular’ and ‘irregular’ cross-border movements (Mahendra, 2014). Mexican immigration to the US is not and has never been a surprising first confrontation.

Importantly, the US-led wars, occupations and military interventions in Vietnam, Guatemala, El Salvador and Honduras13 were often thought to generate obligations for migrants from these areas in the early immigration ethics literature (Walzer, 1983; Carens, 1992). Yet, the deep interrelations with Mexico that I have outlined briefly above appear to be covered by some kind of ethico-geographical statute of limitations. With no clear justification, these are not deemed moral entanglements. Likewise, less spectacular, more everyday, non-military, extractive social and economic relations with Central America appear to be equally ignored, even up to the present day. As Joseph Nevins argues specifically in relation to Honduras, US direct interference continued in the Obama administration:


In this regard, Honduran migrants in, or heading toward, the United States are first and foremost the ‘harvest of empire’ … They embody US culpability for much of Honduras’s past and inextricably tied present-day plight. Honduran migrants also illustrate how deeply interconnected, and unjustly so, US and Honduran societies are, a reality that strict boundary and immigration policing—and the larger regime of non-citizen exclusion—embodies, disguises, and works to erase.

(Nevins, 2019: 134)



Several aspects of the US’s defining role in the environmental, military, economic, social and political degradation of these Central American countries could be drawn out. This would include the support of violent right-wing governments, the generation of economic dependency, and the way climate change—which the US as the world’s polluter-in-chief has contributed so much towards—has produced drought conditions, crippled agriculture and created food insecurity in all three countries (Unido, 2010; WFP, 2017). However, I want to particularly focus on the role of gang violence, and for two main reasons: first, because according to recent research from MSF, over two-thirds of Guatemalan, Honduran and Salvadorans experienced the murder, disappearance or kidnapping of a family member and reported this as the primary driver for migration from all three countries (Agren, 2020).14 Most of this violence is conducted by gangs, or by state-related forces that claim to be targeting gangs (Farah, 2012). Second, gangs are an important focus because they were regularly cited by the Trump administration as a way to securitise immigration and justify the externalisation of the southern border. The rhetorical linking of crime, illegal immigration and MS-13, the Salvadorean gang, became a familiar trope of a Presidency that, as noted in the Introduction, characterised immigration as an ‘infestation’ (see Stracqualursi, 2018). Gang violence has therefore become central to the denial and deflection of responsibility for immigrants in the US.

A hostile environment for Central American immigrants has been created through the suggestion that exceptionally violent gangs, like MS-13 and 18th Street, originally gained a foothold in the US due to lax control of the southern border. Through recent illegal immigration, the narrative goes, gangs have infiltrated, perhaps even ‘infested’, US cities. Factually, this is completely incorrect. As is now common knowledge, MS-13, or Mara Salvatrucha,15 was not formed in El Salvador and exported to the US. Rather, the gang formed in Los Angeles from a collection of exiled Salvadorans who had fled the 1980s civil war for which the US provided weapons, training and funding (see Adams and Pizzaro, 2009; Peceny and Stanley, 2010; Farah, 2012). These Salvadorans had migrated to the US as a direct result of US interference in their country. Initially banding together after being targeted by Mexican gangs, such as 18th Street, MS-13 gradually worked its way up from low-level criminality into extortion and intimidation, becoming involved in kidnapping, political murders and the transnational smuggling of stolen cars, drugs, weapons and people (Adams and Pizzaro, 2009: 8; Sviatschi, 2020). This escalation was exacerbated by the US decision from 1992 to prosecute youth gang members as adults—many went to prison and, following a 1996 change in immigration law, were deported to El Salvador on completion of their sentence. Estimates suggest that from the late 1990s to early 2010s, around 300,000 gang members were deported to El Salvador, Honduras and Guatemala, which many had fled as children (Farah, 2012: 56). Gang members were thus spread across Central America, poised to exploit the poverty and disorder of countries emerging from civil war in the 1990s (Brenneman, 2012). MS-13 and other transnational gangs were literally created by US criminal law, foreign and immigration policy. Their cross-border connections, forged by the US, allowed them to grow, flourish and become involved in higher level violence and trafficking, including moving people across the border into the US (Farah, 2012).

The US was therefore thoroughly implicated in, and complicit with, the organised violence, murder and ‘planned misery’ (Marks, 2011) that prompted the so-called ‘migrant caravan’ moving towards the US-Mexico border in 2018–2019. By externalising its borders, coercing Mexico and Central American countries to prevent the onward movement of asylum seekers and migrants, the US denies and deflects this responsibility. But what kind of societal ethos does this reflect? The practices certainly work together to ensure a reserve of spare labour, ‘readily available for exploitation in the countries of the global south’ (Bauder, 2017: 25), whenever they might be needed by the US. But the extreme securitisation of these practices appears to undercut such an ethos of capital accumulation. It seems counter-productive, ideological, and driven by a different culture or ‘way of being’ in relation to others.

Jayashri Srikantiah and Shirin Sinnar have argued that these practices mark an ethos of ‘white nationalism’ (2019). They demonstrate how the Trump administration consistently used language that suggested it viewed ‘U.S. national identity in racial terms and seeks to preserve the nation’s predominantly white identity’. Meanwhile, the government’s immigration policies reflected this language, presenting a ‘dizzying array’ of changes that ‘explicitly target or disproportionately affect noncitizens of color’. These policies include the so-called ‘Muslim Travel Ban’; the ending of a Temporary Protected Status for migrants from El Salvador, Haiti, Nicaragua and Sudan; the rescinding of DACA, protecting migrant children of whom 94% were Latinx; implementing family separation policies at the border; heightening the requirements for asylum seekers fleeing domestic violence; and a significant escalation in enforcement, detention and deportation of ‘undocumented’ migrants, the majority of whom were Latinx. All these policies predominantly targeted non-white populations and did not emerge from nowhere; they built on a ‘long and sordid history of white supremacy in federal immigration laws (Srikantiah and Sinnar, 2019).

El-Enany (2020) has identified a similar ethos of ‘white supremacy’ in a European, and specifically British, context (of which more in Chapter 5). After all, what unites the differential welcome received by deserving and undeserving migrants outlined in the first section of this chapter, and the outsourcing of hospitality of this section, is the racialised nature of these divisions. According to the IOM, the societies with the highest levels of visa-free travel for its citizens in 2017 all contain significant white majorities, bar Singapore (IOM, 2018: 173–174).16 In contrast, those at the bottom of the index, whose citizens enjoy almost no visa-free travel, are all postcolonial, systemically underdeveloped states with racialised majorities, that white majority countries have recently invaded. In order, they include Somalia (100th place), Syria (101), Pakistan (102), Iraq (103), and Afghanistan (104). The racialised mapping of responsibilities are difficult to ignore, though the ethics of immigration literature generally does so. The externalisation of hospitality emerges from an ethos built at least in part on white nationalism.

This section has argued that, at best, the funding awarded to address the ‘root causes’ of migration in the global south (such as those in Central America, Africa, and the Middle East) is an attempt to outsource hospitality by paying others to provide care and protection. To some in the immigration ethics debate, this may be acceptable, at least in the short term (Miller, 2007: 225–226). Taking a relational hospitality perspective does not concentrate on judging acceptability. But what these histories demonstrate is how entangled the US and Europe are in ‘salient connections’ of responsibility with those countries that are sending migrants towards their borders. They reveal how much of past, current, and future prosperity is attributed to these relations. The fact that the US has consistently sought to deny or deflect the responsibilities arising from these connections by securitising the Southern border and treating migrants as parasites (Inda, 2008; Doty, 2009), the hospitality for whom can be outsourced, tells us a great deal about the ethos of the US and contemporary liberal democracy. But is another mapping of responsibility possible? Can hospitality be embraced rather than outsourced?




Extra-legal Welcomes: Accepting Responsibility, within Limits

What we have seen in the last two sections are practices of hospitality in the global north that spring from an ethos of capitalist accumulation, on the one hand, and a seemingly contradictory ethos of white nationalism on the other. Nandita Sharma argues that these two cultures of hospitality are not in contradiction: nationalism, she argues, is ‘highly beneficial to the world capitalist system’, because the immigration rules it produces keeps wages low and productivity high (2019: 82–83). Such an argument relies on a claim of immigration lowering wages that critical scholars elsewhere dispute as not supported by the data (Jones, 2019: 6). And when such nationalism is viciously securitised and racialised, it makes calling on a pool of reserve labour in the global south politically treacherous. However, there is nothing inevitable about either these cultures of hospitality or their mappings of responsibility. If we look at how two states have reacted to recent surges in the forced movement of people, we can see alternatives to capitalism and white nationalism. In particular, we find distinct external bordering practices of hospitality in Turkey and Colombia; practices that arise from different mappings of responsibility for immigrants.

Let me first introduce these cases. After 8 years of civil war and mass forced migration beginning in 2011, as of 2019 there were estimated to be 6.7 million Syrians displaced outside their country’s borders (UNHCR, 2020a: 9), though this figure has fallen more recently. Alongside Venezuelans fleeing economic collapse, this was the largest displacement crisis the world had seen in many years until Russia invaded Ukraine in February 2022. Whilst forced Syrian migration has often been deemed a ‘European’ migrant/refugee ‘crisis’, comparatively few of these refugees have actually made it to Europe, certainly when compared to the 8.1 million Ukrainians now dispersed around the continent.17 In fact, by far the most generous host country in terms of sheer numbers is Turkey, which hosted over 3.5 million refugees and 300,000 asylum seekers in 2023. The majority of Syrians outside Syria are in Turkey. In total, Turkey hosts just under 4 million displaced ‘guests’; Germany, by some way the most significant European host, has welcomed only 1.1 million refugees and 300,000 asylum seekers.

Less commonly heard of in the global north is the Venezuelan crisis—by 2023, an estimated 7.2 million Venezuelans had fled their country and were living abroad (UNHCR, 2023). In contrast to Syria’s horrific civil war and the invasion of Ukraine, Venezuela’s exodus has been caused by a variety of economic and political factors that have made life unliveable for much of its populace. As an oil rich country, Venezuela has historically been a country of immigration rather than emigration, especially given the turbulence of its surrounding region (de Haas et al., 2020: 153). However, from 2014 the country slipped into economic crisis and deep recession on the back of falling oil prices, US sanctions for Venezuela’s claimed support of terrorism and drug-trafficking, massive social spending by the Leftist governments of Hugo Chavez and Nicolas Maduro, economic mismanagement and corruption (Cannon and Brown, 2017; Dachevsky and Kornblihtt, 2017). The economic crisis then produced a political crisis, with President Maduro using totalitarian tactics against opposition politicians and critics, and facing down an unsuccessful coup by Juan Guaido, former head of the National Assembly. Confronting a struggle in all aspects of everyday life (such as food, fuel, jobs and healthcare), there was a steady population exodus from Venezuela since 2014 (Ramsay and Sánchez-Garzoli, 2018: 4–6). The fact that those fleeing do not qualify as refugees (as they are not fleeing persecution or even the ‘generalised violence’ included in Latin America’s more liberal definition of the category),18 and mostly have not claimed asylum, has led the UNHCR to come up with a new category—they now include three categories of forced migrant: ‘refugees’, ‘asylum seekers’ and ‘Venezuelans displaced abroad’ (UNHCR, 2020a: 9).

The vast majority of the millions fleeing Venezuelans have remained in Latin America, arriving in eight countries—Colombia, Peru, Ecuador, Argentina, Chile, Brazil, Panama and Mexico (Selee and Bolter, 2020: 4). Colombia, however, hosting an estimated 2.5 million by the start of 2023, ‘has emerged as a leader in welcoming Venezuelans’ (Bennouna, 2019; UNHCR, 2023). And this is despite Colombia continuing to report the highest number of Internally Displaced People (IDPs) in the world—up to eight million by the end of 2019 (UNHCR, 2020a: 30). Indeed, as well as millions of Venezuelans, Colombia has experienced the return of over 500,000 Colombian nationals that had been living in Venezuela (Selee and Bolter, 2020: 17). How has Colombia, a country only now emerging from 50 years of violence, upheaval, internal and external displacement, mapped its responsibility to justify what would appear impossible for societies dominated by liberalism and an ethos of capitalist accumulation and white nationalism? And how has Turkey, an increasingly illiberal and authoritarian regime, mapped its responsibility to permit practices of surprisingly liberal hospitality alongside its anti-liberal reforms (Yilmaz and Turner, 2019)?


Hospitality as extra-legal responsibility

Colombia and Turkey do not primarily operate by externalising their borders or outsourcing their hospitality; they accept responsibility and effectively provide outsourced hospitality for the global north. Much of Turkey’s hospitality to migrants is now effectively funded by €6bn from the EU (Bulley, 2017b); and the US is the major sponsor of Colombia’s responsibility, even if well below the levels required (Werner, 2019).19 Nonetheless, before any of this funding appeared, as crises descended upon Syria and Venezuela, the Turkish and Colombian response was one of opening rather than closing borders. The civil uprising began in Syria in March 2011; a month later, at the end of April, the first Syrians crossed the border into Turkey. As the Brookings Institution put it, the ‘Turkish people and the government… responded generously to the refugees, offering them sanctuary and hospitality’ (Dinçer et al, 2013: 2). Turkey immediately implemented an ‘open door’ policy, allowing those with passports immediate entry and those without were initially housed in refugee camps, processed and registered, then offered ‘temporary protection’ as ‘guests’ (Özden, 2013: 5; Aras and Mencütek, 2020: 17). Though this ‘open door’ and its ‘guest’ status was often violent, rarely fully open, and certainly not unconditionally so (HRW, 2018; 2019; Loris-Rodionoff, 2020: 430–432), the contrast with EU member states was stark. Turkey’s Syrian guests were not even confined to refugee camps—movement was permitted, though it was monitored. Turkey’s self-proclaimed ‘generosity’ was explained by Fuat Oktay, the head of the Department responsible for Syrian refugees (AFAD) as due to ‘historical, cultural and neighbourhood ties’ with Syrians which necessitated the ‘open door’ (Oktay, 2013: iii). In other words, its practices of hospitality were understood as the natural outcome of past and current relational responsibilities.

This was out of keeping with Turkey’s historical treatment of forced migrants. For instance, though a signatory of the 1951 Refugee Convention, Turkey rejects the 1967 Protocol’s elimination of the ‘geographical limitation’; Turkey therefore only recognises refugees emerging from events in Europe (Özden, 2013: 5). Syrians cannot be refugees in Turkey. Rather than a commitment to a practice of hospitality authorised by international law, this extra-legal framing of responsibility is why those fleeing are designated ‘guests’ rather than refugees. It took until the mass influx of refugees in 1991, with Kurds and minorities fleeing the Iraqi regime’s crackdown in northern Iraq, for a real movement towards producing proper national legislation on asylum. This was adopted in 1994 with a new Regulation that ‘defined the need to respond to mass influxes of refugees before the refugees could cross the border into Turkey’ (Kirişci, 2014: 7).

The understanding was therefore that, from the mid-1990s, the Turkish border would be externalised where possible in relation to potential ‘guests’. Practices that securitised and militarised the border, such as the creation of a Border Control Agency and extensive surveillance technology, even mining the border with Iran, were carried out at the behest of the EU during accession negotiations (Koca, 2015: 214–215). This externalisation of borders and hostility to migrants was therefore ironically all part of Turkey becoming more European: a modern, Western liberal democracy. However, with the exceptional circumstances of the conflict, Turkey very quickly set up a ‘temporary protection regime’ specifically for Syrians, comprising nominally open borders, no forcible returns (non-refoulement), with registration and support within camps (Özden, 2013; Aras and Mencütek, 2020: 21–24). The World Bank noted that two aspects of Turkey’s hospitality practices were unusual and innovative: first, it was generally non-camp based, with only around 12% of Syrian ‘guests’ residing in camps and the vast majority moving on to Turkish cities soon after entering Turkey; second, it was financed by Turkey itself, the host state, without immediate recourse to UNHCR or international funds (World Bank, 2015: 2).

Turkey’s hospitable response to Syrian refugees has been far from perfect. Its creativity and openness has also created the situation where conditions can be imposed arbitrarily, leaving refugees stranded (see Loris-Rodinoff, 2020). Whilst never officially relinquishing its ‘open door’ policy, Turkey has developed a practice of closing its borders completely at moments of greatest vulnerability—such as when the conflict intensified in Aleppo in 2012, when camps go well beyond their capacity, or for specific vulnerable groups such as Palestinians and Yazidis (Koca, 2015: 216–219). More recently, as the civil war appeared to be nearing its end game in early 2020 and Syrian government forces gradually destroyed remaining rebel strongholds, Turkey’s border was closed to those fleeing (Abdulrahim, 2020). The 2023 Presidential election in Turkey saw Erdoğan and his closest rival, Kemal Kılıçdaroğlu, competing against each other in their hostility towards, and threat to deport, the Syrian population. And the fact that people are welcomed as guests rather than refugees means that the ‘welcome’ received by Syrians is not a legal right. It can be withdrawn at any time. Nonetheless, it is demonstrably the case that Turkey has accepted limited responsibilities through practices of hospitality, rather than trying to deflect them.

Colombia’s reaction to the exodus from Venezuela was likewise marked by a certain ‘open door’ inevitability; officials were aware that they could not seal the 1,300 mile border between the two countries, parts of which are controlled by criminal organisations and guerrilla forces (Camillieri and Hampson, 2018: 13; Bennouna, 2019). However, rather than grudging acceptance, Colombia has made a virtue of this necessity. In contrast to the common European response of imposing visa-requirements on people from countries deemed unstable, Colombia has maintained openness for anyone with a passport, waiving visa requirements.

Beyond this, the Migration Policy Institute is only one of many organisations to applaud Colombia for its ‘creative’ and ‘innovative’ policies and practices that are working to maintain open doors (Selee and Bolter, 2020). Most important were two early initiatives: first, Venezuelans without a passport could register for a Border Mobility Card (a TMF—Tarjeta de Movilidad FronterizaI) which only needs proof of national identity (Selee and Bolter, 2020: 11). The TMF permitted entry to Colombia for up to seven days, allowing Venezuelans to move back and forth to get medicine and food. Effectively, the TMF temporarily eliminated exclusion, creating an open border zone of provisional free movement. Second, those that entered Colombia through regular means and registered their stay have, since August 2017, been eligible for a Special Stay Permit (Permiso Especial de Permanencia—PEP), which allowed two years of legal residence and access to public healthcare (Camilleri and Hampson, 2018: 11). Education is already free to all children, regardless of immigration status. Though PEP was discontinued in early 2018, there were subsequently six more rounds of the scheme (Selee and Bolter, 2020: 15–16). Even those that arrived irregularly, without a passport, could access PEP through special rounds, as long as they regularise their status by registering with the Administrative Registry of Venezuelan Migrants (RAMV).

Most recently and significantly, in February 2021, the government announced a Temporary Protection Statute for Venezuelans. This replaces the PEP altogether and offers a guaranteed 10-year protection status, as long as Venezuelans can prove they arrived before 31 January 2021, as well as a path towards regularisation. This is what former President Ivan Duque is referring to in his Tweet that opens this book’s Introduction. The Temporary Protection Statute both formalises hospitality, in guaranteeing protection, and curtails it (it has a use-by date and prevents further arrivals after 31 January). But it has been welcomed as a ‘benchmark’ (Plan International, 2021) statement of solidarity by humanitarian groups, leading the way for states in the region when compared to ‘lukewarm’ policies such as those of Brazil (see Zapata and Wenderoth, 2022). Even before this, the country received praise from journalists for having ‘opened its door as millions of people have flocked to its border’, while aid workers from the International Rescue Committee recall never having ‘seen a government trying this hard to register people and leave the borders open’ (in Baddour, 2019a).

However, like Turkey, Colombia’s hospitality has been quite surprising—Colombia is not a society with a long history of openness. Its historical concern to prevent the ‘racial degeneration’ of the country militated against intra-Latin American immigration, and 50 years of intermittent violence means Colombia has much more experience of mass emigration than immigration (Pineda and Jaramillo, 2018: 15). Even today, despite integrating into law the expansive understanding of refugees contained in the Cartagena Declaration of 1984, Colombia remains poorly prepared to deal with asylum seekers. Authorities in the country suggest that they can process 20–30 asylum claims per year, leading to an enormous backlog as applications rose to nearly 1000 per year (Camillieri and Hampson, 2018: 10). Up to a two-year wait for decisions, as well as a lack of clarity over asylum seekers’ right to work, means most refugees opt for less secure forms of welcome.

This inefficiency is suspected by some researchers of being a deliberate, tactical practice of hospitality: ‘by rendering access to asylum all but illusory, governments incentivize Venezuelans who qualify for refugee status to opt for alternative forms of regularisation [such as PEP] that are often temporary in nature and do not offer the same protections, but that allow for much quicker processing and access to basic services’ (Camillieri and Hampson, 2018: 10). The openness of Colombian hospitality therefore hides a deep conditionality that fails to guarantee the rights of refugees. And through the temporary nature of the new Protection Statute (10 years), PEP (two years) and TMF (one week), Colombia keeps a tight control of the temporality of its welcome. Like Turkey’s mapping of its responsibility, this is a temporary protection regime, despite the potential for regularisation under the new statute. And this leaves it vulnerable to changes in leadership and public opinion.

Though both Turkish and Colombian hospitality are innovative and creative, they are also quite distinct. Neither is the ethos at the heart of these practices closely aligned. Turkey certainly emphasises its responsibility as one of welcoming, protecting and providing for guests through open door practices of hospitality. But this does not spring from a liberal democratic ethos: the values of equality, freedom, and human rights, as in the cosmopolitan tradition of open borders (see Chapter 1). Rather, there was a linking of a humanitarian-civilised narrative alongside religious ‘guest-host’ narrative (Aras and Mencütek, 2020: 41), tied together with an ethos of paternalistic pity. President Erdogan therefore talks of this as an acceptance of ‘our responsibility towards our Islamic civilisation, contrary to Western hypocrisy’ (in Aras and Mencütek, 2020: 41). Carpi and Senoguz note that, whilst President Erdogan links Turkish welcome to Islamic history and morals, what emerges is ‘his personification of hospitality as the father of the nation(s) and an Islamic reference to the hospitality discourse in crystallised form’ (2018: 9; see also Aras and Mencütek, 2020: 40–42). The fact that the Turkish government has monopolised welcome and protection, taking neither money nor much advice from the UNHCR, allows Erdogan to use this hospitality discourse ‘as the epitome of his self-constructed image of a generous father (to both Turks and Syrians)’ (Carpi and Sonoguz, 2018: 8). The power differential involved in this form of hospitality is emphasised by its pitying ethos—a hierarchical relation in which weakness is opposed to strength. For Nietzsche, the strong always view the weak with pity as a form of contempt, because they have lost the ability to provoke fear (Nietzsche, 1996: 322). We can see this in one Turkish official’s explanation of their generosity: ‘Being a strong state means that you feel pity. The Turkish state feels pity towards Syrians and this is why we feed them and let them stay in Turkey’ (in Özden, 2013: 5). Regardless of whether this pity is a form of contempt, it reinforces the deeply unequal power structure that enables Turkish hospitality.

Though wearing its power relations on its sleeve, this centralised, pitying hospitality has been effective. It has certainly been less haphazard than the more impromptu, local forms of response in Lebanon (Carpi and Senoguz, 2018). And Turkey’s official, state discourse of hospitality must also be separated from the more localised community practices identified by researchers on the ground in specific areas. When speaking to Syrian refugees and local Turkish hosts, it becomes clear that it is customary behaviour, pre-existing cross-border kinship and economic relations that have motivated local forms of hospitality (Özden, 2013: 3–4). Based on years of seasonal migrant labourers coming and going, smuggling networks and the development of friendship, Syrians and Turks in border regions have built up strong bonds that helped build on hospitality as a ‘cultural value and a common practice’ (Carpi and Senoguz, 2018: 10). However, as these guests were perceived to outstay their welcome in 2014, anti-Syrian riots meant a further centralisation of the Turkish welcome, and an increasing emphasis on continued hospitality as the ‘proof’ of Turkish ‘greatness’ (Aras and Mencütek, 2020: 42). The local hospitality discourse therefore ultimately underlined the unequal power relationship and the ownership of the national space (Carpi and Senoguz, 2018: 11–12).

The point of my analysis, then, is not that the Turkish ethos is morally better or preferable. Turkish practices of hospitality are, however, certainly more effective at accepting responsibility and providing protection for refugees than the externalising ethos of capitalism and white nationalism. But there is also clear evidence of nativism within Turkey’s ethos as well. Erdogan has been particularly adept at using the millions of refugees he hosts as a pawn in gaining concessions from the EU. For example, the EU-Turkey deal of 2016 involved Turkey formally agreeing to act as an outsourced provider of the EU’s hospitality by securing its borders against onward movement by refugees towards Europe in exchange for €6 billion, a renewal of EU accession negotiations, and movement towards visa-free travel in Europe for Turkish citizens (Bulley, 2017b). In early 2020, having allowed 35,000 refugees to reach the Turkish-Greek border, Turkey declared it would no longer abide by this deal, demanding more money and its easier dispersal. There was also a suggestion that Turkey wants European support for NATO to impose a no-fly zone in northern Syria as a buffer zone. The EU foreign policy chief, Josep Borrell noted that ‘Turkey has a big burden… But at the same time, we cannot accept that migrants are being used as a source of pressure’ (in Guarascio and Gumrukcu, 2020). Such geopolitical calculations of national interest arguably emerge from the same ethos of paternalism and regional leadership as Turkey’s practices of hospitality. If pity is close to contempt, it is easy to see how refugees could be both worthy of compassion and being treated as bargaining chips.

Like Turkey, Colombia has also emphasised kinship links and a history of relational ties, both at the level of state and society. Facing claims that their hospitality was unsustainable, Colombia’s Foreign Minister, Carlos Holmes Trujillo, argued in 2019 that the open-door policy was ‘not going to change. We are receiving Venezuelans with a sense of solidarity, with a humanitarian attitude, and with a sense of historical gratitude’ (in Werner, 2019). A similar ethos has been reported at a local level, explained through feelings of ‘neighbourly solidarity, following from the two countries long shared history’ (Bennoua, 2019). This history includes the fact that both countries were the subject of violent Spanish settler colonialism, and it was under the leadership of Venezuelan hero Simon Bolivar that both countries (as well as Ecuador, Panama and parts of Peru and Brazil) gained their independence and formed a union of independent states—the Gran Colombia—with Bolivar as President (1819–1830). More recently, over the past fifty years Venezuela has been a welcoming host to huge numbers of displaced Colombians, both those seeking work in an oil rich nation and those fleeing the violence of guerrillas, drug cartels and governments (Pineda and Jaramillo, 2018: 15–16). The exact number of Colombian immigrants is impossible to calculate given the often informal and irregular nature of this movement, but some estimates put the figure at five million in the 1980s and 1990s, with still up to 1.8 million remaining in Venezuela as the crisis began (Wolf, 2022: 137–139). Either way, there is a strong sense reported by both Venezuelans and Colombians that there is a responsibility and obligation to repay this hospitality (see examples in Baddour, 2019a; 2019b; IRI, 2019; Janetsky, 2019; Masullo et al., 2021; Wolf, 2022).

Arguably, all these close connections come together in an ethos of friendship, often thoroughly gendered as ‘fraternity’ or ‘brotherhood’, with its strong sense of responsibility and reciprocity. For instance, announcing a decree which gave Colombian citizenship to 24,000 babies born in Colombia to Venezuelan refugees, President Duque spoke of ‘adopt[ing] the path of brotherhood’ over xenophobia. ‘Even though we have a per capita income of less than $8,000, much less than European countries that have confronted migratory crises, we know how to act in brotherhood and a sense of solidarity’ (in Baddour, 2019b). Duque elsewhere spoke of the countries as ‘united by fraternity’ (Janetsky, 2019), a discourse strongly echoed at a local level in border regions (see Chapter 6). One way in which this ethos is markedly distinct from Turkey’s paternalistic pity is the power relation evoked. Whereas paternalism and pity are entirely hierarchical, as emphasised by the designation of Syrians as ‘guests’, Colombians appear at pains to stress the equality of their hospitable relations—as friends and brothers in solidarity and unity. This is a highly particular form of responsibility born of well-recognised relations. And it prompts a generous, if highly conditional, hospitality.

This is not to suggest that other values do not contribute to the ethos demonstrated in these practises of hospitality. There is a self-serving sense in which this hospitality makes both Colombia and the US, its main sponsor, look good in comparison to the Maduro regime that has become an enemy of both (Janetsky, 2019). And for the Colombian authorities who cannot outsource their hospitality, project their border, or even effectively close it, there is no guarantee that this generous image would not be sacrificed if such deflective practices became possible.20 There also appears to be an ethos of capitalist accumulation hovering in the background of these practices: the National Planning Department of the Colombian government estimates that Venezuelan migrants under PEP may contribute up to 0.5% to economic growth, even after the costs of hosting are taken into account (Bennouna, 2019). This capitalist ethos has proven increasingly important as the tide of public opinion has turned against Venezuelans. Crucially, both Turkey and Colombia have placed a great deal of weight on the registering of migrants in their hospitality practices—for example, to be eligible for temporary protection schemes, Venezuelans must register their passport or register with the newly created RAMV. Likewise, Turkey has recently engaged in a renewed drives to register Syrian refugees to ‘facilitate the delivery’ of public services such as free education and healthcare (Altun, 2019). This registration is a common exercise of power that allows for a hospitality of both care and control (Ilcan and Lacey, 2011; Bulley, 2014b), which will be a focus of Chapter 4.

Compared to the mappings of responsibility emerging from liberal democracies in Europe and North America, Turkish and Colombian practices of hospitality concentrate on accepting rather than deflecting responsibility. Borders are generally kept much more open in the case of need, rather than externalised and firmly shut. These practices express a predominant ethos of fraternity and pity, rather than capitalist accumulation and racialised nationalism, though the latter are not entirely lacking. To stress this contrast, it is instructive to compare Colombia’s practices of hospitality to the remaining European colonial territories close to Venezuela: the Dutch islands of Aruba, Bonaire and Curacao. The Dutch Foreign Ministry has determined Venezuelans to be economic migrants and condoned Curacao and Aruba’s detaining and deporting them regardless of whether they seek asylum, donating €100,000 to build larger detention centres (Camilleri and Hampson, 2018: 13). The US meanwhile added Venezuelans to its ‘travel ban’ list in 2017, effectively preventing wealthier individuals and families reaching the US by air. These closed-door practices can equally be found in non-Western societies: despite the extremely wealthy Gulf states welcoming labour migrants with limited rights, such that 88% of the UAE and 86% of the Qatari population are immigrants, Syrian refugees have been entirely locked out (Ouaki, 2016). Gulf states’ hospitality, like their Western equivalents, has been outsourced, with donations made through the UN and NGOs of up to $900 million by 2016. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, UAE and Oman claim they have no concept of a ‘refugee’. And despite their involvement in funding opposition to Assad’s regime, they argue that Syrian immigrants would have a destabilising political effect on their societies (Ouaki, 2016). In this context, an alternative mapping of responsibility, based on a hospitality of fraternity and pity, appears immensely attractive.




Conclusion

Hospitality as a relational ethics will not tell us the right thing to do, nor can it help determine the correct immigration policies and practices. Neither will it offer a firm basis for condemnation of the externalising of borders, the deflection of responsibility or the hearty welcome of only the most productive and entrepreneurial potential immigrants. Rather, it seeks to prompt reflection on the current and past ways societies practice hospitality. Such reflection offers the understanding we need in order to respond to an ethos of capitalist accumulation (see first section above) that privileges the lifestyles of citizens over the lives of outsiders. But it does not guarantee such a revolt. Rather, it asks: how might responsibility be distributed otherwise and on what basis? Crucially, because connection, relation and responsibility are assumed by a relational ethics, it is not really the Colombian and Turkish acceptance of responsibility and problematic practices of hospitality that primarily require explanation. What appears strange and in need of understanding is the comparative racialised hostility and selective capitalist hospitality of wealthy states in Europe, Australia and North America. This hostility is what now appears peculiar and needs to be justified and explained.

The openness and outsourcing of external borders is, however, only one aspect of hospitality. Even when it comes to the most in-demand immigrants and students, the question is how hospitable a society is once that threshold has been crossed. Jean-Cristophe Dumont, head of the OECD’s international migration division, notes that students and talented workers will have a range of options, so societal attitudes to immigration can be all important: ‘At the high end, it’s not about whether the door is open or closed—it’s fairly open everywhere. It’s more a question of how welcoming the house is’ (quoted in apolitical, 2018). We will deal with this issue of the internal borders that determine the welcome afforded by the ‘house’ in Chapter 5. Before that, we must look at the spaces between borders, temporary spaces of ambivalence and uncertain welcome that are created partly by the outsourcing of hospitality we have seen in this chapter.




Notes

1 In fact, the only mention of guests is the term ‘guest worker’, which it claims has been generally replaced by ‘temporary migrant worker’ (IOM, 2019a: 88).

2 Of course, states are not just, or perhaps even mainly, looking to welcome the most talented. To ensure the prosperity of societies and citizens of the global north, there is always the need to seek out and welcome, even if far less ostentatiously, those with lesser skills. The quiet recruitment and welcoming of seasonal or temporary labour in so-called ‘3D’ jobs (dirty, dangerous, and demanding) that would not be taken by the ‘native-born’ is crucial to sectors such as agriculture, hospitality, care and construction (IOM, 2019b: 173).

3 See the Canadian government’s points-based ranking system explained on its website: https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/services/immigrate-canada/express-entry/eligibility/criteria-comprehensive-ranking-system.html (last accessed 26 May 2021).

4 For full details on the UK government’s visa options, see https://www.gov.uk/browse/visas-immigration/work-visas (last accessed 26 May 2021).

5 All figures here taken from the OECD’s 2019 International Migration Outlook. Available online: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/c3e35eecen/1/2/5/5/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/c3e35eec-en&_csp_=5484c834d3b947b42e43a8aee995b48b&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book (last accessed 26 May 2021).

6 Figures on the UK are taken from the OECD’s 2019 International Migration Outlook. Available online: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/c3e35eec-en/1/2/5/38/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/c3e35eec-en&_csp_=5484c834d3b947b42e43a8aee995b48b&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book (last accessed 26 May 2021).

7 Although the US under Trump has rightly received a great deal of criticism for its restrictive and racist immigration regime, in 2017 the raw numbers of its hospitality appear preferable to both the UK and Canada. Only 13% of immigrants (under 140,000) were workers and their family. In contrast, nearly 750,000 were welcomed for family reunification (66%) along with 146,000 refugees (13%). Since 2017, however, these numbers have moved significantly.

8 This is unless they have been granted prima facie refugee status in a neighbouring country, in which case they can apply to be naturalised/locally integrated within that state.

9 A great example of this was demonstrated in the EU-Turkey deal of 2016, in which part of the package offered to Turkey in order to incentivise their blocking refugees travelling to Europe was the promise of visa-free travel through Schengen countries for Turkish citizens (Bulley, 2017b). This promise was never enacted.

10 The UK’s recent policy of removing ‘illegal’ immigrants seeking asylum to Rwanda is slightly different as it operates once people have made it to British shores; this will be dealt with in Chapter 6.

11 For a useful introduction, see El Qadim et al., 2020.

12 Miller’s footnote to this point (fn. 31) makes it clear that he places the responsibility for these externalising measures at the doorstep of the non-refoulement principle, rather than the hostility of liberal democratic states.

13 For example, the 1954 CIA intervention in Guatemala; the training and arming of death squads during El Salvador’s civil war in the 1980s and early 1990s; the use of Honduras as a base to train contras and intervene in Nicaragua and El Salvador in the 1980s, as well as Honduras itself.

14 Significantly, perhaps, the WFP report noted above suggests that only a small percentage of people moved due to violence/forced displacement. The vast majority in its survey cited ‘no food’ (followed by ‘no money’ and ‘no job’) as their reason for emigrating (WFP, 2017: 10).

15 Mara translates roughly as ‘gang’ and Salvatrucha as ‘street smart’ Salvadoran. ‘13’ was added to designate it a Southern Californian gang, referring to the thirteenth letter of the alphabet (Adams and Pizzaro, 2009: 2).

16 In order, the top four places are Germany, Sweden, the US, and Italy (level 3rd), Norway, the UK and Singapore (level 4th). Of course, the IOM does not mention race in its descriptions. It specifies that the index ‘broadly reflects a country’s status and relations within the international community and indicates how stable, safe and prosperous it is in relation to other countries’ (IOM, 2018a: 173).

17 Most recent data on displaced Ukrainians can be found at: https://data.unhcr.org/en/situations/ukraine (last accessed 20 March 2023).

18 See Article III(3) of the Cartagena Declaration on Refugees, Colloquium on the International Protection of Refugees in Central America, Mexico and Panama, 22 November 1984, available at: https://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b36ec.html [accessed 26 May 2021]. Whilst not suffering generalised physical violence, the structural violence has been enough to fit the broader category of ‘other circumstances which have seriously disturbed public order’.

19 The UNHCR described its operations in Venezuela as only 6% funded by March 2021 - see https://reporting.unhcr.org/sites/default/files/fundingupdates/2021-03-09/Venezuela%20Funding%20Update%2009%20March%202021.pdf

20 Thanks to my colleague, Esteban Devis-Amaya, for pointing this out to me.




4
Between Borders

Interstitial Spaces of Ambivalent Non-belonging



Internal borders are ways of determining belonging and non-belonging once the threshold of the home has been crossed and hospitality offered or ceded. More than external borders, these are about the emotions and material reality of feeling ‘at home’ or ‘out of place’, a host or a guest, an ‘authentic’ insider or an imposter waiting to be unveiled and removed. Of course, the division of ‘external’ and ‘internal’ borders is always fuzzy and shifting. In the last chapter, we explored how Colombia loosened its external borders welcoming Venezuelans, allowing them to work and gain education and healthcare, but not as refugees with a right to presence and protection. This was a matter of both internal and external borders, with Temporary Protection Statute offering up to ten years of temporary belonging: an opening of the external border and a time-limited loosening of internal boundaries. Hospitable acceptance of responsibility can be limited temporally as well as spatially. Likewise, Chapter 3 explored how liberal democratic states in the global north have outsourced their borders and hospitality, deflecting responsibility by externalising it to the states and societies of Central America, South-East Asia, Africa, and the Middle East through various forms of hostile ‘migration management’. But these externalising practices are both operations of an external border (for example, the border of the US) and of the internal border (for example, of Honduras).1 They cannot simply be one or the other—they are simultaneously both—because sovereign borders thicken, thin, overlap and merge, leaving gaps and anomalies, rather than fitting neatly together like a jigsaw.

Nonetheless, heuristic divisions can be made. Whereas the last chapter revolved primarily around societal mappings of responsibility that regulate the initial inclusion and exclusion of migrants (external borders), the focus in Chapter 5 will shift to ethical geographies that police who gets to feel the comfort and ease of being at home once that original boundary has been crossed. By what practices, I will ask, are such internal borders produced and patrolled? In contrast, the spaces we will explore in this chapter are best thought of as interstitial, existing somewhere in between the ever-thickening, externalised borders of states in the global north that outsource hospitality to the global south, and the internal bordering practices of states that re-produce varying degrees of non-belonging amongst immigrant guests. These in-between spaces—camps, squats, informal shelters—are meant to be temporary, static, exceptional and only for emergency use, but have become a permanent, mobile, normalised, part of politics-as-usual (Agier, 2011; Bulley, 2014b). Crucially, they are part of internal and external bordering practices, without being fully either one or the other. Though the more formal spaces in particular are often administered and policed by international organisations and transnational actors, they are generally funded by states in the global north as part of external border regimes, to prevent the onward movement of mobile populations (Bulley, 2017a; 2017b). But these spaces also act as firm internal boundaries that separate belonging from non-belonging by regulating movement, behaviour and access to services.

Crucially, despite the growing importance of self-settled camps in particular, these interstitial spaces are largely ignored by the ethics of immigration literature, as we will see in the first section below. This chapter will argue that this oversight is significant and damaging, as camps have become a vital space within which inclusion and exclusion operates, sorting and dividing those deemed ‘deserving’ of welcome. It is therefore important to ask: What kind of responsibility mapping does this show—how is responsibility being accepted, to where is it being deflected, and to whom is it being assigned in the emergence of these interstitial spaces? And what do these practices of hospitality tell us about the ethos of particular states and societies?

The chapter will begin by discussing how such interstitial spaces have been largely written out of the ethics of immigration literature, despite their rising prevalence. Given them due attention means outlining, in the second section, the different types of space created throughout the global north and south, including planned camps, self-organised camps and squats, and the more recent EU ‘hotspots’ that tie them together. Uniting all these spaces, however, are practices of hospitality that operate through separation—dividing deserving from undeserving and hosts from guests—that then helps determine the welcome, level of care or harassment immigrants receive. These practices are unpacked in section three, with a focus on Azraq camp in Jordan and the ‘jungles’ of Calais. The final section argues that this demonstrates a particular moral mapping, in which state responsibility is constantly shifted and deferred based in an ethos of ambivalent racialised division.


Camp Ethics?

According to the UNHCR, camps for internationally displaced people are a declining phenomenon: whilst at the turn of the 21st Century, most refugees ‘were camp-based or in rural settings’, by 2018 the majority (61%) were urban, finding shelter in cities (2019: 57). The UNHCR is adopting a position similar to a rising literature that stresses the need for host states, international organisations and NGOs to shift their attention to cities (Darling, 2017: 181). However, these UNHCR statistics hide a much greater spatial and definitional complexity. Spatially, the figure implies a false dichotomy between camps/the ‘rural’ on the one hand, and cities on the other. Though many of the biggest camps, such as the Dadaab complex in Kenya and Zataari in Jordan are rural, many of the oldest camps, such as Shatila in Lebanon and Cox’s Bazaar in Bangladesh, are themselves urban. But the UNCHR also appears to be working with a very narrow definition of a camp as large, institutionally organised and often internationally funded and managed. In fact, camps are massively varied and defining them can be seen as a ‘central problem of our contemporary moment’: they are always the result of circumstances deemed exceptional, are always temporary and rapidly erected, but specific details of where they are located and how are the result of particular local and global forces (Hailey, 2009: 1). When we look beyond heavily planned and managed spaces, we see a range of spontaneous, self-settled camps and squats that exist on the edges of and within cities, from Athens and Calais to Johannesburg and Cairo (see Rygiel, 2011; Häkli et al., 2017; Landau and Jacobsen, 2020; Zaman, 2020). These are not necessarily ‘refugee’ camps; they can house a complex mix of immigrants from a variety of backgrounds.

Whatever form they take, and wherever they are found, camps can be recognised by two basic features: they are temporary (in design, if not in fact) and they work to spatially separate (Weima and Minca, 2021). For Migregroup (2005), a Euro-African network of scholars and activists that seek to resist the marginalisation of migrants, camps are ‘places to keep foreigners at a distance’ from citizens and those deemed to belong in the national space. They therefore form the starkest and most obvious set of borders erected within a society to enforce non-belonging; and by effectively warehousing mobile populations, they are one of the most unambiguous forms of external border control. Contrary to UNHCR claims, and despite their temporary design, camps have become a constant presence throughout the world. Indeed, according to Michel Agier, they have effectively become a ‘shameful’, ‘massive and lasting solution’ to the ‘problem’ of displacement (2011: 37).

Despite their importance, camps are given very little attention in the ethics of immigration literature. This is perhaps largely because most scholars in the field understand camps as found only in the global south—and therefore mostly outside their geographical purview of advanced liberal societies (see Chapter 2). Such camps are therefore treated as morally uncontentious by liberal nationalists and liberal cosmopolitans. For example, David Miller offers a brief and straightforward assessment that ‘refugee camps and other forms of temporary shelter may be acceptable in the short term as a response to disaster, but they must not become permanent settlements by default’ (2007: 225). Joseph Carens concurs, arguing that refugee camps are ‘often appropriate’ as ‘emergency arrangements’ but not as a ‘permanent solution. In the long run, if refugees are unable to return home safely, they need a new home’ (2013: 203). And such a ‘home’, for Carens, is explicitly about the possibility of belonging that refugee camps prevent through their temporal and spatial limitations. It is therefore the non-belonging created and enforced by camps that is seen as ethically difficult.

However, whilst such stopgaps may be defensible in the global south, the isolating and separating techniques of camps are not permissible for the liberal global north: ‘A rich democratic state cannot create camps where refugees are prevented from having contact with the rest of the population and are provided only with basic levels of food, clothing, and shelter’ (Carens, 2013: 204). This is only the case for ‘refugees’—other categories of irregularised migrant are not mentioned or connected to interstitial spaces. But North American, European, and Australasian states are held to a higher moral standard, a standard they have singularly failed to reach in recent years, as we will see in relation to self-settled camps and EU ‘hotspots’ below. In contrast, for the global south these lower standards appear more acceptable; it is only when refugees stay in camps for years that this ‘clearly represents a terrible failure to meet the moral claims of refugees’ (Carens, 2013: 206).

In later work, Miller develops a more elaborate and controversial system of ‘burden sharing’ in which refugees can be passed between states based on their ‘capacity to receive them’ (2016: 86). As will be noted in Chapter 5, such a system of burden sharing has existed for African refugees since the 1960s. But what is important for Miller’s vision is that refugees are granted basic human rights, which explicitly exclude a right to choose where those rights will be protected. So, how basic rights are to be guaranteed varies depending upon circumstances and how long ‘the period of refugeehood is likely to last’:


If it is short term (as sometimes is the case of escape from a civil war), it may be sufficient for the refugee to be housed in a purpose-built camp so long as this provides physical security, adequate food, medical care and so forth. But as the period of time extends, it becomes essential that the refugee should be in a place where he [sic.] has opportunities for work and recreation, can have his [sic.] children educated, can practice his [sic.] religion—in other words, is able to engage in all the activities that make up a decent human life. This would not necessarily imply being in an advanced Western society, but it might well mean being in a place where conditions of life were considerably better than in the society he [sic.] was escaping.

(Miller, 2016: 86)



There are many fascinating elements in this passage,2 but I will concentrate on two. First, the restatement of camps as a temporary solution is fleshed out a little, but in remarkably vague terms. This is specifically attached to the case of a civil war, without offering examples—in fact, speedy resolution of civil wars and voluntary repatriation of refugees is quite rare. According to the UNHCR, repatriation has been declining decade on decade, with under 4 million refugees successfully returned from 2010–2019 (UNCHR, 2020a: 11–12).3 This has left the vast majority of refugees—an estimated 77%—in protracted situations (UNHCR, 2020: 24).4 According to World Bank estimates from UNHCR data, the average time a refugee spends in ‘refugeehood’ is actually 10.3 years (Devictor, 2019).

Second, the temporal extension of a refugee’s status (for how long remains unspecified) is deemed morally dubious because it becomes important for ‘him’ to be able to engage in everything that constitutes a ‘decent human life’. But Miller does not explain how these features—work, recreation, education, religious practice—have been determined as ‘decently human’, nor whether they can be experienced within a camp. Rather, the focus has shifted to a comparison between an ‘advanced Western society’ and the ‘society he was escaping’; camps are written out. The fact that planned, nationally and internationally managed camps have long sought to ‘replicate an entire support system’ that includes all these elements (Corsellis and Vitale, 2005: 115; see Bulley, 2014b), means their long-term viability cannot be silently dismissed. If camps can provide education, leisure activities, opportunities for work and religious practice, it is not obvious that liberal nationalists like Miller would morally object to them. In container camps such as Kilis in Turkey—deemed a ‘perfect’ refugee camp by the New York Times (McClelland, 2014)—or Azraq in Jordan, all these elements are present.

One phenomenon that the ethics of immigration literature misses altogether is the proliferation of self-settled camps in the global north. Carens (2013: 204) may be right that liberal states in the global north cannot easily create camps that separate refugees from citizens, though the EU’s ‘hotspot’ system appears to have created precisely this (Pallister-Wilkins, 2020). But what about when these camps are not directly created by the state or the externalisation of frontiers, but by the displaced themselves? And what if these camps were for people of indeterminate status, and therefore not necessarily refugees? The chapter will proceed by exploring planned, self-settled and EU ‘hotspot’ camps, before drawing out the particular mapping of responsibility each encompasses, their policing of belonging and, ultimately, the ethos of hospitality they display.



Planned Camps, Self-Settled Camps and Hotspots

By the first variety of camp, I am referring to those often used to portray mass displacement events in the global south, spaces that are ‘standardized, planned and official’ (Agier, 2011: 52–53). This includes UNHCR camps, such as the famous Dadaab complex in Kenya, which was established in 1991 and still hosts nearly 225,000 refugees (UNHCR, 2021), and the world’s largest camp, Kutupalong in Bangladesh, which hosts over 700,000 of the Rohingya who mostly fled the genocide in Myanmar from August 2017 (see UNHCR, 2020b). But this category also includes the much older camps for Palestinians, serviced by the United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), found throughout Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, the West Bank and Gaza, and hosting around 5 million people. And finally, it includes camps run by host states with little international involvement, such as many for Syrian ‘guests’ in Turkey. Though now a key part of the international forced migration scene, planned refugee camps are really a phenomenon that began during World War II and the subsequent decolonisation (Indian partition) and recolonisation (creation of the state of Israel) of the global south (see McConnachie, 2016: 404–405).

At the other extreme, we have what Agier calls ‘self-organized refuges’ (2011: 39), or the ‘makeshift spatiality of informal encampments’ that are often ignored in migration literature as a whole (Davies et al., 2019: 220). These improvised spaces are:


…hiding-places or provisional shelters in the forest or in town (squats), sites of rest or waiting between two border posts. Where people stop for a while, always ready to leave. They are characteristically extremely precarious as well as informal, invisible or even illegal.

(Agier, 2011: 39)



For Agier, self-organised camps tie together diverse configurations such as the settlements in the Mano River region between Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Guinea, those in woods around Calais and the Moroccan forests near the Spanish enclave of Melilla (Agier, 2011: 40–46). Self-settlements have also formed in Europe after the closure of more official refugee reception and transit centres, such as the famous Sangatte camp in Northern France, set up by the Red Cross in 1999. This centre housed up to 1300 people and was originally intended as a humanitarian space for people seeking to cross to the UK, in the region around Calais that had hosted transiting migrants since the mid-1980s (Fassin, 2012: 133–135). After Sangatte’s forced closure, a range of self-organised camps, informally known as ‘jungles’, emerged around the Calais area (Millner, 2011; Rygiel, 2011). These coalesced into the ‘Calais Jungle’, a large communal settlement with a fluctuating population of up to 6000 refugees in a former landfill site from 2015, before its residents were violently evicted and the camp demolished by French authorities in October 2016 (Davies et al., 2017: 1264–1267).

Since then, a wide range of self-organised transit camps, urban squats and informal gatherings have been set up in cities and at border-crossings throughout Europe. This includes abandoned warehouses in Belgrade (Obradovic-Wochnik, 2018), adjuncts to official encampments, such as those on the Greek island of Lesvos (Davies et al., 2019: 223), and the many forms of settlement that proliferated in and near the Italian border town of Ventimiglia between 2015 and 2018 (Aru, 2021). These spaces are created for a semblance of safety in numbers as well as freedom from the containment of formal encampments. Their degree of fixity also allows local NGOs, charities, food and healthcare providers access to a mobile, ever-shifting population in need (Palmas, 2021).

These informal spaces, attached as some are to refugee reception centres in Europe such as the infamous ‘Moria’ camp on Lesvos that burnt down in 2020, demonstrate the inaccuracy of Carens’ claim regarding the absence of refugee camps in the liberal democratic north (Carens, 2013: 204). And these formal and informal camps merge with each other in the EU’s recent adoption of a ‘hotspot approach’, following the 2015 European Agenda on Migration (European Commission, 2015: 6). Designating ‘hotspots’ around particular ‘frontline’ states that receive a high volume of migrants, the approach was to target funding and coordinate EU and Member State agencies5 around the reception, identification, registration and fingerprinting of arrivals (Mentzelopoulou and Luyten, 2018). This produced massively overcrowded reception camps in five Greek islands6 and five locations in southern Italy7 by 2018. Although the actual purpose of hotspots was often unclear (Pallister-Wilkins, 2020), these hybrid spaces seemingly enabled humanitarian care, assessment of status and needs, and the safe return of ‘irregular’ migrants or onward relocation of asylum seekers (Mentzelopoulou and Luyten, 2018). Rather than automatic spaces of confinement, as planned camps often appear, hotspots often provide jump-off points for monitored onward movement, filtering out the undesirable and undeserving elements within ‘mixed flows’ of migrants (Garelli and Tazzioli, 2016). Hotspots have thus become regulating mechanisms within a wider ‘campisation’ of Europe, in which ‘asylum centres’ on the outskirts of cities such as Athens, Berlin and Copenhagen are often the destination of Europe’s immigrants (Kreichauf, 2018).



Interstitial Bordering: Separating and Choking

These diverse settlements are important in and of themselves; elsewhere I have explored planned camps as spaces of community and hospitality in their own right (see Bulley, 2014b; 2015; 2017a). But how do they function within a broader statist hospitality ethics? This section suggests that the primary way all these camps operate is by dividing migrant ‘guests’ from non-migrant ‘hosts’, and ‘deserving’ from ‘undeserving’ migrants, through a variety of physical, legal and semi-official borders. As well as spatial formations that allow for care and control (see Malkki, 1995), refugee camps are technologies of separation which signal a lack of belonging through a spatial division between the everyday lives, movements and security of hosts and guests, as well as between different types of guest. For some, this separation operates as a form of imprisonment, a prevention of movement; for others it takes the form of harried, chased and choked movement between interstitial spaces. Camps as a practice of hospitality therefore operate in the form of an ambivalent division.

The most obvious means by which these spaces produce separation is through various practices preventing free movement into, and out of, planned camps. There is no uniformity as to how this is achieved. At times, refugee camps in Kenya, Thailand and Lebanon for instance have strictly regulated movement through leave passes and identity documents; some camps can be so rural and isolated that this effectively prevents mobility without the need for paperwork (Peteet, 2005: 6–11; Horst, 2006: 21–23; McConnachie, 2016: 398). Efforts are also generally made to separate crucial aspects of daily life from those of the local host population, with food, healthcare and education often delivered by NGOs and international organisations (see Bulley, 2014b). An important contemporary example of these containing separations can be found in purpose-built Azraq, a camp in central Jordan for displaced Syrians that was opened in 2014 with an intended maximum capacity of 120,000–130,000 people (UNHCR, 2018b). Based around metal container ‘villages’, Azraq was designed and built on a former army base in a remote desert area, 20km to the nearest town and around 100 km to the capital city, Amman, and surrounded by barbed wire, earth mounds, and heavily guarded gates (Betts and Collier, 2017: 139). Forming part of the externalised borders of the industrialised countries of the global north, Azraq’s $63.5 million budget was primarily financed by Australia, Canada, the EU, Germany, Japan, Norway, the Netherlands, US, and UK (Sweis, 2015).

Jordan has long been a country noted for its hospitality, with the population already largely made up of waves of refugees from Palestine and Iraq (see Bulley, 2017a). However, since 2014, as the external borders of the country were closed, Syrian refugees in Jordan have experienced much less freedom: refugees began to be directly transferred to Azraq; informal settlements were broken up and refugees moved to the camp; urban refugees were no longer given aid unless they made the same transfer; and residents’ movement beyond the camp became heavily restricted (see Hoffmann, 2017: 103). UNHCR and the Jordanian state jointly run the camp, allowing few researchers or local Jordanians access. Sophia Hoffmann’s invaluable ethnographic study reports that the ‘camp’s isolated setting alone is an overwhelmingly powerful effect of exclusion’ (2017: 104). No trade is allowed with the outside world and food must be purchased from the camp markets on chip cards; schools, police stations, mosques and a cemetery are all contained within the fenced space. Whilst all services are free, they are ‘delivered to an incarcerated population’ (2017: 107). Betts and Collier perhaps overstate it by claiming that ‘UNHCR’s model for the future is, in reality, a vision of hell’. But as one refugee observed to them in 2015: ‘Had we known, we would not have come. As soon as we are able to we will try to move to Amman’ (2017: 140).

These separations ensure feelings of discomfort and temporariness, but even within Azraq, internal borders are differentially constraining. In 2016, around 60,000 fleeing Syrians were trapped north of the border for five months until Jordan agreed entry for over 10,000, transferring them immediately to a village within Azraq, but internally separated from the rest of the camp by 10-foot high barbed-wire fences (Staton, 2016; Hoffmann, 2017: 108–109). UNHCR acquiesced, despite the obvious violation of refugee rights. Though a huge improvement on being stranded in Syria, with food, water, shelter and education freely available, Abeer, a 24-year-old refugee with relatives in Amman reports the feeling of being indefinitely separated from family and Jordanians alike: ‘We can’t go out. I can’t see my family; my family can’t come to see me… We are in a fenced area. It’s like a jail’ (in Staton, 2016). Thus, even within one camp, we have the operation of internal borders that offer a graduated, securitised and heavily policed assurance of non-belonging.

Azraq is a notable extreme in the humanitarian carcerality of refugee camps. The separation practices that many planned camps enact are more loosely policed, or more easily evaded by resistive refugees (see examples in Bulley, 2014b). Martina Tazzioli (2018b; 2021b) has argued that self-settled camps in Europe operate quite differently to planned camps, in both how they divide migrants from natives and from each other. Rather than stark separation through enforced stasis in fortified compounds, self-settled camps are treated entirely unpredictably by state authorities: sometimes tolerated or encouraged for the disbursement of food and medical aid, then discouraged, before being targeted, disrupted, and destroyed. In a set of controlling practices Tazzioli calls ‘choking’ (2021b), she traces how local laws, police checks, fingerprinting, deportations, and extra-legal physical violence are continually used to ensure the opposite of a secure, stable welcome: encouraging movement that is disrupted and slowed, before becoming harassed, accelerated, and hectic.

The practice of ‘choking’ essentially consists of ‘disrupting, dismantling and cramping migrants’ movements and their infrastructures of liveability’ (2021b: 4) by specifically targeting the self-settled camps that make life liveable for insecure, mobile populations. In the border towns of Calais and Ventimiglia, Tazzioli traces how choking works through small, subtle alterations to local decrees that make camps, gatherings or NGO food/healthcare provision illegal in changing areas (Palmas, 2021: 7–8; Tazzioli, 2021b: 7); violent incursions that regularly break up and destroy these camps (Tazzioli, 2021b: 6); the introduction of police checks at train stations and internal deportations (e.g. from Ventimiglia to Taranto) followed by release to allow onward movement (Tazzioli, 2018b: 2773–2774). As Luca Queirolo Palmas (2021: 5) puts it, every possible ‘rooting point’ in Calais is now targeted: ‘bathrooms, showers, tents and sleeping bags, food distribution, and makeshift shelters have become the targets of constant repression’. In the very definition of a hostile environment, these ‘uneven police interventions’ have effectively ‘turned the territory into an unliveable space for migrants’ (Tazzioli, 2021b: 5–6), choking refugees into submission. But they do so by chasing and hunting migrants, keeping them moving rather than confining them. This is why local NGOs in Calais have nicknamed these practices as a ‘zero-anchor point’ or ‘no fixation-point’ policy, as it targets their ability to fix a sense of belonging anywhere (Brito, 2023).

The policing of self-settled camps is here working with the EU’s hotspot system to ensure that from their initial entry, fingerprinting and division into categories of migrant, borders are erected to ensure maximum discomfort, insecurity, and non-belonging. As Arafat, a young Afghan refugee, told Palmas (2021: 6): ‘I didn’t know the great camp [the “Jungle”], I arrived later. But now is the time of the real jungle. Here in Calais, people treat dogs better than humans’. Arafat reported that the police would identify a settlement with drones and then arrive at night to ‘destroy the few important things we have: documents, telephones, clothing, foods, blankets, curtains and shoes’ (in Palmas, 2021: 9). An Eritrean child refugee describes the harried movement that this enforced, ‘every night we sleep in a different place, so we can’t be found and beaten by the police’. During the day, public buildings and services are made inaccessible to migrants, whilst distribution of food and medical care is made illegal—ensuring the division of migrants and natives, and the impossibility of a permanent solidarous hospitality emerging (see Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020; Palmas, 2021; Tazzioli, 2021b). While the discomfort of refugees in planned camps remains precarious, vulnerable to a range of insecurities (see Weima and Minca, 2021), the disordered movement, shelter and services in self-settled spaces, maintained by law and violence, also ensures a level of choking non-belonging for immigrants.



Deferred Responsibility: Ambivalent Racialised Division

It is easy to overstate the importance of planned camps, particularly in the hospitality practices of states in the global south. After all, according to UNHCR statistics, only around 22% of refugees (or 6 million) worldwide reside in such planned camps; 78% are thought to live elsewhere, though this can include the self-settled spaces noted above.8 Indeed, this 78% includes the vast majority of people caught in the two biggest non-European cases of current forced displacement: Syria and Venezuela. It is also easy to question who really benefits from what the philosopher Elaine Kelly (2011) has called the carceral warehousing of refugees. In fact, the use of camps serves a range of wider interests, all connected to preventing a more secure welcome by host states, or any welcome at all by donor states in the global north:


Camps suit host states because they simultaneously appease citizens and attract a dribble of funding through visibility. They suit UNHCR because they bankroll the organization. And they suit donors because they contain a population that might otherwise be a source of instability or move onwards in search of a better life… The default logic of the refugee camp can therefore be characterized as a humanitarian silo. Most obviously, they are usually physically segregated, isolating the population from wider participation in local, national, and global socio-economic life: they are deliberate ghettos.

(Betts and Collier, 2017: 139–140)9



These planned ghettos thereby serve a wide variety of interests. Likewise, the disruption and ‘choking’ of migrants we see operating in European ‘hotspots’ and impromptu settlements reduces the humanitarian burden on host states whilst increasing funding for police and immigration enforcement agencies, as well as relevant EU agencies (e.g. Frontex). All parties (except immigrants) are therefore served by the ‘campisation’ of hospitality practices, in isolating and separating immigrants, both from each other and from citizens. But what kind of mapping of responsibility do these practices of hospitality demonstrate? And what ethos does it reveal?

What we see in the use and policing of camps is the constant shifting and deferral of responsibility onto other agencies or levels of social and political authority. When planned camps are used, for instance, this is very often a deflection of responsibility on to international agencies, particularly the UNHCR and humanitarian NGOs. Perhaps the starkest example of this is Kenya. In 1991, the East African republic shifted from a comparatively open asylum policy when over 400,000 Somalis crossed the border in a single year. Kenya opted for a dual practice of containing refugees in camps and the ‘abdication’ of responsibility for refugees to the UNHCR (Kagwanja, 2002: 102; Milner, 2009: 84–90). The use of camps to isolate and separate refugees in rural sites near the border, with movement strictly controlled by guarded boundaries and isolated locations, was therefore tied to a deflection of all responsibility. Indeed, the government of Daniel Moi deliberately chose not to pass legislation that had been prepared to give it the legal authority to accept responsibility for refugees in a formal manner (Milner, 2009: 89). Meanwhile, the UNHCR as an international organisation funded largely by states, accepted this responsibility without the levels of sovereign authority necessary to allow a welcoming hospitality (see Bulley, 2017a). There is a distinct colonial and regional history behind Kenya’s abdication (see Kagwanja, 2002), but camps were used here as an interstitial spatial practice that operated to deflect responsibility for migrants to the international migration regime and its externalised bordering practices.

In contrast, self-settlement in camps such as Calais’ ‘jungles’ are evidence of migrants taking responsibility for their own hospitality, often in solidarous conjunction with local and international NGOs and networks, such as No Borders, churches and charities (Millner, 2011: 324). Self-settlement demonstrates ‘the ability of migrants to settle in space and participate in political community, however transitory and precarious’ (Rygiel, 2011: 10–11). This was necessary because the French state had abdicated responsibility for mobile populations and their transit towards the UK. In this context, the state has shifted the obligation for practices of hospitality on to society—the host becomes localised rather than nationalised; transnationalised rather than internationalised. The move to break up these ‘jungles’ involves the state illegalising not only the migrants and their movement, but also the practices of care, hospitality and responsibility provided by these societal actors. Under Article L.622-1 of the French Criminal Code the offer of assistance and shelter to illegalised migrants became a crime (see Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020: 2). Having initially abdicated responsibility to society, the choking of migrants by the EU and its member states becomes a matter of explicitly denying, preventing, and criminalising societal practices of hospitable responsibility-taking. The state becomes responsible only for its own citizens and the few deserving immigrants that play by the ever-changing rules. And this involves the creation of hostile environments that make ‘undeserving’ immigrants solely responsible for their own fates.

It is tempting to view the ethos displayed by societies that use planned camps in particular as one of ‘carceral humanitarianism’. Oliver argues that such a carceral ethos is what ‘turns refugees into criminals and charity cases simultaneously, which, in turn, becomes the troubling justification for “rescuing” them in order to lock them up or lock them in, increasingly in dangerous, disease ridden sorely inadequate conditions’ (2017: 6). However, though places like Azraq can be read in these terms, the same cannot be said for self-settled camps and the mobile locations of ‘hotspot Europe’ (see Tazzioli, 2018b; 2021b). The practices of responsibility demonstrated by denying, deflecting, and criminalising hospitality are as often about disrupting and accelerating migrants’ movement as locking them up. Ultimately, camps as interstitial spaces demonstrate an ambivalent ethos of racialised division.

While camps are spaces of humanitarianism, care and the provision of security, they can equally become the opposite: spaces of hunting, chasing and the production of insecurity (see Vaughan-Williams, 2015). This ambivalence runs throughout their practices. Interstitial spaces can contain and mobilise; they symbolise the acceptance, deflection, and denial of responsibility; they can be practices of local, transnational and international hospitality, as well as practices of national rejection and hostility. But either way, these spaces are based in a form of racialised partition. This is seen in the very language used to describe them: camps, jungles and hotspots. The term ‘camp’ emerges from the Latin campus, which has always had both leisure and military associations, whilst the ‘refugee camp’ is often traced back to colonial origins in war and extermination (see McConnachie, 2016: 399–400). Likewise, the heavily racialised, colonial connotations of ‘jungles’ is all-too obvious, with difference being consigned to the wild, animalistic, untamed periphery of the metropole (Davies et al., 2019: 224–225). Indeed, the initial tolerance of ‘jungles’ on the urban margins was an ‘institutional act of removal and apartheid, of separation between migrants in transit and the legitimate city’ (Palmas, 2021: 2). Meanwhile the concept of ‘hotspots’ has generally been used in international politics to determine spaces of conflict in which intervention is considered necessary—‘the label “hotspot” is always applied from outside, by the imperial powers of world order’ (Neocleous and Kastrinou, 2016: 4–5). And as we will see in the next chapter, like internal borders of non-belonging, these in-between spaces target those migrants deemed most ‘undeserving’, generally racialised as poor and non-white.



Conclusion

The use of ‘temporary’ spatial practices that exist between formal sovereign borders designates an ambivalent ethos that works through separation to encourage and ensure non-belonging. As has been emphasised throughout the analysis above, this is always a matter of the racialised division of immigrants from natives, and different types of immigrants from one another in terms of legality and desert. Such divisions ensure hospitality is practiced in a hostile manner, preventing immigrants from becoming comfortable, at-home and forming relations of solidarity, reciprocity and responsibility with each other, and with citizens (Rygiel, 2011; Aradau, 2016; Tazzioli, 2018b). Of course, other mappings of responsibility are possible, and we have seen this in Chapter 3, with Colombia’s attempt to avoid using camps to host displaced Venezuelans. In Chapter 5, we will look to Tanzania for an alternative practice of permanent rural ‘settlements’. And Chapter 6 will explore how the harshness of these interstitial spaces created by the inter-state system are often major prompts for hospitable societal responses.

In concluding this chapter, however, what is important to stress is that these techniques and the ethos that produces and reinforces them is not confined to the specific practice of ‘campisation’. Racialised separation and the hostility of choking operate throughout the use of internal bordering practices, though with much greater definition and intensity in the global north. Thus, whilst in the case of Tanzania, substantial ‘waves’ of migration led to the use of large, planned and containing refugee ‘settlements’, this appears to have enabled hospitality and the belonging of some Burundian Hutus. In contrast, the UK has steered clear of camps, both planned and self-settled, and never contained an EU hotspot even when a member state. Yet its tightening internal borders of belonging are officially and unofficially enforced throughout society to try to make unacceptable forms of immigrant life unlive-able, to choke it at root in every town and every street.




Notes

1 For analysis in an EU context, see Vaughan-Williams, 2015 and Bulley, 2017a.

2 For example, the masculine gendering of the refugee, the ‘and so forth’ when enumerating basic human rights, and the lack of evidence provided for any of the central claims.

3 This compares to 9.6 million from 2000–2009 and 15.3 million from 1990–1999.

4 As with many UNHCR statistics, this is likely to be an extremely conservative estimate. This is partly because a protracted situation is defined as ‘one in which 25000 or more refugees of the same nationality have been in exile for at least five years in a given host country’ (2020: 24). For example, if 24,000 refugees from one country were displaced in a different country for 100 years, it would not be considered a ‘protracted refugee situation’.

5 These include the European Asylum Support Office (EASO), Frontex (the EU’s border agency), Europol, the EU Judicial Cooperation Agency (Eurojust) and EUlisa and its management of Eurodac—all in conjunction with national police, justice, customs and immigration authorities.

6 Lesvos, Chios, Samos, and Lerosand Kos.

7 Taranto, Trapani, Messina, Pozzallo, and Lampedusa.

8 See https://www.unrefugees.org/refugee-facts/camps/.

9 Betts and Collier conclude their popular study of refuge, however, by directly contradicting the point they make here: ‘The current camp-based humanitarian assistance model is failing and benefits nobody’ (2017: 234). They were right in their earlier assessment; it would be peculiar indeed if no one benefited from the practice.




5
Internal Borders

Creating Insecurity and Belonging



Internal borders refer to the formal and informal ways in which experiences of belonging and non-belonging are policed and enforced. They are ways in which, once entry into the home has been achieved by means open or clandestine, the ‘stranger’ is made to feel their strangeness, their guestness, their non-ownership of the space. Internal borders are the means used to create a hostile environment. The unease of non-belonging in such an environment can create borders as blocks between the immigrant and their material and emotional needs. In doing so, they target the physical and mental health of mobile individuals and populations, their ability to feel at-home, secure and comfortable within a space. To reverse bell hooks understanding of belonging and home from Chapter 2, borders within ensure the absence of safety, the ever-present possibility of being hurt, a place where ‘wounds’ are not attended to (2009: 215).

The last two chapters have sought to stress that there can be no firm division between internal and external bordering practices when it comes to hospitality. Nonetheless, whereas Chapter 3 revolved primarily around societal mappings of responsibility that regulate the initial inclusion and exclusion of migrants (external borders), the focus now shifts to those that police who gets to feel the comfort and ease of being at home once that national boundary has been crossed. By what practices are such internal borders created and enforced? Internal borders are sometimes apparent to everyone. But most often they are invisible to non-immigrants. For those deemed ‘native’, these borders are unrecognisable as borders, or do not seem to exist at all (Rumford, 2012: 892). This is especially the case with what Yuval-Davis, Wemyss and Cassidy call ‘everyday bordering’.

Everyday bordering refers to activities and practices that construct borders in everyday life, through ideology, culture, social and political institutions and attitudes—‘Such bordering constructions are intimately linked to specific political projects of belonging, which are at the heart of contemporary agendas’ (Yuval-Davis et al., 2018: 230). These forms of othering aim to produce internal barriers that separate those that rightfully belong inside the national home, the ‘community of value’ (Anderson, 2013: 3–4), and those that are out of place. This kind of bordering does not necessitate the overt violence of deportation, which is a devastating rarity, generally far removed from the mundanity of the ‘everyday’. But the possibility of deportation, an immigrant’s permanent deportability, is a part of what makes the more everyday forms of bordering so effective, powerful and emotionally compelling (De Genova, 2002). Nothing makes you feel non-belonging like the knowledge that you could be removed at any time—in this case, the ‘me of me’ that defines belonging (hooks, 2009: 215) does not matter at all. All that matters is your status, constructed by a hostile state. Everyday bordering is therefore crucial to the emotional practice of hospitality because it defines and works on who gets to feel the comfort, the ease, the effortlessness of being at-home, of belonging. And it is that ease and comfort that hostile environments have targeted.

Much like Chapters 3 and 4, the focus here is primarily on guests that do not constitute the ‘brightest and the best’, the ‘global talent’ that states compete for. This is partly because, by their very nature, this category of highly desirable migrant is a minority. It is also because all categories of migrant, however attractive to liberal capitalist states, are vulnerable to having their belonging mis-recognised, and to changes in the law and their status—as we will see in the final section below. Immigrants, as people, are neither ‘illegal’ or ‘legal’, ‘regular’ or ‘irregular’. Rather, they are produced as such by state laws that are not of their making—such mobile subjects are thus illegalised and irregularised by the temporal and spatial limitations of visas, rising application and lawyer fees, bureaucratic error, work permits, new requirements and conditionality imposed by states (De Genova, 2002; 2004; Anderson et al., 2009; Liberty, 2019). For example, according to research from the Joint Council on the Welfare of Immigrants (JCWI), 82% of ‘undocumented’ UK immigrants interviewed arrived in the UK ‘legally’ and later ‘fell out of status’ (Gardner and Patel, 2021: 3). And regardless of their status, immigrants can be irregularised by a hostile environment that is suspicious and fearful of those deemed ‘foreign’. Any non-citizen is potentially irregular(ised), all are irregularisable, though of course this danger particularly attaches to subjects racialised as undeserving of hospitality (Anderson, 2013; Jones et al., 2017; Shilliam, 2018).

This chapter therefore concentrates on the experience and treatment of immigrants further down the shifting hierarchy of welcome, asking how formal and informal practices raise barriers to make them feel their belonging or non-belonging, their regularity and irregularity. How is this belonging being policed, by whom and by what means? What kind of responsibility mapping does this show—how is it being accepted, to where is it being deflected, and to whom is it being assigned? And what do these practices of hospitality tell us about the ethos of the society concerned? The first half of the chapter will explore how one country renowned for its hospitality in the post-colonial period—Tanzania—offers an important case study for the ethics of immigration literature: a generous, if ambiguous, hospitality built on a pan-African ethos of socialist autocracy. As liberal political economy and democracy were imposed or emerged, Tanzania relinquished much of its welcome and embraced a hostility to refugees, with one recent exception. The second half of the chapter explores an alternative mapping of responsibility. Here, the UK’s recent ‘hostile environment’ will be explored as a system of internal borders that seeks to make life unliveable for those deemed undeserving of the country’s hospitality.


Waiting to be Welcome: Shifting the Borders of Belonging

Previously, we saw how the welcome offered by Turkey and Colombia has been praised for its extraordinary generosity and hospitality, in contrast to the securitised hostility of Europe and North America. However, seen in a wider temporal and geographical context, Turkish and Colombian hospitality looks less extraordinary. The first half of this chapter will draw on practices of hospitality in the Great Lakes region of East Africa, focusing on the vacillating internal borders of Tanzania. Africa has generally been absent from the ethics of immigration literature, except in a stress on where immigrants are coming from, often without the correct papers. Indeed, this is one of the images with which Miller’s liberal nationalist book on global justice begins (2007: 2). In his later work, we see Africa as the source of war, refugees, ‘overcrowded boats founder[ing] en route to southern Europe’ (2016: 57, 151), poverty (2016: 85) and terrorism (2016: 130). Either way, Africa is only really present as the source of an irregular immigrant problem for the liberal democratic global north, and particularly Europe.

Troublingly, this problem is sometimes portrayed through distorted statistics. For example, discussing migration to ‘advanced liberal democracies’, Miller uses a Gallup poll to suggest that 38% of Sub-Saharan Africans and 21% of North Africans would like to ‘migrate permanently’ (2016: 3). There are several misleading elements to this representation of Africa. First, the Gallup figure Miller references is actually 36% for Sub-Saharan Africa, rather than 38% (Esipova et al., 2010–2011: 3). Second, detailed analyses of this data have shown that only a very small minority of people are actively planning to migrate (Hovy et al., 2020: 19). Third, the IOM and African Union (AU) estimate that 94% of African outward migration takes a ‘regular’ form—there is nothing to suggest that a wish to migrate permanently involves any undocumented movement at all (Achieng and El Fadil, 2020: 2). Fourth, these are figures showing a desire for all forms of migration to any destination; they do not show migration to ‘advanced liberal democracies’. The latter are in fact only a small fraction of this overall figure.1 The representation of African migration as a spectre haunting the global north here is, at best, inflated and suspect.

The IOM and AU have teamed up to tackle some of these harmful narratives about African migration. According to IOM figures, 80% of Africans who are considering migration neither wish to leave the continent, nor wish to leave permanently (IOM, 2017). The majority of African migration is intra-African (IOM, 2019b: 54). And the most significant ‘migration corridors’ for Africans—a figure that measures the growth of migration over time—are mainly the result of either postcolonial ties (Algeria-France is number one), geographic proximity (Burkina Faso-Cote D’Ivoire is the second largest), and/or a history of forced displacement (South Sudan-Uganda is third). But such permanent movement is not even the most common form of cross-border activity:


There is a call for a new narrative on contemporary African migration that focuses largely on intra-African migration, as demonstrated in the endless daily border crossings by traders, many of them market women who are simply trying to eke out a living. Contrary to the impression of mediatized horrors of irregular migration from Africa through the Mediterranean, most African migrants are not crossing oceans, but rather crossing land borders… [This is partly because] most people who write about African migration are from the West due to the paucity of African scholarship related to migration, African security and development, among others. The result is that their perspectives on migration tend to view migration and mobility in Africa through a prism of a problem to be fixed rather than the reality of life that it is.

(Achieng and El Fadil, 2020: 2–4)



One issue produced by this paucity of scholarship is that there is minimal work on unforced intra-African migration; this is not a subject that has tended to interest scholars from the global north, despite the AU’s commitment, formalised in 2018, to create a ‘borderless’ Africa of free movement (Okunade, 2021).2 As Achieng and El Fadil note, bypassing regular African migration also occurs because cross-border movement is simply an everyday African reality rather than a problem. The IOM (2018b: 2) does not consider countries such as Uganda to even have a ‘comprehensive framework, law or migration policy’ that defines the rights of non-refugee migrants to access public services. In contrast, forced migrations producing international displacements have generated a much richer literature and more developed policies and practices.

Given the way that the ethics of immigration debate has restricted its frame by adopting a Eurocentric lens (see Chapter 1), its avoidance of these debates is not surprising. But it is a damaging blindness, as African experiences with forced displacement could teach the global north a great deal (Betts, 2018). Even the guiding principles that African states used to confront displacement in a postcolonial era—as outlined in the AU’s forerunner, the Organisation for African Unity’s (OAU) 1969 Convention Governing Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa—are notably more progressive than the 1951 Refugee Convention and 1967 Protocol that guides states in the global north. The 1969 Convention broadened the definition of a refugee to include ‘every person who, owing to external aggression, occupation, foreign domination or events seriously disturbing public order in either part or the whole of his country of origin or nationality’, has had to leave that country (Article 1.2).

The UN provided help drafting this Convention, as well as a technical advisor, while cooperation with the UNHCR was required in Article 8.1. For Brankamp and Daley (2020: 122), this was effectively a case of internationalising responsibility for displacement. ‘By channelling the question of refugee settlement through the UN, a multilateral solution could be financed and executed in the overarching interests of maintaining the international political order’. The OAU Convention also established the principle of responsibility division, or ‘burden sharing’ between African states—something that it is proposed by Miller as a novel idea for the ethics of immigration (see Chapter 4). An African state struggling to meet the needs of refugees, could appeal to its partners to, ‘in the spirit of African solidarity and international cooperation take appropriate measures to lighten the burden’ (Article 2.4). More broadly, it meant the costs of receiving and settling refugees would be met by wealthier states of the global north (Milner, 2009: 46–49). Such a mapping of responsibility is performed through the involvement of the UNHCR (2020c), which is primarily funded by the US, Japan, the EU and its member states.

African practices of hospitality in relation to refugees have often been divided, by way of a heuristic shorthand, into two phases (Crisp, 2000a; Rutinwa, 2002; Milner, 2009). The period from independence after 1960 to the mid-late 1980s has been called the ‘golden age’ of African asylum, with most countries adopting a set of ‘open door’ policies that respected refugee rights and generally granted significant freedoms to displaced populations, with limited internal borders (Rutinwa, 2002: 15–16). This general openness was often characterised or lauded as one of traditional African hospitality (see Milner, 2009: 21–22), a representation that remains today in more straitened times (Momodu, 2018). In contrast, from 1990 onwards, a building hostility towards refugees can be seen, a retrenchment of their rights, including to non-refoulement, and the turn to camps as a de facto durable solution (Rutinwa, 2002: 12–13). This characterisation generally refers to the external bordering practices of African states. However, a focus on Tanzania will illustrate that one country’s internal borders have also seen significant shifts based on major remappings of responsibility for postcolonial displacement.


‘Nyumbani ni nyumbani: asante Tanzania kwa ukarimu’

In 2007, after many years of restricting the entry of new refugees and the rights of its existing guests, Tanzania surprised the international community by announcing that it would offer Burundian refugees (and their ancestors), who had been displaced in 1972, a free choice: repatriation to Burundi or naturalisation as Tanzanian citizens. The new policy, the Tanzanian Comprehensive Solutions Strategy (TANCOSS), was welcomed by UNHCR as a model for other state’s to follow (IRRI, 2008: 6), as represented by the banner ‘Nyumbani ni nyumbani: asante Tanzania kwa ukarimu’.3

All in all, just under 80% of refugees chose to become Tanzanian citizens; the largest naturalisation of its kind in history (Kuch, 2016: 468–469). In a move even critical scholars see as ‘progressive and pragmatic’, all formal internal borders were removed and a population of just over 162,000 people officially moved from guest to host (Daley et al., 2018: 22). Though this process was put on hold for several years (Miletzki, 2020: 261–262), unsettling existing patterns and practices of de facto citizenship and belonging (Hovil, 2018: 32–39), by 2014 this extraordinary act of hospitality was more or less complete.

Belonging and ‘at-homeness’ is of course rarely achieved by such formal acts. Remarkably, however, for such a hospitable move, this policy could just as easily be read as a practice of hostility. An unprecedented offer of naturalisation to nearly 220,000 people emerged as the logical result of a government hostile to refugees, who had pledged in its 2005 election campaign to make Tanzania ‘refugee-free’ by 2010 (Milner, 2014: 558). The durable solutions of naturalisation and repatriation would both achieve this aim—refugees would either be removed or suddenly transform into citizens. Practices of hospitality and hostility cannot be firmly separated in this policy—it was an act of hostipitality. After all, the offer was only necessary because of the incomplete welcome that refugees had received in 1972, during the ‘golden age’ of African asylum, in which internal borders were built to maintain the non-belonging of Burundians as perpetual guests of Tanzania.

As a postcolonial creation, Tanzania has never experienced war or serious civil unrest. The country has also become notable for the welcome afforded to mobile populations. Situated in the Great Lakes Region of East Africa, Tanzania, along with Uganda and Kenya, has welcomed refugees, nomadic farmers and labour migrants from Burundi, the Democratic Republic of Congo and Rwanda for decades. Tanganyika (formerly German East Africa, along with the current Burundi and Rwanda from 1916) gained independence from British rule in December 1961, formally uniting with the island territory of Zanzibar (a British protectorate since 1890) after its bloody revolution, to create the sovereign, independent Tanzania in 1964. The new republic soon ‘established a reputation as one of the most hospitable countries of asylum in Africa, if not the world’ (Milner, 2009: 108; see also Veney, 2007: 63). Humanitarian NGOs such as Refugees International praised Tanzania’s ‘exceptional hospitality’, whilst the UNHCR extolled its ‘exemplary record’, awarding Julius Nyerere (Tanzania’s first President), the Nansen Medal for outstanding service to the cause of refugees in 1983 (Chaulia, 2003: 147).

Periodic instability, conflict, and genocides, particularly in Rwanda and Burundi in the 1960s and 1970s, but also Zambia, Zaire and Malawi, allowed Tanzania to build its postcolonial reputation for generous hospitality. In doing so, it firmly committed to non-refoulement and even resettled refugees from Congo and South Africa as part of the OAU’s burden sharing mechanism (Rutinwa, 2002: 16). In 1962, at the dawn of independence, Tanganyika was receiving 50–100 Rwandan Tutsi refugees per day as part of a wider exodus of 130,000 people (Milner, 2009: 111). Though generally housed in rural ‘settlements’, these refugees were offered full access to social welfare, the education system and the job market (Rutinwa, 2002: 19). These practices (as we shall see below) were a mix of generosity, encouraged self-sufficiency and control. Whilst between 50,000 and 100,000 square metres of farmland was generally awarded to each refugee in these settlements (Chaulia, 2003: 157), allowing a move to independent living and the possibility of trading the surplus, the 1965 Refugees Act was characterised by Rutinwa as one of the most ‘oppressive’ laws in Tanzania (Rutinwa, 1996: 292). Primarily directed at recent arrivals from Rwanda, this law erected significant internal borders, allowing for deportation, detention, and containment of refugees in the settlements, preventing their disappearance into the general population.

In 1972, Tanzania experienced the biggest refugee population movement of its ‘open door’ era; a population whose final status remained unresolved up until the completion of naturalisation in 2014. Unrest in Burundi between the Hutu majority and their Tutsi government led to violent repression, with estimates of 100,000 Hutu dead and around 150,000 fleeing, the majority arriving in Tanzania from May 1972 (Kuch, 2018: 112). A tripartite agreement between the Tanzanian government, the UNHCR and an NGO, the Tanganyika Christian Refugee Service (TCRS), was formed to remove fleeing Burundians from the dangerous border area and place them in camp-like settlements. Initially most went to Ulyankulu in 1972, in the Tabora region, before Katumba was opened in Rukwa region a year later, and Mishamo, in a much more rural area of Rukwa, from 1979 (Malkki, 1995: 38–39). These camps have been the subject of extensive ethnographies, of which the most famous is Liisa Malkki’s magisterial Purity and Exile (1995). The settlements basically became a permanent solution to the exile of Burundian Hutus, a situation which has only recently been ‘resolved’.

The international praise Tanzania received for its hospitality during this era primarily focused on its open external borders. Less attention was directed to the internal borders that were erected—how the belonging and non-belonging of refugees was policed and enforced. Cassandra Veney (2007: 85) claims that, ‘[p]rior to the 1990s, refugees encountered few obstacles from the government and local communities’. But this is not necessarily the way refugees experienced Tanzanian hospitality. As per Chapter 4, encampment forms clear internal borders that both restrict movement and enforce the experience of non-belonging. The same can be said of Tanzania’s ‘settlements’ to which most refugees were transferred on arrival, with self-settlement in towns strongly discouraged (Miletzki, 2020: 260). One of the main differences between these settlements and traditional, planned refugee camps, was the generous provision of land for cultivation. The aim was to allow self-sufficiency and the potential of a long-term stay. The 50,000–100,000 square metres of land offered to refugees compares starkly to the current recommendations of the UNHCR: an average of 30 square metres per refugee (including for shelter, roads, paths, schools, or fire breaks), plus 15 square metres each for ‘small vegetable gardens’ (2007: 210).

The refugee settlements of Tanzania were swiftly self-sufficient, producing a surplus that could be traded with locals, and by 1985 the UNHCR handed management over permanently to the government of Tanzania (Miletzki, 2020: 260). The state accepted full responsibility. It is important to separate, even if equivocally, these settlements from the planned camps of Chapter 4. Tanzania’s settlements were part of the country’s post-independence state-craft, rather than marginal or additional to it. The settlements were one element of a wider post-independence development policy of the 1970s. This included ‘villagisation’ programmes in which Tanzanian nationals were first voluntarily, and later coercively, established in rural, farming settlements (Milner, 2009: 110–111). These villages were meant to boost arable production but also help foment national identity and belonging in a postcolonial environment (Hovil, 2018: 32).

The key difference between refugee settlements and these fabricated villages was that refugees’ movement was restricted: fourteen-day leave passes were required from the settlement’s Commandant, which needed prior authorisation from a Village Chairman and the payment of all outstanding taxes and levies (Malkki, 1995: 138); bribes for police were also required to ensure this pass was respected (Kuch, 2016: 477). Especially in the less rural settlements early on, refugees were able to evade these bordering restrictions by blending in with the local population (Veney, 2007: 145–147). But this became more difficult in settlements such as Mishamo, which is 105 kilometres from the district capital, 75 kilometres from the nearest small train station and several hours drive from the nearest village (Malkki, 1995: 39). As Malkki notes:


The physical appearance of Mishamo and the surrounding area is of relevance because it was capable of so directly constraining (and sustaining) people’s lives there. It was also an extraordinary place for an outsider like myself to see for the first time. Thick forest, and stretches of bush and swampland, surrounded Mishamo on all sides. Clouds of tsetse flies and occasional groups of wary monkeys were the only living things one could depend on encountering in the forest on the way to Mishamo.

(Malkki, 1995: 39–40)



Though entries and exits were guarded by armed security, this was scarcely necessary. In the 1990s, when the Commandant’s leave passes were more heavily policed, further restrictions were placed on movement, including a 2.5-mile exclusion zone around the camps and household curfews (Veney, 2007: 89). According to Burundian refugees in Mishamo, then, ‘the [Tanzanian] government tricked the United Nations in saying that this is a settlement. It is a camp because we cannot leave when we want to’ (in Malkki, 1995: 139).4 This is what underlined Burundian non-belonging and it was free movement that especially attracted refugees to naturalisation in 2007. One farmer emphasised this after becoming a Tanzanian citizen: ‘Before, our feet were like tied by rope, we could not go anywhere, but now, now we are free’ (in Kuch, 2016: 476). Few naturalised citizens intended to leave the settlements after they had gained this freedom, but having the option to do so was key to their sense of belonging in Tanzania. Restricting movement and ensuring vulnerability to police and identity checks outside of the camps allowed the permanent reproduction of insecurity and alienation.

However, the effect of the settlement as a spatial technology of non-belonging was not confined to the issue of movement; like interstitial spaces, settlements also ensured the separation of refugees from citizens. Whilst the 1998 Refugee Act determined that all refugees must now live in settlements, which allowed the police to begin sweeps and internal deportations (Kuch, 2016: 471), native Tanzanians were banned from living inside these spaces (Miletzki, 2020: 263). Beyond such legal requirements, which could be evaded, Malkki (1995: 52–56) shows how confinement, isolation and the hierarchical power structure of Mishamo helped to produce a self-policing boundary. Through their years of displacement, Burundian Hutus created a set of ‘cosmological ordering stories’ in which every aspect of existence in Mishamo—from education, to taxation, UNHCR visits and agricultural production—was interpreted as part of a wider ‘mythico-history’ of their exile. This helped to sustain and consistently reproduce a particularly strong sense of non-belonging, in which a pure identity involved not integrating, not putting down roots, but rather of waiting for a return to Burundi (Malkki, 1995: 230). In contrast, naturalisation was seen as a threat, something the Tanzanian government want, but they must resist. ‘We would not be full citizens. We do not want citizenship… We are not free. As refugees we have at least some rights. We will wait, and then we will return to our home country’ (in Malkki, 1995: 207). In contrast, the ‘town refugees’ that sought to fully integrate in Kigoma, hiding their identities from the Tanzanian authorities to evade a transfer to the ‘settlements’ through a range of techniques—intermarriage, learning different languages, changing religion, vague identity descriptors—were interpreted by refugees in the settlements as shameful and cowardly (see Malkki, 1995: 153–183). This was a partly self-imposed border in response to generations of trauma and displacement. But it is significant that ‘town refugees’ felt the need to sublimate their identities in order to reach a sense of insecure belonging in urban Tanzania (see also Sommers, 2001).

Importantly, these self-imposed boundaries have been largely dismantled since the mid-1980s. Scholars who have since studied Mishamo (Hovil, 2018) and Ulyankulu (Kuch, 2016; Daley et al., 2018; Miletzki, 2020), note that uncertain incorporation has gradually overcome the previous division, in what Janna Miletzki calls a ‘pragmatics of belonging’. The spatial separation of the settlement lost its sharpness. In Ulyankulu, cooperation began to develop between Burundians and Tanzanians both inside and outside the settlement. Regardless of the rules, Tanzanians lived in the settlement, sent their children to school there, farmed neighbouring fields, traded in the settlement’s markets, and used its health centre—not everyone in Tabora district even knew it was a refugee settlement by 2010 (Miletzki, 2020: 265). A form of de facto integration occurred long before de jure naturalisation, with 82% of the Burundian refugee population born in Tanzania and never having entered Burundi, speaking fluent Kiswahili, and being economically self-sufficient based on a wide network of business and economic connections (Whitaker, 2002a: 344; Kuch, 2016: 476; Miletzki, 2020: 14). Intermarriage became common in a particularly significant move—one refugee who had married a Tanzanian man reported that citizenship meant ‘to feel freedom, to respect each other’ in her view, ‘now they started to marry us; we are integrated’ (in Miletzki, 2020: 266). Continuing the tradition of Malkki’s Kigoma town refugees, Miletzki found that refugees could also try and claim de jure forms of citizenship by hiding their refugee status and using false Tanzanian documentation (Miletzki, 2020: 269–270). What appears to have emerged is a negotiation of belonging, a creation of ‘new forms of attachment—which, in turn, challenges notion of “guest” and “host”’ (Hovil, 2018: 30).

However, along with restrictions on movement and the broader spatial technology of the settlement, internal borders were erected through a variety of laws and policies in Tanzania that enforced non-belonging. After the Citizenship Act of 1995, refugees were not eligible for naturalisation or birth citizenship like other immigrants and their families (Miletzki, 2020: 263). Without documentation, they were vulnerable to deportation from uninformed government officials and police. Refugees are not eligible to receive employment contracts or pensions like Tanzanians, they cannot get student loans for university study (Miletzki, 2020: 267). They were left vulnerable to ever changing laws regarding the settlements, or being mis-recognised as a different refugee ‘case load’, such as the Rwandans and Burundians who were deported in the 1990s (Chaulia, 2003)—a fact that further underlines the way the internal borders of hospitality practices are constructed differently in Tanzania depending upon the time and place of your displacement.

The generalised insecurity, built on the lack of a right to belong, was very much emphasised during the long, drawn-out process of naturalisation between 2007 and 2014. After registering for naturalisation, refugee status was removed years before citizenship was formalised; education, UNHCR and government services were withdrawn from the settlements in preparation for their closure; and refugees initially had to prepare for relocation before this decision was reversed (Miletzki, 2020: 263). Effectively, refugees had their de facto belonging unsettled ‘by the initiation of a process intended to formally end their exile… local forms of belonging had been inadvertently undermined’ (Hovil, 2018: 39). As one refugee reported, ‘I feel that I am part of this community—I have lived here for a long time… but now it is like we are floating. We are not sure who we are’ (in Hovil, 2018: 37). This mean that finally obtaining citizenship was a profound experience, according to one former refugee who had lived in fear, it ‘brought peace into my heart’ (in Kuch, 2016: 480). Since 2014, there has even been a more widespread movement of Tanzanians into the settlements (Kuch, 2018: 118), further eroding the divisions between former ‘host’ and ‘guest’.

It is important not to idealise the hospitality practices and shifting internal borders of Tanzania. The interactions between refugees, their settlements, local Tanzanians and the national government was hugely variable across the time and space of different displacements (see Whitaker, 2002a: 349–355). And for all the ‘golden age’ of hospitality, and the recent offer of naturalisation, there have also been mass deportations of Rwandan and later Burundian refugees, movement restrictions, settlement enclosures and uncertainty bred by law changes. What becomes clear is that citizenship and belonging in postcolonial Tanzania remains unfinished (Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 121). This allows for a pragmatic negotiation of hospitality without the automatic assumptions of a hierarchical division between host and guest at a local level. Belonging in Tanzania has been, to some extent, what guests can make of it. But what kind of a mapping of responsibility do these practices of hospitality rely on? And from what ethos do they spring?



Mapping a pan-African welcome: ujamaa for ndugu

Sreeram Sundar Chaulia argues that Tanzania’s acceptance of responsibility for refugees was built on a long history of interactions and movements amongst the peoples and territories of the Great Lakes region, including societal hospitality to displaced populations during colonial occupation. Hospitality acted as a form of resistance at this time. For example, in 1899 those fleeing slave-like labour conditions in Portugese Mozambique and Zambezia were welcomed into modern-day Tanzania, despite German and later British orders to reject them (Chaulia, 2003: 148–149). The changing internal borders of Tanzania’s hospitality, however, very much reflect shifts in its ethos—its way of being in relation to itself and others—and changed mappings of responsibility. The complexity of this ethos repays extended attention in this section.

Tanzania’s hospitable ‘golden age’, with its slowly rising internal borders, are counter-intuitive for Eurocentric liberal political theorists because Tanzania was neither a democratic, nor a particularly liberal state. Under its first President, Julius Nyerere, Tanzania was perhaps best characterised as a socialist autocracy until Nyerere voluntarily stepped aside in 1985 and multi-party elections were introduced in the 1990s. Conversely, Tanzania’s hospitality is often attributed to the distinctive ‘national ethos’ pioneered by Nyerere (Milner, 2009: 110; Fouéré, 2014: 2). This ethos went far beyond refugee policy and attention can be drawn to three elements. The first are the principles of utu and ndugu as a way of drawing Tanzania’s 134 different ethnic groupings together as a nation and as a way of relating to external difference. These principles helped define a way of constructing and relating to the Tanzanian ‘self’ and its others:


The imprint of Julius Nyerere’s personality and ideals on the postcolonial state’s refugee policy is overwhelming… Utu (humanity) and ndugu [brother/relation/ comrade], traditions of hospitality, fairness and compassion for relatives and brothers from far and near, coupled with an emphasis on human dignity, were promoted by the state as civic virtues in educating Tanzanians for citizenship and national integration. Although described by some as a metaphysical notion existing in mythology and the heads of poets, Nyerere strove in his nation-building efforts to convert utu into a practical policy through the pithy catchphrase ‘I am, because you are’, a live and let-live ethic that contributed greatly to the receptivity of the state and its citizens to refugees and displaced persons.

(Chaulia, 2003: 154)



In this way, whilst some have stressed the continuity between colonial Tanganyika and postcolonial Tanzania’s racialised attitudes to displaced strangers (e.g. Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 116–120), Chaulia argues that these ‘resident guests’ have been treated very differently to the unwanted colonial ‘burdens’ (2003: 154). Utu and ndugu explicitly reference a relational ethics, based in both a universal (humanity) and particular (brother/relative) form of connection that breeds responsibility and obligation.

The specifics of this particular relation are summarised by the second element of Nyerere’s Tanzanian ethos: pan-Africanism (Chaulia, 2003: 154–155; Milner, 2009: 110–111; Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 124–125). Based in a semi-mythological conception of a borderless pre-colonial continent, Nyerere’s pan-Africanism justified solidarity and support for African independence movements in the 1960s. The fraternal ties of ndugu referred explicitly then to black Africans, and an especially strong bond and responsibility was felt for those suffering under white-minority rule. A particular responsibility relation was identified with those that continued to suffer domination that Tanzania had (formally at least) thrown off. In the 1960s and 1970s, Tanzania was at the centre of liberation movements in Africa, assisting and hosting freedom fighters from South Africa, Zimbabwe, Namibia, Angola and Mozambique (Chaulia, 2003: 155; Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 124). Freedom fighters were accorded a special status amongst Tanzania’s refugee population, treated differently, with fewer constraints, and widely welcomed by both the state and wider society (Rutinwa, 2002: 31). The converse is also therefore true: as refugees increasingly emerged from postcolonial, independent, black-led countries (such as Burundi), a pan-Africanist hospitality began to fracture. They required ‘a more conventional rationale for acceptance’ (Chaulia, 2003: 156).

The final principle making up the Tanzanian national ethos, which brings together the latter two as well as providing this more ‘conventional rationale’ for the country’s hospitality, was the idea of ujamaa (‘familyhood’ in Kiswahili). Nyerere claimed that ujamaa was the basis of a specifically African form of socialist development (see Nyerere, 1968), inspiring a set of policies that included the communalisation of labour, collectivisation of production, nationalising businesses and housing and a stress on public services like health and education (Fouéré, 2014: 3). At the heart of ujamaa was an explicitly constructive attempt to generate national identity and belonging through African, socialist principles. As a development policy, this included the ‘villagisation’ of the rural population referred to earlier—the first voluntary, then forcible relocation of Tanzanians into planned rural villages that were to develop and farm the untapped resource of virgin land. Whilst anti-colonial warriors were welcomed to further their fight, Tanzanian responsibility for refugees from independent Burundi, Rwanda and Congo-Kinshasa was more self-serving. Refugee settlements, like ujamaa villages, were intended to break, settle and cultivate land that was often marshy, heavily wooded and infested with tsetse flies (Chaulia, 2003: 157). Settlements such as Ulyankulu and Mishamo were essentially ujamaa villages for refugees; hospitality practices were intentionally enrolled within Tanzanian state-building and economic development strategies. Responsibility for refugees mapped on to a responsibility for the national population.

Unsurprisingly then, offering 50,000–100,000 square metres of land, enrolling refugees within the national economy and forming connections between the refugee settlements and local Tanzanian communities, were not disinterested practices. Building belonging and gradually lowering internal borders was a response to national needs; it harks back to the era of Empire, when ‘African mobility was encouraged only to colonial spaces of capital accumulation’ (Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 119). Mishamo’s Burundian refugees in the 1980s felt this as exploitation rather than any sense of belonging, claiming that they have switched Tutsi for Tanzanian manipulation: ‘Nothing has changed… We are the granaries of the Tanzanians… We cultivate a lot, they eat a lot… We have become their slaves’ (in Malkki, 1995: 119–120). This feeling echoed with some Burundian refugees even in 2007 (see IRRI, 2008: 15). However, as noted above, by 2012 those in Ulkyankulu settlement were reporting a strong sense of feeling Tanzanian, a sense of belonging to the local space (if not the national space), despite continuing barriers to naturalisation (IRRI, 2008). Tanzania’s autocratic welcome was imperfect, but also perhaps worth waiting for and working on.



An alternative mapping: the hostility of liberalism and democracy

This mapping of responsibility and national ethos appeared to generate hospitable external bordering practices, especially in the 1960s and 1970s, but it also maintained significant internal borders that ensured the long-term ‘guestness’ and non-belonging of refugees. However, there was nothing permanent or inevitable about this ethics of immigration—Nyerere’s socialist inspired pan-African welcome was a construct, not a natural outgrowth of inherent African sociality as he claimed (see Nyerere, 1968). In the 1990s, an alternative mapping of responsibility emerged, apparently in response to the domestic politics of Tanzania and its changing national ethos in a global context. This led to a tightening of both external and internal borders, and a set of extremely hostile practices. What is most instructive is how this alternative mapping emerged in a context of democratisation and liberalisation.

While the 1980s were a time of economic depression and political turmoil, resulting in the voluntary resignation of Nyerere (Milner, 2009: 114–116), Tanzania’s hospitality practices changed radically in the 1990s as nearly a million refugees arrived in the country following further genocidal violence in Rwanda, Burundi and Zaire. This included the arrival of 250,000 Burundian refugees in a week of October 1993; 250,000 Rwandans arrived in a single 24 hours in April 1994 (see Rutinwa, 2002: 28 and Milner, 2009: 117). Up to the mid-1990s, this was the largest and fastest movement of refugees in modern history and ultimately saw an end to Tanzania’s ‘open door’ hospitality. Though I am not suggesting simple causation, it is important to stress that between 1961 and 1993, Tanzania welcomed 400,000 refugees, over 32 years, spread between 20 or more settlements; from 1993–2000, around 1.5 million refugees arrived in seven years (Whitaker, 2002a: 334; Chaulia, 2003: 148; Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 123).

By early 1995, Tanzania was in full retreat from its ‘traditional’ hospitality, seeking to externalise its borders by suggesting ‘safe zones’ in Rwanda and Burundi rather than allowing refugees to cross borders (Rutinwa, 2002: 21). Encampment of new arrivals became compulsory, but only as a preparation for repatriation as soon as return was thought possible, with an awareness that the Rwandan population included Hutu genocidaires (Kuch, 2016: 470; Chaulia, 2003: 161). Appeals to the international community to help with ‘burden sharing’ were unsuccessful, resulting in the closure of Tanzania’s border with Rwanda and then Burundi (Rutinwa, 2002: 30). In overt and targeted practices of hostility, Tanzania announced in December 1996 that they were to forcibly repatriate all Rwandan refugees by the end of the year. The camps that had housed them since 1994 were closed to all activity and, with UNHCR help, those that tried to escape were rounded up and marched across the border (Whitaker, 2002a: 328–330). The international community demurred (Whitaker, 2002a: 335–339). From late 1997, more or less regular police sweeps were conducted in urban areas of Tanzania, and as many as 35,000 Burundian refugees at a time transported to refugee camps or deported (Chaulia, 2003: 161; Veney, 2007: 90; Kuch, 2016: 471; Brankamp and Daley, 2020: 114). The 1998 Refugee Act formalised the policy of all refugees living in settlements, whilst the 2003 National Refugee Policy sought to further limit freedom of movement (Miletzki, 2020: 262).

There are many reasons behind this stiffening of internal boundaries, from the fear of hosting genocidaires, to the enormous increase in refugee numbers and the reduction in ‘burden sharing’ funding (see Rutinwa, 2002; Veney, 2007; Milner, 2009). However, there were arguably deeper, structural causes behind this long-term shift. Ironically, given the focus of the ethics of immigration literature, the ujamaa ethos gave way under the pressures of liberalisation, democratisation and the influence of northern democracies’ own, far less generous immigration policies (Rutinwa, 2002: 31–33; Kuch, 2016: 470–471). The global recession of the 1980s helped worsen exploitative terms of trade, forcing down the price of Tanzanian cash crop exports amidst rising import costs (Milner, 2009: 114–115). The resulting debt crisis was similar for several African states; Tanzania would eventually follow those states in taking loans from the World Bank and IMF. The price of these loans was the implementation of Structural Adjustment Programmes and the end of Nyerere’s government and its hospitable, socialist ethos. In place of collective production and pan-African solidarity, the late 1980s saw currency devaluations, reduced food subsidies and public services, the sale of government assets to private businesses and an embrace of the free market (Veney, 2007: 66–67). The state shrank and the largesse of Tanzanian hospitality suffered alongside the most vulnerable of its citizens. The UNHCR was now expected to meet the basic needs (food and shelter) of new refugees as the ‘arithmetic of hosting refugees’ had changed (Chaulia, 2003: 160–161).

The economic crisis and the unpopularity of austerity measures brought with it social protest and increased pressure from countries of the global north to implement democratic changes. Ujamaa and Nyerere himself were ridiculed in the media and wider society ((Fouéré, 2014: 5). Nyerere’s resignation prompted a movement towards multi-party democracy from 1992. Bonaventure Rutinwa draws a direct connection between the new hostility of refugee policy (including the closure of borders and the forced repatriation of Rwandan Hutus) and the first multi-party general election in 1995. As he notes, ‘the mood of the people in Tanzania was anti-refugee. Politicians of all parties were aware of this and decided to play to the sentiments of the people’ by promising to send them all home (2002: 32; Veney, 2007: 76–81; Milner, 2009: 118–119). With over a million refugees having arrived from Rwanda, Burundi, and Zaire in the early 1990s, alongside a political economy of enforced austerity, the increasingly hostile environment was unsurprising. But it was certainly not inevitable. Where Nyerere’s autocracy had stressed solidarity and relational responsibility, liberalisation and democratisation rewarded scapegoating and the securitisation of the refugee population. Internal and external borders were therefore raised accordingly.

During this era, Tanzania would also follow the liberal democracies of the global north in their mappings of responsibility, seeking to deflect or deny their relational ties to displaced populations. The 1969 OAU Refugee Convention that promoted African solidarity and hospitality could just as easily turn into a justification for hostility, rejection, and the raising of internal borders. The cooperation and division of responsibility had worked effectively in the tripartite agreement (between Tanzania, the UNHCR and the TCRS) that funded and managed refugee settlements from 1963 till they were handed over to Tanzania in 1985. The UNHCR’s funding of $11million from 1963–1979 had covered most of the costs (Milner, 2009: 113). But by the mid-1990s, the periodic round-ups and expulsions of Rwandan and Burundian refugees were partly justified on the grounds that a fair international division of responsibility was no longer occurring. Major budget cuts to the UNHCR mean that, as Tanzania told the UN General Assembly in 2000, hosting 800,000 refugees was a ‘huge burden… we reiterate our call for international burden sharing and responsibility in refugee situations’ (Milner, 2009: 123–124).

Tanzanian hospitality has therefore become explicitly dependent upon an internationalised mapping of responsibility, the deflection of obligations that had previously been accepted. As Milner notes, commitments to physical and financial burden sharing from the global north could only be secured through Tanzanian hostility: border closures and relinquishing the principle of non-refoulement (2009: 58). Furthermore, the Convention allows that no right of asylum is due to someone who has committed a war crime or a crime against humanity, who has acted contrary to the principles of the OAU and UN (Article 1.5). This appears to have given sufficient legal cover to break with non-refoulement and expel Rwandan Hutus in 1996 (Whitaker, 2002b). The hardening of Tanzania’s internal and external borders therefore represented, in part, an attempt to redirect responsibility onto the international community. It is this hardening that led Rutinwa to declare the ‘death of asylum’ in Africa. But crucially, it is a hostility that appears to emerge from the practices, ethos and values of liberal democratic states and societies in the global north, rather than the autocracy and socialism of the global south. Tanzania’s hostility emerged from a liberal democratisation, a Europeanisation, of its ethos and hospitality practices.

In summary of this section, then, a relational approach to the ethics of immigration reveals the importance of societies outside the global north and their innovative practices of hospitality. In doing so, it can also challenge the assumptions of liberal international political theory. For instance, if we explore the way Tanzania’s hospitality practices operate through changing internal bordering and mappings of responsibility, we see that our understandings of liberal politics are overturned. It was not the ‘democratic values’ of liberal equality that finally yielded a more complete welcome for Burundian refugees in Tanzania; it was the hostility of liberal democratic populism that sought to rid the country of its guests once and for all.




Diffusing Hostility: The Politics of Non-Belonging

The first section of this chapter looked at the long-term change in a country’s hospitality practices, internal borders and responsibility mapping; this section will be more constrained, focusing on the UK’s internal borders over the last decade. As highlighted in the Introduction of this book, then Home Secretary, Theresa May, used a newspaper interview in 2012 to try and shift criticism of the government’s failure to reduce immigration numbers. Her preference was to focus on ‘illegal’ immigration, and to make this the target of a new, overt policy of hostility: ‘The aim is to create here in Britain a really hostile environment for illegal migration… what we don’t want is a situation where people think that they can come here and overstay because they’re able to access everything they need’. The intention was to ‘give illegal migrants a really hostile reception’ (Theresa May in Kirkup and Winnett, 2012). Introducing the new immigration bill in 2013 that would put these policies into effect, minister for immigration, Mark Harper, outlined its central aims: deterring ‘illegal’ migrants from coming in the first place, preventing their access to the essentials of everyday life if they do arrive, and enabling and encouraging their swift departure (Harper, 2013). As the human rights lawyer Frances Webber summarises it, the intention was to ‘weaponise total destitution and rightlessness, so as to force migrants without the right to be in the country to deport themselves, at low or no cost to the UK’ (2019: 77). In similar terms to the interstitial spaces of Chapter 4, this was a national policy aimed at choking immigrants deemed not to belong.

May and her ministers moved quickly to set up a cross-departmental Hostile Environment Working Group in 2012, which included participants from the fields of employment, immigration, foreign and commonwealth affairs, care, health, transport, justice, education, universities, housing and local government (Griffiths and Yeo, 2021). This group—later renamed the less pithy ‘Inter-ministerial group on migrants’ access to benefits and public services’—was tasked with designing internal bordering practices that would ensure the non-belonging of immigrants deemed undeserving of British hospitality (Yuval-Davis et al., 2018). What emerged in the 2014 Immigration Act would be a hospitality that ‘continue[s] to welcome the brightest and best migrants who want to contribute to our economy and society and play by the rules’, whilst choking the life from ‘those who abuse the system and flout the law’ (Harper, 2013). These policies would be further tightened through the 2016 Immigration Act.

Whilst many of the hostile practices outlined below were not substantively new, they were a step-change in intensity and fundamentally reformulated the presentation of national space.5 What was new was the proud declaration of hostility, the explicit attempt to make the UK a harsh, unwelcoming space for non-nationals. Not only did this jar with the UK’s promise to ‘welcome the world’ at the Olympic Games in the same summer of 2012 (Bulley and Lisle, 2012), it broke with a tradition of declaring the country open and hospitable to outsiders. Hospitality has long been used as a metaphor for the ethical self-image of the UK, ‘a founding myth of national identity and pride’ widely echoed in the media (Gibson, 2007: 160). Under Labour, home secretaries and prime ministers regularly spoke with the same formula: the UK has a proud history of offering hospitality to those in need and who contribute to the community, but too often this hospitality is being ‘abused’ (see examples in Gibson, 2007: 161–163; Somerville, 2007: 39–41). As then Prime Minister Tony Blair argued in 2004, ‘We have a long heritage of welcoming those who are genuinely in need of our protection and this must continue’, we ‘accept and welcome migrants who play by the rules’, but this makes it ‘all the more vital to ensure the system is not abused’ (Blair, 2004).

Such ‘abuse’ comes in the form of criminal behaviour, fraudulent or ‘bogus’ asylum claims, welfare tourism, engaging in terrorist activities and undermining communities in a variety of ways. In other words, the UK’s hospitable ethos was summoned to justify its rationing and control through more internal bordering—‘[h]ospitality is invoked precisely as a way of curtailing Britain’s hospitableness’ (Gibson, 2007: 159). As the Labour government’s White Paper on integration and diversity in the early 2000s put it, hostile measures are necessary as ‘unequivocal messages of deterrence to those who break our laws and abuse our hospitality’ (Home Office, 2002: 19). So, hostility has long been recognised as crucial to separating and underlining the non-belonging of immigrants deemed undeserving or abusive (see Anderson, 2013). But organising immigration policy around an explicit message and self-presentation of hostility was new, as were the scope and speed by which internal borders were erected and diffused (Griffiths and Yeo, 2021: 2). This section will proceed by looking at the particular practices of the UK’s hostile environment, characterised by a new mapping of responsibility amidst an explosion of everyday bordering. Ultimately, despite their many flaws in achieving their apparent aims, these internal borders were experienced by immigrants just as they were intended—as an enforcement of discomfort and non-belonging.


The explosion of everyday bordering and the responsibilisation of citizens

The Hostile Environment Working Group came up with a set of formal and informal bordering practices that made everyday life a minefield to be negotiated for immigrants. These have been covered with varying degrees of detail in a recent burgeoning literature, which I rely on for my own summary below (see Taylor, 2018: 1–6; Yeo, 2018; Liberty, 2019; Webber, 2019: 77–85; Wilcock, 2019: 142; Goodfellow, 2020: 2–10; Qureshi et al., 2020: 5–9; Yeo, 2020; Griffiths and Yeo, 2021: 4–9). As the immigration barrister and author, Colin Yeo, puts it:


[T]he defining feature of the hostile environment of Theresa May is the creation of a system of routine citizen-on-citizen ‘papers, please’ immigration checks as part of everyday life… Private citizens and public servants must now check the immigration papers of other citizens when offering jobs (and even those of existing employees), when renting accommodation, when visiting a GP or hospital, when opening a bank account, when getting married, and more. Homeless charities were co-opted into joint working with immigration officials… Every citizen is now a status checker or has their status checked. Or both.

(Yeo, 2018)



This devolution of borders from the state to the societal level built on earlier innovations, such as the introduction of ‘carrier sanctions’ from 1988—making airlines and ferry companies liable for the immigration status of their passengers—the use of employer penalties in 1996 and forcing Universities to monitor the attendance of their foreign students from 2008. However, these were ratcheted up and up from 2012. The ‘right to rent’ scheme in the 2014 Immigration Act made it compulsory for landlords to check potential tenants’ immigration status, but the 2016 Act made it a criminal offence to rent to someone there was even reasonable cause to believe was in the country illegitimately. In 2014, banks were only allowed to open accounts for people with the right to be in the UK, but in 2016 they had to close the existing accounts if the Home Office requested it. Similarly, the 2014 Act gave the Drivers and Vehicle Licensing Agency (DVLA) the duty to revoke the driving license of anyone deemed in the UK illegally. Employers had long been criminalised for employing people without the right to work in the UK, but from 2014 the fine rose from £5,000 per employee to £20,000. 2014 also introduced new requirements for marriage registrars to report suspected sham marriages and all marriages now needed a 28-day notice period to allow the Home Office oversight, rather than the previous 15-days.

These legal changes were, however, only part of the proliferation of internal border checks. More informally, relationships and regulations introduced silent bordering practices. In 2015, new regulations forced the NHS to check the immigration status of patients and impose charges for those deemed ineligible for free treatment. These regulations were strengthened in 2017, and a Memorandum of Understanding between the NHS and the Home Office allowed the transfer of non-clinical data about those immigrants deemed suspicious. Similarly, 2016 regulations sought to make schools transfer data including children’s names, recent addresses and country of birth when requested by the Home Office. GPs, hospitals, and schools, alongside job sites, cars and banks became places of danger and threat for those who could not immediately prove their rightful presence; spaces where non-belonging was policed and enforced.

A range of joint operations initiated by the Home Office also contained significant bordering implications. Operation Nexus embedded immigration officials in police stations and allowed them to interview potential perpetrators of crime as well as victims and witnesses whose details could also be shared with the Home Office (Liberty, 2019: 24–26). In this way, immigrants were discouraged from reporting crime, or having any contact or communication with the police. In a more high-profile move, the Home Office began Operation Vaken in July and August 2013. This involved newspaper adverts, posters, leaflets and mobile billboards driven around six ethnically diverse London boroughs with messages such as ‘In the UK illegally? GO HOME OR FACE ARREST’. The UK government’s ownership and use of the openly racist ‘Go Home’ slogan that had been directed at racialised minorities for decades was seen by many as an official endorsement of far-right extremism (see Jones et al., 2017: 3).6 The way in which these practices explicitly targeted the homes of immigrants, weaponising their non-belonging in the UK, was underlined by the spread of border checks to homeless charities in the nation’s capital. From 2010, Immigration and Customs Enforcement officials conducted joint patrols with charities such as St Mungo’s and Thames Reach, but these intensified under the hostile environment, with charities passing information about rough sleepers to the Home Office. Operation Adoze in 2015 saw the deportation of 127 homeless people (Yeo, 2018). Those not deported were unable to reliably access shelter, food or water without exposing themselves to immigration checks.

There have been two main criticisms of the hostile environment: that it is dangerous in a range of ways, especially politically, racially and ethically (which we will explore below); but also that it has failed to deliver on its own aims. It has failed to deter people from coming to the UK or to ensure their swift departure (see criticisms in Yeo, 2018; 2020). People not considered the ‘brightest and the best’ continue to arrive in the UK and claim asylum, with applications rising throughout the hostile environment era, reaching their pre-pandemic peak in 2019 (Sturge, 2021: 10). Meanwhile, departures have decreased. In 2013, when the hostile environment had been announced, but not fully legislated, 45,489 immigrants left the UK—65% did so voluntarily, with 35% of departures enforced. These numbers then fell consistently, reaching their lowest level in 2019 when only 19,118 immigrants left—around 62% voluntarily (Walsh, 2021). In terms of arrivals and departures, the hostile environment appears to have had a negligible or negative effect. Ultimately, the Pew Research Centre estimates that there were between 800,000 and 1.2 million ‘unauthorised’ immigrants in 2017—‘This number is little changed since 2014’ (Pew Research Centre, 2019). However, it is important to stress that the government has no method to assess the effectiveness of the hostile environment, despite numerous criticisms to this effect from Parliamentary Committees, the National Audit Office and the Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration (ICIBI) (Taylor, 2018: 7–14; Qureshi et al., 2020: 20–22). The absence of a way to determine effectiveness suggests that the practical aims of the policy should not be taken very seriously.7

So, what is the hostile environment achieving, if not these two stated aims of deterrence and removal? Crucially, hostile practices do appear to have been successful in their other aim: reducing the liveability of immigrant life, producing dispossession and extreme precarity amongst immigrants deemed illegitimate or undeserving by the state. Such a goal is an active, aggressive form of state abandonment, complete with an apparent anxiety not to leave its internal bordering to chance, or to the whims of local state and civil society representatives (as in Tanzania). Rather, this is about making immigrants feel, in concrete, consistent, material terms, just how unwelcome they are, just how much they do not belong. These policies are communicative rather than functionally effective in themselves—or, rather, the function is the communication of feelings, signals and deterrents (Dijstelbloem and Walters, 2021: 516; Griffiths and Yeo, 2021: 10). The hostile environment is thus a ‘performative politics’, in which ‘emotions are recruited and played upon’ to manage immigration (Jones et al., 2017: 14). And while the effectiveness of this hostility cannot be quantified, the testimony of those targeted suggests the intended impact has been achieved. As one Bolivian woman, who had been living in the UK for 11 years, reported, ‘They put you under such pressure that they make you think that you prefer to be dead in your own country than alive here’ (Qureshi, et al., 2020: 12).

The JCWI’s research with irregularised migrants in the UK outlines how the hostile environment has generated profound physical and mental illness, anxiety, depression, trauma and suicide attempts,8 with people caught in physically and sexually abusive relationships to maintain housing and status,9 tricked by unscrupulous lawyers that promise regularisation,10 or trapped in extremely exploitative forms of work.11 As one interviewee noted, ‘risking everything and tolerating all the exploitation is the only way to survival if you are classified as illegal in the UK’ (in Gardner and Patel, 2021: 43). The health effects of this were described by one respondent as a wasting: ‘All these things have a really strong health impact on your body… You get so wasted, not only physically but also mentally, that even if eventually you get your papers you are not the same person that came here’ (in Qureshi et al., 2020: 16).



Mapping hostility: abandonment and ambivalence

These bordering practices of enforced non-belonging are therefore more than just a rhetorical shift from hospitality to hostility. In terms of relational ethics, they represent a profound remapping of responsibility for immigrants. In the case of Tanzania, we saw how a postcolonial state, firstly in conjunction with an international organisation (the UNHCR) and transnational humanitarian NGOs (TCRS), accepted responsibility for the practices of hospitality offered to immigrants of all stripes. As Tanzania was impoverished, liberalised, and democratised, responsibility was increasingly deflected towards the international level, or denied through forced expulsion. In contrast, what we have in the UK’s hostile environment is an organised, aggressive form of state abandonment—an outright rejection of responsibility for immigrants, in which the state has systematically removed all aspects of the comfort, ease and homeliness of its home for those deemed undeserving.

Abandonment is most starkly communicated in the designation of ‘no recourse to public funds’ (NRPF), a condition placed on all immigrants with limited leave to enter or remain in the UK (Dennler, 2018: 86–87). NRPF prevents access to almost any form of social welfare benefits, allowances, tax credits, or state assistance, except where an immigrant can prove destitution or other ‘particularly compelling’ welfare reasons. The attachment of ‘NRPF’ is an internal border that denudes hospitality entirely; it is a rejection of the responsibility to respond, a rendering oneself literally irresponsible.12 And though this condition pre-dates the hostile environment, it has been increasingly wielded by the set of practices outlined above that explicitly aim to produce destitution (Webber, 2019).

The UK’s hostile environment remapping of responsibility goes further than this, however. Not content to reject the state’s responsibility, the focus on an ‘environment’ signals the intention to diffuse hostility throughout UK society, creating a broader, all-encompassing atmosphere of discomfort. For Griffiths and Yeo, the defining characteristic of the hostile environment is the ‘deputisation’ of organisations and people from civil society and unrelated public roles as immigration officers (2021: 3–4). Police, marriage registrars, doctors, nurses, landlords, vehicle licensing agents, teachers, employers, banking clerks, even homeless charity workers and volunteers are now responsible for delivering hostility and enforcing non-belonging. We have seen the bureaucratisation of hostility. In fact, all residents are encouraged to enforce abandonment through use of the Immigration and Enforcement hotline, or by completing an online form, if they ‘suspect that someone is working illegally, has no right to be in the UK or is involved in smuggling or other criminal activity’.13 Society as a whole has been enrolled, creating an ambient suspicion and enforcing an ir-responsible hostility towards immigrants. Hostility has arguably become ‘embedded in British culture’ (Yeo, 2018)—though this will be qualified in Chapter 6.

Given the blanket nature of this hostility, it was perhaps unsurprising that many lawful residents of the UK were caught within it. Yet the ways in which a specific demographic of long-term, lawful residents turned into targets in what became known as the ‘Windrush scandal’ particularly shocked the nation. Exposed through the work of activist immigration lawyers and the superb investigative journalism of Amelia Gentleman from 2017 to 2018, it became apparent that subjects of the British Commonwealth, who had arrived legally in the UK before the 1971 Immigration Act came into effect in 1973, were asked to prove their rightful residence (see Gentleman, 2019). Suddenly, people who had moved as young children, generally from Commonwealth territories in the Caribbean during the 1960s and early 1970s, were receiving letters from the Home Office threatening deportation, arrest and detention on several occasions (like Paulette Wilson and Anthony Bryan). Others lost their jobs (like Michael Braithwaite), were made homeless whilst denied urgent cancer treatment (like Sylvester Marshall), were left destitute and deported to a country they could not remember (like Vernon Vanriel and Colin Smith) and faced debt, bankruptcy, and premature death (like Sarah O’Connor).

The details of the way each individual was treated was different, but each was the result of government errors and omissions, a culture of suspicion, lost passports that had long since expired, minor mistakes on applications, and the Home Office’s decision in 2010 to destroy the landing cards that proved when people arrived in the UK. In these small acts of destruction and distrust, the government effectively erased the state’s responsibility for members of its population that were lawfully resident (Goodfellow, 2020: 45). By 2019, 164 people had been wrongly detained for removal and 83 had been mistakenly deported (Gentleman, 2019: 249). Many more had been threatened with destitution. These numbers are likely to rise as more cases are uncovered.

It is not, of course, accidental that the victims of the Windrush scandal are almost exclusively racialised subjects—the UK’s post-War immigration policy has been built on always implicit, sometimes explicit, forms of racism (see El-Enany, 2020; Goodfellow, 2020). The hostile environment has, to put it generously, produced ‘racially weighted outcome[s]’ (Gentleman, 2019: 142). This racialisation of everyday bordering appears obvious from the logic of the practices themselves—the checks are on everyday practices (marriage, new driving licenses, house rentals, NHS treatment, opening a bank account, moving jobs) that are less likely to effect white, male, middle-class British residents. A status check would also be an ‘inconsequential bother’ to these demographics, but to ethnic minorities they become a ‘sinister question of whether or not you belong’ (Yeo, 2020: 46).

It is difficult to see this racialisation as accidental because research by the Home Office, and comments by the government’s ministers, had predicted such discrimination. Pilot studies showed that landlords and employers were less likely to opt for a candidate who appeared foreign because of their name, skin colour or accent (Griffiths and Yeo, 2021: 13–14). Research by charities and NGOs bore this out. Shelter (2016) found that 44% of landlords polled would not rent to those who ‘appear to be immigrants’. Meanwhile, the JCWI’s survey noticed 42–48% of landlords were less likely to rent to anyone without a British passport. A secret shopper exercise revealed that Britons of colour without a passport were 14% more likely to receive a negative, or no, response from landlords than white Britons without a passport; they were also 25% less likely to be offered a viewing and 20% less likely to be told the property was available (Patel and Peel, 2017: 7).14

Xenophobic and racial discrimination is therefore written into the internal bordering practices of the UK’s hospitality, and this has become the focus of many legal and ethical critiques (see Liberty, 2019; Webber, 2019; El-Enany, 2020; Goodfellow, 2020). But it is important to stress that the government’s case for the hostile environment is itself explicitly an ethical argument. Justifying her new Immigration Bill in 2013, May made a case for the new practices as righting a wrong, rebalancing a system that was unfair to Britons and ‘legal’ immigrants alike:


Most people will say it can’t be fair for people who have no right to be here in the UK to continue to exist as everybody else does with bank accounts, with driving licences and with access to rented accommodation. We are going to be changing that because we don’t think that is fair.

(in Travis, 2013)



The remapping of responsibility is justified consistently through an ethics of fairness. At the second reading of the Immigration Bill, May told Parliament that the aim was to ‘clamp down’ on illegal migrants who work and ‘take advantage of our public service. That is not fair to the British public, and it is not fair to the legitimate migrants who contribute to our society and economy’ (May, 2013). In total, she referenced ‘fairness’ seven times. As the Home Office continues to argue, ‘Overstaying is against the law, unnecessarily costs the taxpayer money and is unfair on law-abiding migrants who come to the UK through the legal channels’ (in Wright, 2021). Fairness is essentially working as a moral trump card, justifying almost any form of abandonment, misery and suffering. And this defence means that the state is relatively unaffected by the political and moral critique of its practices: that they are ineffective, that they have no way of testing their efficacy, and that their effects are racist and discriminatory. The latter can all be true, but if the fact of hostility remains a greater ‘fairness’, then its effectiveness at achieving other outcomes is irrelevant.

To many, this claim to fairness is outrageous and hard to take seriously. An ethical dismissal of this fairness argument can also be derived from both liberal cosmopolitans and liberal nationalists. For scholars such as Joseph Carens, it is obvious that the length of time an immigrant has been resident, the web of social and familial connections they have built, their social membership and the extent to which they belong, is what matters morally (Carens, 2013: 147–163). To reject any form of responsibility and enforce the non-belonging of people who have lived in your country for over five years is itself clearly unfair (2013: 104), let alone for people, such as Paulette Wilson, who had lived in the UK for 50 years. Liberal nationalists also question the justice and fairness of awarding unequal treatment to long-term non-citizens (see Miller, 2008b: 377–378).

However, there remains substantial support in the liberal nationalist position for hostile policies based on their perceived justice as fairness. Liberal nationalists defend the assignment of basic human rights to ‘irregular’ migrants:


But it is important to remember that for an immigration policy to be legitimate in a democratic state, citizens have to be convinced that it is fair in its assignment of rights and responsibilities. Residual prejudice aside, they are willing to accept immigrants who play by the rules, demonstrate their commitment to the new society, and make contributions that are broadly commensurate with the benefits they receive. Where these conditions are not met, tolerant acceptance can rapidly give way to hostile resentment. Consequently, it is important that immigration policy be designed that it visibly provides citizens of the host society with reassurance that these conditions are being fulfilled… The problem with irregular migrants is not merely that they are an anomaly, but that their presence threatens to undermine immigration policy as a whole.

(Miller, 2008a: 197—emphasis added)



Miller’s argument from fairness here is all about what citizens can be convinced of and reassured about. No evidence is provided for what citizens are willing to accept, nor that this acceptance every truly leaves ‘prejudice aside’—after all, the structural racism embedded in practices of hospitality are not given serious attention. But the language of playing by the rules and making a contribution is very similar to the UK government’s ethical argument for the hostile environment, and the mapping of any responsibility for ‘irregulars’ (in Miller’s term), is severely limited by whatever a politicised citizenry are deemed capable of accepting. The treatment of the Windrush generation is presumably either part of this ‘residual prejudice’, which we can set ‘aside’, or it is the bad implementation of a fundamentally good and fair policy. The latter option is that chosen by the UK government, which has repeatedly apologised for the treatment of Paulette Wilson and her fellow victims, but not the hostility of internal bordering practices themselves (Gentleman, 2019; 203–207).

This focus on the assurance, needs and rules of those already judged to belong reflects an ethos of racialised autochthony in the UK’s practices of hospitality and hostility. The fact that the government was warned by its own ministers, Home Office pilot studies and NGOs that the internal borders of the hostile environment would prove racially discriminatory, and went ahead without a clear way in which to assess its racialised outcomes, demonstrates a wilful racialisation of ‘fairness’. By ‘racialised’ here, I mean the way that ‘racist attributes and hierarchies come to determine the everyday meaning and common sense valuation of an entity or phenomenon’—particularly the way differentiations are made between those deemed ‘deserving and undeserving’ of public goods and a liveable life (Shilliam, 2018: 4). The racialised distinctions between those that suffer immigration checks, or have reason to fear such checks, are based in a hierarchy within which skin tone, name, accent, and place of birth mark people out as deserving or undeserving of the UK’s care and responsibility. This racialisation is not incidental, it is embedded within the ethos that the state has sought to diffuse throughout society. It is central to the workings of the ‘right to rent’ and the internal border checks that proliferate throughout everyday life in the UK. And such targeting of racialised subjects and communities is tied in to the autocthony of this ethos, in which only those that truly ‘belong’ and can prove that belonging through the correct documentation, really matter.

However, this ethos and geography of responsibility is far from inevitable: it is an ethical and political choice. Gentleman charts how her articles on the Windrush scandal attracted readers’ emails that explicitly rejected its ethos—‘It makes me ashamed of the country she [Paulette Wilson] and I both rightly call home’ (quoted in Gentleman, 2019: 41). We have already seen how Tanzania chose a different ethical path: as part of a wider drive to produce a national identity and ethos, it embraced a form of postcolonial, pan-African hospitality towards outsiders based on a relational understanding of responsibility. One investigation into how the UK’s hostile environment, particularly Operation Vaken, was received in an increasingly racialised society, has indicated a similar counter-ethos emerging amongst activists and campaigners in the UK. These actors stressed how histories of racism and colonialism can be used ‘to revive historical solidarities, particularly within local areas where anti-racist mobilisations have been linked to a defence of immigration and public welfare services’ (see Jones et al., 2017: 136). Many voicing this counter-ethos seek to link the treatment of asylum seekers and the legacy of colonialism—for instance, ‘Parveena’ noted that the UK ruled India for 250 years and have ‘taken everything… people who are in need are coming here, then why don’t they give hospitality for the people?’ (in Jones et. al., 2017: 137).

This call to acknowledge relational responsibilities to enable practices of welcome reflects the fact that the irregularised migrants targeted by the UK’s internal bordering are predominantly from former UK colonial territories. Eight out of the ten most popular countries of origin for irregularised migrants in the UK, according to the JCWI’s research, are former colonies or protectorates; seven of ten are current commonwealth members, whose citizens would have had an automatic right to enter the UK prior to 1971 (Gardner and Patel, 2021: 18). ‘They’ are in the UK because the UK was over there, stole their territory and resources and then ‘barred [them] from access to wealth stolen from them’ (El-Enany, 2020: 15). Treating irregularised migrants as individuals with human rights, as recommended by much of the ethics of immigration literature, does not pay sufficient attention to the deeper ties and relational responsibilities generated by a history of dispossession, slavery, and exploitation. For such a position, a counter-ethos is necessary that draws on those histories and responds in a more caring, respectful manner. It is to the opportunities for, and current examples of, such a response that the next chapter will turn, along with the practices of hospitality it makes possible.




Conclusion

As I noted in the Introduction to this book, the term ‘hostile environment’ is most commonly found in workplaces and locations with an extreme atmosphere and biological make-up. In one, hostile environments are defined by pervasive discrimination against an employee’s protected characteristics; in the other, by low microbial activity and biodiversity such that life cannot be supported. In this chapter, I have argued that internal, everyday borders that define, police and enforce belonging and non-belonging within the national home are key to the production of hospitable and hostile immigration environments. By raising barriers to important areas of everyday life, blocking free movement and access to healthcare, work, education, transport and critical services, the nation can become an environment where (immigrant) life is extinguishable. And when those barriers become racialised due to an autochthonous national ethos, differentially excluding on the basis of race and class, (immigrant) belonging is denied by pervasive forms of discrimination. This ensures that the immigrant can never be at home, that their ‘me of me’ can never truly matter; the physical and emotional reality of belonging is perpetually withheld.

The chapter was structured around two very different illustrative examples of internal borders. Indeed, these cases were so dissimilar in historical and geographic scope that they cannot form a direct comparison, though placing them side-by-side reveals potential possibilities. The first example was that of Tanzania, a country renowned for its hospitality since formation and independence from colonial rule. We saw how its generous hospitality was initially built on a pan-African socialist ethos, which relied on significant internal borders in the form of ‘settlements’. As this ethos gave way to liberal economics and democratic politics, the generosity fell away and internal borders that enforced non-belonging became more prevalent. Responsibilities that had once been accepted were deflected onto the international community. The steady erosion of these internal borders was ultimately secured, however, in a bid to rid the country of refugees entirely from 2007. Tanzanian internal bordering practices were therefore never entirely hostile or hospitable; they were defined by the tension that make the two inseparable.

The second example focused on how the UK, from 2012, used an explosion of internal borders to clearly signal hostility towards (irregularised) immigrants, and secure their insecurity and non-belonging. This represented a thoroughgoing attempt to disseminate hostility throughout society as well as the state apparatus. Any form of relational responsibility for immigrants deemed undeserving of hospitality was denied, with the only form of response one of abandonment, despite ties of history, colonialism, and co-presence. This was justified by an ethos of racialised autochthonic ‘fairness’. Whilst this argument made from justice as fairness stretches credulity to the limit, it needs to be understood to be effectively challenged. Moral outrage is insufficient; a different response is necessary. But what kind of response?

Importantly, when Hannah Jones and her colleagues conducted focus groups with people effected by the UK’s hostile environment, a note of optimism was sounded amidst the gloom. Participants ‘highlighted examples of everyday acts of kindness that had impacted positively on their own or other migrants’ sense of self-worth, serving to resist or subvert dehumanisation’ (Jones et al., 2017: 129). As we have noted throughout, a relational ethics starts from precisely these kinds of everyday, hospitable acts. A welcoming response is never entirely disabled by state policies and practices—sovereign mastery remains an illusion. The next chapter focuses on such disobedient hospitalities, acts of individual and communal welcoming that look to remap and accept responsibilities that are denied by the state and parts of society.




Notes

1 Gallup reports that 24% of those that say they might like to migrate permanently note the US as a top destination (Esipova et al., 2010–11: 4), with only 7% naming the UK, 6% France and 4% Spain. So, without looking into the dubious sampling and generalisation involved in these figures, at most Miller should be citing a figure of 24% of 36% wanting to go to the US.

2 Andrew Geddes’s (2021) excellent recent book on migration governance beyond the state is important here. Focusing on the ‘global context’ of migration, this book contains fascinating chapters on South America and South-East Asia, but no sustained analysis of Africa.

3 ‘Home is Home: Thanks Tanzania for your generosity’—slogan taken from a banner, hanging over the UNHCR field unit offices, Ulyankulu settlement, Tanzania (IRRI, 2008: cover photo).

4 Liisa Malkki’s technique of reporting a panel narrative, rather than specifically quoting individual refugees, make it impossible to name an individual from whom this quotation is drawn.

5 Some claim that the former Labour Home Secretary, Alan Johnson, may have been the first person to use the term ‘hostile environment’ in an immigration speech in 2010 (Taylor, 2018: 2, fn. 4), but I can find no evidence to support this.

6 In the more subtle Operation Skybreaker, the Home Office’s Immigration, Compliance and Enforcement officers visited businesses in ethnically diverse London boroughs the following year: 2014. Purportedly, these visits were simply about explaining legislation and regulation, but allowed them to gather intelligence that could be used later in an immigration enforcement operation (see Yuval-Davis et al., 2018: 234).

7 In response to its well-publicised failings, the Home Office launched a ‘comprehensive improvement plan’ in 2020, which will include a review of the ‘compliant environment’, as it was renamed by then Home Secretary Sajid Javid in 2018. Whilst this review will not include the ‘key principles’ at the base of the compliant environment, they have promised to make changes if evidence of the policies not working or producing unintended consequences is found (Qureshi et al., 2021: 8–9).

8 In Gardner and Patel, 2021. See Akunna, 5–6; Mukasa, 24; Imka, 25; and Irfan, 28. All names have been anonymised by the authors.

9 In Gardner and Patel, 2021. See Mary, 12; Ajay, 16; Efir, 22; June, 27; Diwa, 30; Ellie, 31; and Layla and Kelly. 42. 7% of men and 20% of women in the JCWI’s research report being impacted by domestic violence—double and three times the UK average respectively (20–22).

10 In Gardner and Patel, 2021. See Adjo, 24; Dola, Clara, Navin, 25; and Sayoko, 32.

11 In Gardner and Patel, 2021. See Adjo and Anjay, 43; and Sohail and Eze, 44.

12 The prefix ‘ir’ means ‘not’ or ‘no’. ‘Irresponsible’ literally means that no responsibility is shown, or responsibility is not demonstrated.

13 See the Home Office’s ‘Report an immigration or custom’s crime’ website, here: https://www.amsallegations.homeoffice.gov.uk/default.aspx/RenderForm/?F.Name=Lf62UB7cz4C.

14 In a fascinating control exercise, no evidence of racial discrimination was noted between minority and white tenants where both had a British passport—‘This strongly suggests that the discrimination found is as a result of the Right to Rent scheme, rather than latent discrimination by racist landlords’ (Patel and Peel, 2017: 7).




6
Responding to Hostile Environments



In his Easter Sermon of April 2022, the Archbishop of Canterbury, Justin Welby, provoked controversy by responding to the UK government’s recently announced plans to offshore responsibility for all ‘unauthorised’ asylum seekers. This policy, officially called the ‘Migration and Economic Development Partnership’, could be read as a natural ‘next step’ in the UK’s hostile environment, formally externalising the internal borders erected in the previous ten years. The new policy involves anyone ‘entering the UK illegally’ being deported to Rwanda, after which all the UK’s legal responsibilities for them would end. They would be able to claim asylum in Rwanda, but with no further recourse to the UK. This was to cost the UK an immediate £120 million, to be paid to Rwanda directly in return for setting up the scheme, with the final costs ultimately unknown (Walsh, 2022a). Just as the EU pays Turkey to provide hospitality for migrants, so the UK is hoping to deflect and outsource its responsibility for anyone deemed ‘illegal’ to the most densely populated country in Africa, autocratically ruled since emerging from a genocidal conflict in the 1990s.

Declaring the Christian Easter—along with the concurrent Muslim Ramadan and Jewish Passover—a time for repentance, renewal, purification and change, Welby noted that ‘this season is also why there are such serious ethical questions about sending asylum seekers overseas’ (Welby, 2022). He continued:


The principle must stand the judgement of God and it cannot. It cannot carry the weight of resurrection justice, of life conquering death. It cannot carry the weight of the resurrection that was first to the least valued, for it privileges the rich and strong. And it cannot carry the weight of our national responsibility as a country formed by Christian values, because sub-contracting out our responsibilities, even to a country that seeks to do well like Rwanda, is the opposite of the nature of God who himself took responsibility for our failures.

(Emphasis added)



Thus, while former government ministers criticised the Rwanda policy for being poor value for money (see Allegretti and Rankin, 2022), and NGOs and the UNHCR argued that it is unlawful under the UK’s Refugee Convention commitments (Syal, 2022), Christians and Humanists have concentrated their criticism on the ‘dehumanising and immoral nature of the plan’ (Humanists UK, 2022) that ‘shames Britain’ (Hennessy, 2022). As the Catholic Archbishop of Glasgow William Nolan claimed, the policy is ‘morally wrong’, an ‘offence against human dignity and against all the best traditions of welcome of this country’ (in Schofield, 2022). Much like my rendering of hospitality as a relational ethics, the archbishops both link morality to place, to national responsibility, a country’s values and, ultimately, its national shame. Welby and Nolan’s responses emerge from a critical reflection on the UK’s apparent national ethos, pointing out the disjuncture between the liberal/Christian values of that ethos, alongside the hostility and irresponsibility of its practices.

But Welby is also responding by employing a normative benchmark which he thinks this immigration policy cannot meet, contrasting the Christian god, who supposedly accepted the responsibility for sins committed by others,1 with a policy that seeks to do the exact opposite by ‘sub-contracting’ its responsibilities, by paying others to take them on. Welby’s normative benchmark makes his response to hostile environments straightforward. To determine a response, he simply tests the ‘principles’ of specific policies and practices against the judgement and example of god. This establishes the ethics of the immigration policy, telling him whether or not to speak out. His response uses his institutional position to protest and denounce the UK’s hostility based on an ethics of calculation, weighing and measuring principles against one another. Though the norms and benchmarks are different, liberal international political theories of immigration and hospitality work via a similar moral calculus (see Chapters 1 and 2). But when hospitality is considered a relational ethics of immigration, such a response is complicated by its inability to establish clear normative benchmarks.

This begs the question then: how are we to respond to hostile environments? Regardless of a moral calculus, most people do not have an institutional position comparable to Welby’s and must respond in a more everyday sense. But if a relational understanding of hospitality is not going to offer firm guidance for either government policy or our quixotic actions, what use is it? What use is an ethics that cannot form the basis of a denunciation from the moral pulpit? What resources does hospitality offer to animate or aid a response in the face of rising official and unofficial, public, and private hostility to immigrants? Conceived as an ‘everyday’ practice, something that we already do, rather than something conceived abstractly that we should do, hospitality is well suited to everyday response. And as a relational ethics, this chapter will suggest that we must start by looking at what people are already doing in different places all over the world, how their everyday organising, activism and lives operate around the welcoming of immigrants. As I will suggest, response ultimately emerges from this ordinary, routine grind of building and nurturing our response-ability.

The chapter will proceed in two very uneven sections. Using diverse examples from Europe, Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East, the first section will outline four ways in which a response is being animated by hospitality practices that accept responsibility. By often directly opposing the hostility of the state, these can best be seen as disobedient, resistive, or insurgent hospitalities. Though these practices can inadvertently support a statist form of hostility, do not offer any kind of moral guarantee and are never free of power relations, they nonetheless demonstrate the possibility of response and how it is guided. The second section will seek to make theoretical sense of these four themes by arguing that they are effectively ways of opposing the claimed moral immunity of hostile environments. Through opposing moral immunity, and aided by the work of Donna Haraway, I make the case for a relational ethics of hospitality with a prefigurative normativity that seeks to cultivate the ability to respond: our response-ability.


Disobedient Hospitalities

In the Introduction of this book, I noted that the value of hospitality lies in the fact that it is a practice, it is something we simply do, a way in which we already respond to immigrants of all types. This is the case regardless of the level and nature of hostility in our hospitality. The primary use of hospitality as a relational ethics of immigration is therefore in redirecting our gaze. Instead of looking to abstract norms and devising how we should behave towards others, hospitality focuses investigation on the everyday ways in which people are already responding: giving, taking, opening and closing spaces; making welcome and unwelcome, familiar and strange, ‘native’ and ‘immigrant’; bordering, debordering and rebordering the national ‘home’; accepting, deflecting and denying responsibility. It centres practice over principle; or, rather, it explores practice as principle.

Whilst the previous chapters examined hostile environments created by states and societies in the global north (Europe, the UK, the US, France), or the ambivalently power-laden hospitality of public, private and international institutional hospitality in the global south (Colombia, Turkey, Tanzania, the UNHCR, etc.), this section looks at how individuals and groups are using hospitality to enable response, on the ground, to hostile environments. I am not proposing a simple opposition here, as others have done (e.g. Gill, 2018), between the hostility of state institutions and the welcome of private/civil society organisations. Colombia (Chapter 3) and Tanzania (Chapter 5) have both offered substantial statist welcomes to immigrants. However, it is significant that when the most recently independent state, Tanzania, became dominated by the techniques, electoral strategies, and political economy of liberal democracy, it tended towards the deflection or denial of responsibility for immigrants through restrictive use of internal and external borders. Liberal democracies, particularly in the global north now use borders to operate a ‘domopolitics’, governing the national space like a ‘home’ that needs to be protected against supposedly dangerous forces coming from outside (Walters, 2004).

What we are looking at in this chapter is responses to immigration involving acts of ‘disobedient hospitality’ (Taylor, 2020: 495). By this I mean the various ways in which movements ‘provide a counter-politics’ of hospitality, ‘contesting the logics of domopolitics’ (Ataç, et al., 2021: 926)—a kind of a counter-domo-politics. This emergence results in alternative ‘geographies of welcome’, spaces where hostility is ‘contested and countered, however incompletely’ (Sparke, 2018: 215). This section therefore asks, how are such movements using the metaphor and practice of hospitality to reorient behaviour in the face of conservative and restrictive mappings of responsibility for immigrants? What enables or allows such everyday practices of insurgent hospitality to flourish, countering the hostile turn taken by liberal democracies in particular?

In recent years, local and networked responses to hostile immigration practices have become a key focus of academic literature in (international political) sociology, geography, anthropology, and IR. This work provides the evidence base for the chapter. The section draws out some common themes that appear to enable hospitable responses as a direct riposte to more official, public forms of hostility. These are only themes—they are neither criteria for more responsible practice, nor guidance on how to be more hospitable. They are simply ways in which disobedient forms of hospitality has tended to emerge in a variety of contexts. I will concentrate on four themes: the critical reflection on national ethos; the use of alternative histories that emphasise deep, ongoing forms of connection between distant individuals and societies; the targeting of sectors in which non-belonging is policed and enforced; and the vigilance towards power relations that will not allow hospitality practices to settle into a good conscience.


Critical reflections on national ethos

If the way a society maps its responsibility to immigrants is a reflection of its ethos, its lived relationship to itself and others, it is no surprise that disobedient forms of hospitality often emerge from a rejection, reworking or contestation of that national ethos. Indeed, this can be the surprisingly counter-intuitive result of hostile environments that make hospitality a criminal act. ‘The fact that some of the acts being suppressed and prosecuted are so human and banal is counter-productive for the state. Publics may ask: What kind of society are we that denies a shower or some food to these children?’ (Dijstelbloem and Walters, 2021: 516). When hostile environments target the most everyday liveability of immigrant life, they can prompt precisely the kind of critical reflection they seek to outflank, as per the UK’s Rwanda policy. But we can also see this critical reflection in a wide variety of European societies, often in the context of private hosting initiatives organised by networks of local activists, faith groups and charities (Rygiel and Baban, 2019: 1072–1073; Steen Bygballe Jensen and Kirchner, 2020: 27; Monforte et al., 2021: 676).

For example, Paula Merikoski (2019; 2021) has noted that in Finland many ordinary people became involved in political activism by hosting asylum seekers in their own homes. Like other European countries, Finland had been placing greater and greater restrictions on its welcome in the 2000s, with rising hostility to immigrants apart from the most desirable. But faced with a steep rise to 32,000 asylum applications in the summer of 2015, as the out-workings of the 2011 Arab Uprisings reached their zenith, Finnish citizens were confronted with their own hostility. This prompted a voluntary initiative, the Home Accommodation Network, to form from the work of activists, volunteers and refugees, arranging hundreds of placements (2021: 91–92). Those who opened their homes were often private individuals who had never taken part in any form of protest or volunteering. In a sense, the failure of the Finnish state to take responsibility for refugees eroded the trust and faith of previously sanguine citizens, prompting private responses that questioned the ethos of Finland itself. As one host put it, ‘the more inhumane Finland became, the more I felt like, “Hey, can I do it better?” That’s how it started for me’ (Merikoski, 2019: 121).

Merikoski (2021: 98) notes particularly the response of one volunteer, Kristiina, to the rejection of two asylum seekers’ applications:


I went to meet my member of parliament and said that it is crazy that people are being sent back! I wouldn’t have believed that this was possible in Finland; I thought that Finland was a state governed by law. But my trust has crumbled in the last year. […] It is sad, I had always thought that even if we have different opinions, we have a multi-party system and we find solutions through discussion. But Finland is not like that anymore. This has changed radically, and that’s why many people say that this is not ‘my’ Finland anymore. My Finland is not like this.

(Emphasis added)



This disjuncture between the lived values of the self and the state regarding the ethics of immigration is therefore being played out as a debate over the nation, its ethos, identity, and the practice of responsibility as hospitality.

It is important to stress that this critical/resistive stance is entangled with the very emotions involved in hospitality: belonging and powerlessness. Private hosts in a range of European contexts noted that they felt shame at their government’s response, making them feel that they themselves did not belong in the UK (Gunaratnam, 2021: 714), France, Italy (Monforte, et al., 2021: 680), and Finland (Merikoski, 2021: 97). The response of activists, volunteers and private hosts was therefore one of seeking to reclaim their nation as home, and the feeling of being at-home within it. As one private host in the UK told Yasmin Gunaratnam, ‘Hospitality has to do with a sense of powerlessness’ (2021: 714)—it is therefore an everyday way in which some control and belonging can be reclaimed. A Finnish host summed this up:


Okay, if asylum seekers aren’t welcome in this country, then at least they are welcome in my home! I can’t do anything about it if our government is shitty, but at least in this country you can open the door to your own home.

(Merikoski, 2021: 101)



However, this powerlessness is also reflected in the fact that hosts are accepting a responsibility their state is denying or deflecting; their hospitality is enabling the state’s ir-responsibility. Inadvertently, their disobedient hospitality is supporting public hostility and abandonment. As one UK host stressed, it is ultimately ‘absolving society from how they do politics’; another noted that their work allows the government to claim the credit for acting responsibly (Gunaratnam, 2021: 714). The contestation and critical reflection itself remains contested and uncomfortable—a good conscience is not possible (of which more below).

Other activists target their hospitality as more directly oppositional, outside official channels. In the UK, for example, the national ethos is increasingly challenged by alternative community or city-level responses. One high-profile case dealt with immigration enforcement officers conducting a dawn raid in Glasgow during May 2021, targeting two Indian nationals. A crowd quickly gathered, with 200 protesters surrounding the vehicle and chanting ‘these are our neighbours, let them go’ and ‘refugees are welcome here!’ (Brooks, 2021a). One protester lay under the van for several hours to prevent it leaving. A local activist, Pinar Aksu, told journalists that immigration officers had ‘messed with the wrong city’, promising that this was just the start; similar protests would accompany all further dawn raids in Glasgow. This kind of ‘moral urbanism’ (Darling, 2013) is nothing new, but reflects how hospitality has become a common language of civil disobedience for those seeking to contest or reclaim immigration practices. ‘Hospitality with migrants amounts to a street-level or neighbourhood-level referendum’ (Gómez, 2014: 189). It can be an ambivalent response of the powerless; a minor retort that critiques the lack of response from those exercising the power to deflect responsibility.

Hospitable activism that emerges from a critical reflection on the national ethos is perhaps most common in work to ameliorate the worst effects of non-belonging (further explored below). For instance, the ‘Welcome Culture’ that swept through countries like Germany, Italy and Denmark from 2015 directly contested state-level hostility to immigrants and generated many small scale, local schemes such as art projects and shared cooking and living initiatives (Rygiel and Baban, 2019: 1072–1073). In research on grassroots Danish and German networks in 2017, activists frequently mentioned their disagreement with specific political situations or politicians as a ‘trigger’ to volunteering (Steen Bygballe Jensen and Kirchner, 2020: 30). One 30-year old Dane helping out with Solbjerggruppen, a Copenhagen group that organised weekly events to welcome and work with refugees, noted that her activities may not change policies but stressed their importance to individual immigrants—‘if we want people to like Denmark and to like living here’ then they need to be ‘met by people’ who would ‘like to talk to them’ (in Steen Bygballe Jensen and Kirchner, 2020: 32).

The importance of critiquing the national ethos and its deflection of responsibility comes across most strongly in Abigail Taylor’s research on France’s production of hostile interstitial spaces (see Chapter 4). She particularly focused her interviews on French citizens who offered hospitable assistance to undocumented immigrants, breaking France’s criminal code (Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020; Taylor, 2020). As one activist put it, such civil disobedience is necessary as ‘France continues to trash her values’ (Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020: 7). A young Parisian saw the everyday help she offered as a furious reaction to France’s ‘inhospitality’, to France betraying its own political ideals, with the state forcing ordinary people to ‘do its caring work’ and save their own ‘shitty country’ (in Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020: 7) that ‘no longer represents its values but keeps insisting that it does’ (in Taylor, 2020: 14).

What is interesting here is that oppositional forms of hospitality emerge just as much from a commitment to the professed national ethos as from a critique of its incarnation in French immigration practice. For instance, Virginie, whose Solidarity Collective engages in the deportation prevention activities, starts from what she sees as the French value of equality and asks herself ‘what kind of country do I want to live in?’ Hers is ‘a responsibility because I’m from here, and therefore I hold certain values… I’m defending my values’ (in Taylor and Lefebvre: 2020: 11). Similarly, Loïc, who regularly helped immigrants in Calais’ former ‘Jungle’ area—working on their paperwork, taking them to his home to eat, rest, wash their clothes, bathe, and charge their phones—is motivated both by a deep shame and dedication to French values:


Frankly, there’s a moment where you just go ‘we’re ashamed to be French’… The principles of liberté, egalité, and fraternité don’t mean much anymore. For a long time now in France they’ve no longer had any value. Not for the state. That’s just some kind of sign they’ve put up for themselves on our buildings. But they mean something to me… they’ve become my own personal values: they no longer belong to France.

(Loïc in Taylor and Lefebvre, 2020: 9).2



There is therefore a deep ambivalence to this critical reflection—it is both revolutionary and conservative. Whilst the critique motivates a form of hospitable care, it reinstates the idea of the nation with values and an ethos. In doing so, borders, sovereignty and belonging—what it is to be Danish, French, or Finnish—are claimed and restated, as well as contested.

It is important to note that the examples here are all taken from a European context. This could uncharitably be attributed to Europeans often having time for navel-gazing concern over their national identity and values. In addition, research on European responses to immigration has been a growth industry since 2015. But it is also perhaps due to the reification of the ‘nation’ and its borders that is peculiar to the global north and its history of capitalist development, industrialisation, and colonial domination of other territories. Whilst the state has played a leading role in creating and cementing belonging and exclusivity in Europe and North America, ‘the pace of African urbanisation and the general inability of public institutions in establishing identitive hegemony over their populations’ means that negotiations of belonging have tended to be local, ‘horizontal and informal’, rather than centralised and strictly hierarchical (Landau and Freemantle, 2016: 939). In large parts of the postcolonial global south, in concrete local contexts, no clear national ethos or majority culture exists that can be endorsed, critiqued or reinterpreted—in this sense, it is the ‘Euro-American norm’ that should be displaced, rather than the experience of, for example, sub-Saharan Africans (Landau and Freemantle, 2016: 945; see also Mushonga and Dzingirai, 2021). In the case of migration into Africa, it can equally be the guest that needs to reassess their national culture and its superiority to that of the host in order to experience true belonging—as with the Lebanese diaspora in Côte D’Ivoire (Bierwirth, 1999: 96–99). In contrast, however, examples of the second factor—the acknowledgement of responsibilities emerging from the deep connections of existing cross-border ties—are perhaps more common in the postcolonial contexts of the global south.



(Alternative) histories of deep connection

The danger of concentrating too much on the national ethos to sustain greater openness and welcome, then, is that it can appear all-too self-regarding and curiously isolationist. It effectively reifies distinctions between ‘national’ and ‘non-national’, their values, ethos and the borders between them. If the primary concern with hostile environments is that they not be produced ‘in my name’ (Gunaratnam, 2021), such an ethics can underplay relationality. There is a risk that this approach continues to treat the immigrant’s appearance as a first encounter, rather than merely the latest episode in a series of interactions that have formed both citizens and immigrants, as well as their states, societies, and borders. Focusing on the national ethos ends up potentially evading the responsibilities generated by a history in which societies have been deeply entangled from the start.

I pointed to some alternative histories emphasising entanglement in Chapters 3 and 5, those that were generally underplayed or ignored (in relation to the US-Mexico border, for instance, and the origin of MS-13), and those that have been ambivalently embraced (in Tanzania and Turkey). This illustrates how welcoming practices that embrace a responsibility for immigrants tend to emerge from an understanding of long-term existing relations between residents and immigrants. For instance, Colombian politicians justified the country’s hospitality to displaced Venezuelans by drawing on long-standing relations of solidarity and fraternity (see Baddour, 2019b; Janetzky, 2019; Werner, 2019; Wolf, 2022). But this was also true at a local level. Though hostility to Venezuelans has been on the rise in Colombia, particularly since the Covid-19 pandemic from 2020 (see International Crisis Group, 2022), the initial welcoming response was based in feelings of solidarity, reciprocity and familial responsibility generated by a long, shared history of colonialism, independence, communal displacement and border-crossing (see Pineda and Jaramillo, 2018: 65; Bennoua, 2019).

As local government officials in the northern city of Maicao (La Guajira province) put it, ‘the people welcomed them with affection… because here in this area, we don’t forget all that what we have received from Venezuela in the past’ (in Pineda and Jaramillo, 2018: 65). This is especially significant because La Guajira encompasses the official border second most frequently crossed by Venezuelans. But, having been controlled by FARC rebels, the region also has a history of Colombians moving in the other direction (Masullo et al., 2021: 175–176). In more expressive terms, another official noted, ‘We have not fallen into xenophobia yet because the relationship with Venezuela was not only economic; we are made of the same clay, the same umbilical cord unites us, we are brothers, we are the same people’ (in Pineda and Jaramillo, 2018: 65).

The stress on family, familiarity and the solidarity of identity was also stressed by a local migrant leader in the border city of Cúcuta, which has seen the highest rates of border crossing. Caña Pérez notes that, ‘Venezuela has always been a brother… And in the border zone, we are practically neighbors. We are practically Venezuelans’ (in Janetsky, 2019). Whilst this sentiment was neither necessarily deeply or widely shared, a more shallow familiarity is common; as a social influencer in Maicao put it, ‘The Venezuelan is not a stranger for us… we have always kept in contact with them’ (in Pineda and Jaramillo, 2018: 68). And those contacts have generated responsibilities which have helped produce a more open, welcoming hospitality than might have been the case. This has led to local efforts to share information on security concerns, neighbourhood watch schemes involving vulnerable locals and immigrants, the formation of farming cooperatives, the disarmament of arrivals, and cooperation with NGOs to bring Colombians and Venezuelans together, to ‘develop peaceful tools for co-living’ (Masullo et al., 2021: 180–182). For communities in La Guajira, a historically poor, conflict-ridden northern region of Colombia all but abandoned by the state, these hospitable responses seem all the more generous.

In a South African context, calling on histories of entanglement and responsibility is also common, but from the opposite direction: they are invoked by immigrants, calling in a debt. Post-Apartheid, South Africa has frequently claimed a need to move beyond the exclusions and divisions of the past, but this has not affected everyday xenophobia, violence and the blaming of foreigners for unemployment, crime and HIV/AIDS: ‘Although attitudes vary, few African migrants find an accommodating reception from their South African hosts’ (Landau and Freemantle, 2010, 378; see also Ruedin, 2019). This has led to the exclusion of immigrants from many key services—health, education, property, and security. One way in which African migrants in urban and ‘peri-urban’ areas of Johannesburg have come to deal with this is by calling upon Pan-Africanism. This is not quite the same Pan-Africanism as Nyerere’s (see Chapter 5); this version is directly related to South Africa’s experience (Landau and Freemantle, 2010: 384). Crucially, however, the rights-claims of immigrants are based on what other African countries did during Apartheid:


Nigerians, for example, will often claim (with some substantiation) that ANC activists were given full university scholarships in the 1970s and 1980s, opportunities that were not always available to Nigerian citizens. Mozambicans, Zimbabweans and even Namibians claim that they personally suffered from wars tied to South Africa’s anti-communist campaign and efforts to destroy the strongholds of the ANC or its active military wing Umkhonto we Sizwe (MK) within their countries. If they did not experience the war first-hand, then they were deprived by an economy that had been destroyed by years of fighting. Others plausibly argue that, because South African business derives so much profit from investment in their countries (in the past and now), they have a reciprocal right to South Africa’s territory and wealth. In this way, South Africa’s own transnationalism—past and present—serves as justification for transcending national residential restrictions.

(Landau and Freemantle, 2010: 384–385).



Similar findings are evident amongst Nigerians negotiating their semi-detached belonging in Harare, referencing the ties of Pan-Africanism and Nigerian support for Zimbabwean independence (Mushonga and Dzingirai, 2021: 6–8). These are rarely strong claims to belonging, or continuing ties of obligation. In fact, this kind of ‘tactical cosmopolitanism’, emerging ‘from below’ often belies a desire to avoid binding ties (Landau and Freemantle, 2016; Mushonga and Dzingirai, 2021). However, it demonstrates how guests as well as hosts can call on responsibilities generated by past and present forms of connection and shared experience. Whilst these obligations are often rejected by a xenophobic South African or Zimbabwean host, such rejection is often moot. The inability of central or local government to fully generate or police belonging, as well as the tactics of invisibility and refusal of solidarous relationships, makes this a hospitality seized rather than granted (see Landau and Freemantle, 2010; Landau, 2018).

In contrast, alternative histories and maps appear much rarer in societies of the global north. This is not to say that hospitable acts are justified ahistorically; just that the connections called on are not directly relevant to the concrete situations and entanglements of current immigrants. The No Borders movement is a rare example in calling on a generalised European responsibility emerging from histories of colonisation (Alldred, 2003: 153; No Borders UK, 2012). But hospitable activism in the European summer of migration appears to have been more often related to experiences of the European Cold War or the second World War in Europe (Steen Bygballe Jensen and Kirchner, 2020: 31). One example is the Peng Collective in Germany, who use private transportation to welcome refugees across the border into Europe. They connect their disobedient hospitality with the actions of West Germans helping to smuggle people out of communist East Germany (Baban and Rygiel, 2017: 111). Likewise, local people that help shelter, clothe, guide and rescue migrants in the French-Italian Alpine border region do so out of a range of responsibilities and solidarities, few of which are connected to previous links with people from the Middle East and Africa (see Tazzioli and Walters, 2019; Tazzioli, 2021a). Responsibilities were mapped onto histories of mountain rescue and past Italian and French migration, whether that movement was to escape fascism, for work, or as soldiers, pilgrims or fugitives (Trucco, 2020: 110; Tazzioli, 2021a: 606–611). In this sense, as the Mayor of the Italian border city of Bardonecchia described it, ‘African migrants’ are an ‘unusual’ and ‘fleeting presence’ relative to the long migrant legacy (in Tazzioli, 2021a: 606). Yet, in connecting their acceptance of responsibility to histories of (intra-European) migrancy in general, these actors miss the specific nature of their responsibility to these ‘African’ migrants in particular.

To avoid dehistoricised and decontextualised understandings—a general responsibility towards the Other, or the Stranger—Ida Danewid argues for a more grounded, concrete understanding of responsibilities generated via specific entanglements:


… the contemporary migration crisis must be viewed as part of Europe’s ongoing encounter with the world that it created through more than 500 years of empire, colonial conquest, and slavery… The philosophical disappearance of this history has served as a bedrock for contemporary discourses of migration, solidifying the belief that the Mediterranean crisis originates outside of Europe—and that Europe, as a result, is an innocent bystander. This overlooks that the majority of migrants seeking asylum in Europe are coming from countries that until recently were under colonial rule.

(Danewid, 2017: 1681)



In this sense, though the Peng Collective’s practices are admirable, they rely on connections that do not relate to the specifics of this encounter; this makes them vulnerable to criticism, suspicion and questions of relevance. An alternative history could offer a more sustainable and grounded foundation that maps German responsibility specifically to Middle Eastern and African migrants. This could recall German colonialism and genocide in South, East and West Africa; Germany’s role within NATO, the World Bank and the IMF and their post-Cold War interventionism throughout the global south; the actions of German MNCs and banks that contributed to the financial and climate crises, and so on. Likewise, Italian, and French societies’ deep entanglement in the histories of North Africa and the Middle East appear more relevant to a responsibility for particular migrants than past experiences of rescuing Europeans stranded in mountain passes. These tangled connections have long had, and continue to have, a massively detrimental impact on the life chances of many people who now seek entry to Europe.

Promoting awareness and understanding of (alternative) histories could be an important place to start for those who want to undercut hostile environments and change their society’s practices. That said, there is no guarantee that individuals or communities would be moved to accept or acknowledge the responsibilities unearthed by histories of connection. This is clear from the South African example, where many remain xenophobic. It is perfectly possible to acknowledge that responsibilities exist and yet see them as too distant or already discharged (see Miller, 2007: 112–113). But it is significant that those seeking to deny such responsibilities—such as conservative politicians in the US and UK—have identified the teaching of colonial atrocities, genocides and the horrors of the Atlantic slave trade as a particular cause for concern (see Alibhai, 2022). The contemporary relevance of violent histories has therefore been constantly called into question as part of the ‘culture wars’ of the early 21st Century; acceptance of the responsibilities they incur has been associated with ‘wokeness’ as weakness. And such culture wars have enrolled the question of immigration, its roles, rights and wrongs. Those supporting hostile environments see widening awareness of the responsibilities generated by connected histories as a threat to be discredited.



Resisting the everyday enforcement of non-belonging

Whatever the inspiration for hospitable practices—critique of the national ethos, the recognition of past and present cross-border responsibilities, or a bit of both—what matters most is the practices themselves. And if we look at what is happening in societies that offer ‘disobedient’ forms of hospitality, we see a strong concentration on everyday resistance to the enforcement of non-belonging. As is clear from Chapters 4 and 5, hostile environments target both the material survivability of irregularised life within a ‘home’, but also the everyday emotions of the immigrant experience, ensuring non-belonging, insecurity, and unease. Non-belonging has been enforced in every sector of life (housing, healthcare, education, work, social security, transport, even walking down a street). Disobedient hospitalities have tended to be most powerful when targeting precisely these sectors in response, encouraging or enabling a degree of belonging, security and ease.

Local groups have found varied and innovative ways to partially undo the policing of alienation. To take some examples, the Hospitable Halsnæs initiative in northeast Denmark concentrated on wide-ranging practices of friendliness and welcome. Within this umbrella project, meeting places (such as cafes focusing on language, dance or music) were organised as well as sporting and cultural events, and simply ‘visiting’ each other (Koefoed et al., 2021: 449). The community-led Refugweegee charity in Glasgow provided ‘welcome packs’ complete with toiletries, Glasgow-themed products and letters of welcome, handwritten by members of the public (Mainwaring, et al., 2020: 76). Especially in a European context, there has been a focus on immigrants and locals preparing and consuming food together through Kitchen Projects and food sharing events in Germany and Denmark (see Baban and Rygiel, 2017: 107–109; Koefoed et al., 2021: 453). Emphasising creativity, an arts organisation (Kirkayak Kültür) in Gaziantep, Turkey, fashioned an ‘open space’ for Syrian refugees and Turkish locals to practice and exhibit their art, film and photography together (Rygiel and Baban, 2019: 1073). Meanwhile, theatre has been used in Bodø, Norway, to promote connection and allow a swapping of different social norms around greetings, touch and intimacy (see Koefoed et al., 2021: 452).

Perhaps the most effective way in which hospitality is mobilised through counter-welcome is via a focus on housing. This sector is so important because, while one does not necessarily feel belonging or at-home-ness in a house, not having stable shelter and accommodation rules out most peoples’ experiences of material ease and security (for a prominent recent example, see Bulley, Edkins and El-Enany, 2019). Housing can form a baseline belonging to build from: it ‘provides a foundation from which newcomers develop a sense of belonging and access health, education and employment’ (Ataç, et al., 2021: 928). It is not just housing that it is important, however, but forms of housing tenure—normally divided into owner occupation, private renting, public renting, or some form of squatting. Here, the notion of ‘home’ is most commonly associated with owner occupation, particularly in the English-speaking world:


Notably, ownership is termed ‘home ownership’ rather than ‘house ownership’, signalling that ownership is synonymous with home. Those buying a house are presumed to be properly capable of making home, of creating a place that is secure, comfortable and welcoming… It is also ownership that becomes symbolically connected with some national identities, a national identity that is dependent on a particular definition of home.

(Blunt and Dowling, 2006: 93)



Home ownership has effectively been made impossible for many immigrants living in hostile environments through a variety of practices (e.g. restrictions on bank accounts, borrowing and property), but for ‘undesirable’ immigrants, ownership is made irrelevant through systematic deprivation. For this reason, as we saw in Chapter 5, hostility has targeted the public and private rented sectors of the UK. And as per Chapter 4, we have seen the harrying and choking of immigrants that squat in open spaces and abandoned buildings, the explicit targeting of fixed ‘anchor’ points that would allow the building of belonging.

It is therefore tactically important that counter-hospitalities often concentrate on housing as a material and emotional need. This is evident from the private hosting of refugees and asylum seekers (see above), where housing is literally offered as a place in the family home. Private hosting can be immensely powerful in overturning wider forms of hostility, as has been found in Finland:


… home accommodation can enable relationships with locals and other migrants by facilitating access to urban spaces of encounter. By living among local people in residential areas connected with public transport, asylum seekers gain access to public spaces and urban centres, events of different networks, and employment opportunities. These connections, both human and spatial, create possibilities for migrants’ self-organisation and claims making, as well as homemaking and belonging.

(Merikoski, 2021: 99)



Private housing is notably limited, however, in producing belonging: the house remains the home of the host, and this is made clear in a variety of ways. Hosts set the basic rules of conduct in the home, as well as wider expectations around chores, trust, gratitude, use of the space and even the sharing of intimacies (see Komter and Van Leer, 2012; Merikoski, 2019; Monforte et al., 2021). Breaking these rules can lead to the expulsion of the immigrant-guest from the family home (Gunaratnam, 2021: 716).

A different approach to housing can be found in civil society organisations such as the increasingly permanent transit shelters for migrants in Mexico (Angulo-Pasel, 2022), or multi-purpose sites like Trampoline House in Copenhagen.3 The latter was a self-organised, independent refugee community centre, working to provide key services to asylum seekers and accommodation for newly arrived immigrants alongside local people (Ataç, et al., 2021: 928). It was this particular combination that made Trampoline House so innovative.4 The original idea of the house was a direct response to the hostility, or ‘shadowy side’, of national policy and its internal borders (as per Chapter 5); but it also aimed to act as a reversal of the refugee camp as a space of exception (as seen in Chapter 4).5 In contrast to the nation and camp, Trampoline House aimed to offer everyday encounters between Danes and immigrants (in Ataç, et al., 2021: 298).

The aim here was explicitly not charity with its implied inequality; rather, the accommodation was provided alongside asylum advocacy, education, and job training, help in building social networks, and guidance in Danish democratic practice. Co-founder Tone Olaf Nielsen described Trampoline House as built on notions of the ‘family as a model’ of self-empowerment and co-ownership, such that ‘people feel that, “this is my house, it is your house, it is our house, we share this space”’ (in Ataç, et al., 2021: 929). Escaping the inequalities and power hierarchies of private hosting, the notion of shared, co-owned space was therefore key. Indeed, this appears an almost unconditional hospitality; the stress on solidarity and equality effectively undermines the very possibility of hospitality itself (see Chapter 2). After all, such a space must be always already open, communal and public without doors that close or exclude; the emotions of non-belonging are impossible; power is negated as no one controls the threshold. This understanding is, however, immediately undermined by the ‘ground rules’ Nielsen points to: ‘No racism, no sexism, no discriminations of religious, political whatever, no hard liquor, and no violence’ (in Ataç, et al., 2021: 929). The host remains in control. The accommodation and services provided by Trampoline House targeted the non-belonging of state hostility, but remain an ambivalent practice of hospitality.

It is also important to note that, like many of the other ‘Refugees Welcome’ initiatives around Europe, Trampoline House and private hosting target their welcome at ‘worthy’ immigrant groups: refugees and asylum seekers. Thus, ‘even if subversive and disruptive to some extent’, these disobedient hospitalities ‘risk reproducing the exclusive border regime’ internal to hostile environments (Saltiel, 2020: 69). They reproduce the deserving/undeserving distinctions that are so central to the internal and external borders that so often condition hospitality. One older counter-hospitality movement caught up in similar contradictions is the City of Sanctuary network in the UK. Instead of focusing on accommodation, City of Sanctuary seeks to offer a culture of welcome, especially ‘for people forced to flee their homes’.6 Unforced migrants are, by implication, less welcome.

Nonetheless, when we focus on actual practices this distinction becomes less clear. One of the key activities of this network—the ‘drop-in centre’—is a useful example of how hospitality challenges everyday non-belonging beyond housing. Jonny Darling (2014) spent a year attending a City of Sanctuary drop-in centre in Sheffield, describing it as a place where ‘asylum seekers, refugees, and volunteers would gather in a small hall to discuss their lives, share experiences, practice language skills, and develop friendships’ (Darling, 2018: 220). The network’s website refers to this as a multi-agency drop-in, a ‘hub of advice, information and solidarity’, with an emphasis on posing a ‘challenge to the hostile environment’ by lowering ‘practical barriers to appropriate support’ for forced migrants.7 Whilst Darling is ambivalent about calling this a practice of hospitality per se, he emphasises the drop-in centre as ‘founded on the importance of welcoming’, sharing time and space with people and making them feel a greater sense of belonging:


Tasks of guidance and support were certainly undertaken here, from translating Home Office letters and offering advice, to providing food supplies to those with no recourse to public funds, yet in the main the drop-in centre was a space for people to offer their time, and their presence, for being with others… Welcome was arrived at through considerable hard work on the one hand, from both the volunteers and the asylum seekers who together created an environment in which all could feel safe, and considerable trial and error on the other, with questions over who had access to resources and what expected roles volunteers should play coming to the fore. The culture of welcome here was not pre-given, it was developed and refined as members negotiated how they wanted to interact with each other, what they wanted from the space, and how those expectations were recast as new members brought their own ideas and experiences to bear on it.

(Darling, 2018: 221–222)



Though there are important concerns regarding the nature of ‘belonging’ promoted through such practices,8 this is nonetheless a tactic that directly challenges the material and emotional production of non-belonging in hostile environments. Arguably, a focus on hospitality prompts such practices without ever allowing welcome to be finally achieved or guaranteed.



Power reversals and clean consciences

I noted in Chapter 2 that one of the advantages of exploring hospitality as a relational ethical practice, relative to solidarity for example, was the fact that it does not hide its power relations: the hierarchy between host and guest is endemic, but so too is its contestation and reversibility. As Gunaratnam notes, private ‘hosting is tightly bound up with the immigration nexus to the extent that humanitarian reasoning and empathy can as much re-enact disciplinary power as counter it. Nonetheless, there is nothing inevitable about these relationships’ (2021: 720). A key final element that helps enable hospitality as a practice that accepts relational responsibilities, then, is the critical awareness of its problematic power relations; a clean conscience regarding a host’s ethical ‘goodness’ is never possible. Hospitality remains forever imperfect. Its ‘rightness’ is always contestable, open to challenge and reversal.

These power relationships take many forms, from the standard sovereignty of the host to set rules and expel the guest, as per the private hosting of asylum seekers, to the rivalries between ‘established’ Palestinian refugees and ‘new’ Syrian refugees in camps such as Baddawi in northern Lebanon (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and Qasmiyeh, 2018). These struggles are always about who gets to be treated and respected as a ‘host’, and who a ‘guest’; who gets to belong and feel belonging within the home; who gets to control the space and its borders. Insurgent responses that aim to counter hostile environments must therefore always contend with the reversals of power that occur when a guest has crossed the threshold.

A useful concrete example can be found in Ivi Daskalaki and Nadina Leivaditi’s (2018) ethnographic study of young, unaccompanied male refugees in a transit shelter on the Greek island of Lesvos. The (unnamed) NGO that ran this shelter made education central to the welcome it offered. New arrivals from Syria, Pakistan, Ghana and elsewhere were introduced to the rules and regulations of the house, including the informal contract between host employees (to enable the guest’s education) and guest (to engage in educational activities). Participation in off-site language courses, IT, maths, science, drama, sport, dance, and music were monitored and tracked, even down to the enthusiasm of uptake. Though a tiring schedule, many youths appeared to enjoy this work (2018: 56–59). Either way, the disciplinary power relations that enabled this hospitality were clear, obvious, and profoundly unequal.

Nonetheless, Daskalaki and Leivaditi found that gradually the guests began taking control of parts of their life and education, challenging the informal contract by ‘reversing the form and content’ of courses ‘to meet their own requirements’ (2018: 59). Thus, whilst off-site classes saw enthusiastic involvement, less formal educational activities provided in the shelter by employees had to be cancelled for lack of interest and engagement. Instead of seeing the shelter as an educational space, its guests treated it as a ‘home’, a place where they could feel at ease and seize some control of their own space and lives (2018: 58). Swerving the education officer, young residents informally arranged their own unplanned practice and study sessions with specific members of staff they saw as friends. Staff relinquished a degree of control, allowing residents a sense of belonging and ownership—‘although the private support classes were gradually incorporated into the daily life of the shelter, they maintained their spontaneous and flexible features’ (2018: 58).

Crucially, this power reversal only went so far. It was premised on students still engaging with the ethos of the NGO and its understanding of the space: as oriented to education. Ultimately, this did nothing to challenge the power of the host state (Greece), which still took decisions on the relocation of individuals within the shelter. For instance, when the asylum service decided on 16-year-old Sajad’s transfer to a shelter in Athens, his only remaining power was to opt out of the space’s ethos: Sajad immediately stopped attending off-site classes (2018: 60). Despite enjoying the education, and still having a long time to wait for the transfer, Sajad’s disengagement made sense, as the decision had confirmed his non-belonging, his guestness and powerlessness.

Important reversals have emerged in protracted refugee situations, such as that of Syrians in Turkey or Palestinians in Lebanon, with refugees exercising agency through offering their own hospitality to locals and other refugees (see Ramadan, 2008; Fiddian-Qasmiyeh and Qasmiyeh, 2018; Rottman and Nimer, 2021). Refugee attempts to bond with local Turks and Lebanese are also efforts at demonstrating equality as hosts with their hosts, their belonging within the national and local space; as such they are fraught with ‘ambiguities, uncertainties, desire for connection, but also competition’ (Rottmann and Nimer, 2021: 1392). Again, a key problem here is time. All these examples of refugees becoming hosts are also marked by an emerging resentment on the part of locals that refugees have outstayed their welcome, that they have become bad guests. In their research on displaced Syrian women in Istanbul, Susan Rottmann and Maissam Nimer (2021: 1387) found that Turkish locals ‘overwhelmingly and explicitly reject Syrians overtures of friendliness and hospitality’—as one young woman reported to them, ‘they say, “we are not available”. They find excuses, so I don’t repeat my invitations’ (emphasis original). Over time, ‘shifting itineraries of hospitality’ produce new and varied iterations of space, power and the emotions of belonging and home (Aparna and Schapendonk, 2020). Disobedient hospitalities invariably result in both public and private, governmental, and societal resistance as well as acceptance.

Some NGOs are aware of the power imbalances in their practices and seek to institutionalise a reversal. Ann-Christin Wagner (2018) conducted her ethnographic fieldwork with a local, grassroots Christian group staffed by Western volunteers that sought such an inversion by visiting with, and delivering aid to, the homes of displaced Syrians in the northern Jordanian town of Mafraq. Following the siege of Homs in 2012, nearly 100,000 Syrians had arrived in the town, near doubling its population. However, as we saw in Chapter 4, from 2014 the rights and freedoms of Syrians in Jordan had been seriously restricted, with NGOs taking up much of the slack in terms of assistance (2018: 38). Home visits had become ‘the corner stone of grassroots organisations’, such as the one Wagner volunteered with, ‘that pursue a relational approach to aid’. The idea is to produce ‘authentic encounters with refugees across cultural and linguistic barriers. Turning refugees into “hosts” is meant to allow volunteers and Syrians to meet each other on equal terms’ (2018: 37).

Though well-intentioned and innovative, this power reversal caused numerous problems because of a clash in cultures. At a basic level, the volunteer guests did not abide by the norms of Syrian or Jordanian hospitality. They moved around the home without respecting its internal boundaries, often to check if the refugees were hiding contraband; men sat next to women; refreshments were refused; one volunteer even served themselves tea (Wagner, 2018: 43). Syrians were not, in practice, seen or treated as hosts by the volunteers—the guests were effectively in charge of the space. The power relation had been muddied, but not truly reversed. Furthermore, Syrians had to wait for these visits upon which they were dependent—as one woman reported, ‘We sit at home and wait, but no one ever comes’ (2018: 43). The volunteer ‘guest’ is therefore effectively in charge of the time, space and boundaries of this hospitality.

At a more complex level, however, home visits trapped the ’hosts’ in a set of material and emotional performative contradictions. Syrians’ obligation as hosts was to be generous, serving the best meals and refreshments which they could ill-afford. Yet, at the same time, as refugees the ‘hosts’ needed to ‘demonstrate material destitution, so they could qualify for future assistance’ (2018: 44). They needed to be capable, abundant hosts, but also perform despair regarding their situation, gratitude to their guests, and joy at what they had been given to enable their survival (2018: 45). House visits ultimately became a form of invasion. The volunteer ‘guests’ crossed inviolable boundaries, kept their refugee ‘hosts’ waiting and made impossible emotional, and material demands. In part, these violations emerged from a lack of understanding, but there is also a structural problem here: the relation between host and guest can (and will) be reversed, altered, and transformed, but it cannot be negated. No clean consciences are available—responsibility can never be accepted without forms of violence.

The importance of insubordinate hospitalities is that they highlight such ever-present power relations, prompting critical reflection and the constant tweaking of response. For instance, Katerina Rozakou (2012) found that a ‘politicized group of volunteers’ she worked alongside between 2002 and 2004 found ways of directly responding to the top-down, biopolitical hospitality offered by Greek refugee camps. Instead of working in camps, these volunteers passed through a socially deprived area of Athens once a week, knocking on the doors of abandoned buildings that functioned as refugee squats (2012: 570). Though their help was initially refused, the volunteers returned, building up ‘relations of protection and giving’ by offering food, money, information, mediation, and key services such as transport, whilst trying to prevent the buildings’ owners from evicting their impromptu residents. Gradually, the volunteers were welcomed into the refugees’ homes as guests. Rejecting the camp’s ambivalent racialised separation (see Chapter 4), the volunteers saw themselves as working in ‘the street’, an open space that belonged to the refugees as hosts (2012: 571–572).

However, this simple reversal was complicated by a number of factors. The volunteers came to the ‘street’ and its squats uninvited, asking a range of intrusive questions throughout their visits (regarding the refugees’ needs, their problems, their experiences in their country of origin, and so on). They gave unsolicited advice regarding childcare, legal and medical matters, further encouraging the residents to clean the street, paint their buildings, and move into rental properties. They effectively recreated the camp in the street through their hospitality practices, as guests usurping a host:


Volunteers tried to transform refugees into proper hosts who would comply with the culturally defined rules and conventions of hospitality… Although they politically endorsed and expressed acceptance of difference and challenged the state idiom of hospitality and biopolitical practices, they gradually attempted to transform the refugees’ nomadic way of life into a manner of living that appeared ‘natural’ and ‘universal’… their endeavors to convert the street into a home according to culturally informed models, actually constituted attempts to regulate and control life.

(Rozakou, 2012: 572)



These hospitality practices were thoroughly disobedient: their reversal of the guest/host dichotomy, alongside advice and guidance, sought to entrench the refugees’ belonging, power and feelings of temporal security. And this was done in direct response to the state’s hostility (see Chapter 5) and the camp’s ambivalent humanitarianism (Chapter 4). Nonetheless, it recreated its own problems and forms of domination. Rozakou notes that many volunteers had ‘reflexive concerns and frequently wondered about the outcome of their practices and about the politics of their relations with the refugees’ (2012: 574). Melina, a leading volunteer, clearly felt torn: these relations had ‘become hierarchical’, with her practices ‘directed towards the transformation of their everyday life and space into ordered domesticity’. Despite Melina’s hyperactive, thoughtful, reflective acceptance of relational responsibility, no clear conscience was possible—by exercising power to promote the belonging of refugees, their non-belonging was effectively confirmed.




Response-Ability and Moral Immunity

This chapter has looked to set out how the everyday language and practices of hospitality have been used by societal groups to respond to immigrants caught in a hostile environment. Instead of asking how we ought to respond to hostile environments, the aim, as throughout this book, has been to start from practice, from how people are already responding. The chapter has concentrated on resistive and disobedient hospitalities, those that accept a responsibility the wider state and/or society of which they are a part has denied or deflected. Such responses have been enabled through a critical reflection on the national ethos and how it is changed or betrayed by hostile practices; through attention to alternative histories that reveal the responsibilities states seek to deny, downplay or efface via hostility; through a concentration on the sectors of society were non-belonging is policed and enforced, such as housing; and through a constant attention to the power relations of hospitality that never allow for a clean conscience.

These four points do not form a set of guidelines or criteria. As described at length in Chapter 2, hospitality is too varied, contradictory, and internally unstable to produce such normative guidance. Furthermore, it is not the primary aim of a relational ethics to fix the correct mapping of responsibility, such that the right obligations are assigned, accepted, or deflected to the right location. That said, it will be clear to most readers that the analysis in this book has contained a normative element, that moralism has not been entirely avoided. After all, the choice to draw out these disobedient hospitalities is itself an ethical and political decision; arguing for their importance, their relevance, over and above responses that acquiesce or endorse hostile environments. But where precisely does this importance lie? Taking inspiration from the ecofeminism of Donna Haraway, this final section looks to make sense of these resistive practices as a kind of prefigurative normativity. Local disobedient hospitalities, I will argue, are ways of building our response-ability, of shaking and unsettling our claims to moral immunity.


What is responsibility?

Part of the problem that must be tackled here is the meaning of responsibility itself. Whilst I have claimed hospitality is a complex practice which cannot be defined in a consistent or coherent manner, I have treated responsibility as settled and transparent. I have implied that we know what is being accepted, deflected, or denied when internal, interstitial, and external borders are opened or closed to immigrants. In fact, the meaning of responsibility has always been multiple and vexed, it is ‘one of those strange concepts that gives food for thought without giving themselves over to thematization’ (Derrida, 1996: 27). Do we mean a responsibility for something or someone—for their existence, their welfare, their flourishing? Or do we mean a responsibility to something or someone—making us answerable or accountable to them? Or, to combine the latter two, are we responsible for someone else’s actions or behaviour—answerable in their place—either because we caused the irresponsible action, or by some other moral/legal calculus? Or is responsibility simply the condition of acting responsibly—in a reliable way, appropriate to one’s role within a wider system or structure?

Etymologically, the word ‘responsibility’ describes the condition or quality of being responsible—with ‘responsible’ having its origins in the Latin stem, respondere, meaning to answer to, or promise in return. In terms of ethics then, this has led to a key division in its use:


Bound up in the term is a notion of responsibility as responsiveness: ethics borne of situated response, ethics enacted in the pause and pulse of attentiveness. And yet, this bristles against more commonly held notions of responsibility as the very opposite: to be held accountable, to be judged according to fixed and clear terms. Indeed, to characterise responsibility as responsiveness might arguably invite irresponsibility.

(Beausoleil, 2015: 2)



Such irresponsibility would be the result of a lack of normative codes and criteria by which to judge—leading to a free-for-all of unregulated responsiveness, in which no one may be held accountable for suffering and injustice. But equally, those codes and criteria could easily hamper our capacity to respond or attend to the arrival, suffering, distress, needs or desires of others.

While Emily Beausoleil is right to point to a fundamental contradiction between these two understandings of responsibility, I am not sure that we need choose between them as she suggests. Rather, the relational understanding of responsibility outlined in Chapter 2 contains an element of both understandings. When Joan Tronto speaks about our relational responsibilities generated by entanglements of co-presence, history, institutions, trade, and so on, she is talking about the need to respond, but also about responsibility as obligation—commitments that bind us, for which we can be held to account (2012: 305–309). Likewise, for Iris Marion Young, ‘bear[ing] responsibility’ for structural injustice we did not necessarily choose to produce, because of our part in social connections that contributed to it, means we must respond, but that we can also be held accountable for our response (2006: 119). And Walker’s mappings and practices of responsibility are about charting our responsiveness in terms of who is accountable and who accepts that they are to be held accountable (2007: 105).



Prefigurative normativity: enabling response

Instead of a choice, I see the relational model as embracing this contradiction within responsibility as definitive of ethics’ complexity, nuance, and knottiness. No matter how immigrants are welcomed, as per the volunteers reversing the hospitable relations of guest and host in Greece, power cannot be vacated or equalised and consciences can never be clean. As Haraway (2008: 42) notes in the context of posthuman relationality, ‘appreciation of the complexity is, of course, invited. But more is required too’. The problem is ‘[f]iguring out what that more might be’. As I argued in Chapter 2, the ‘more’ of a relational model is not that of moralistic judgement, firm and clear normative codes. But there is nonetheless a normativity in operation here. This is a normativity that assumes our relational entanglements—the results of colonialism, trade, slavery, war, diplomacy and so on—and their resulting responsibilities are not just an ontological fact, but also an important and ethically meaningful fact worth attending (and responding) to. This is why the second theme that emerges from resistant hospitalities was stressed—alternative histories and maps of responsibility.

What is troubling about hostile environments, then, is not just the denial and deflection of responsibility. Rather, it is the attempt to make response itself impossible, to undercut the possibility of answering for and attending to the suffering of a group of people we call ‘immigrants’. Though we have seen in this chapter that these attempts to disallow response will always fail, that individuals and groups within society always retain the ability to respond through disobedient, insurgent forms of hospitality, it is the declaration of national moral immunity that is so troubling for a relational ethics.

But what do I mean by the term ‘moral immunity’? For many that recoil at the deflection or denial of responsibility for immigrants, especially in the wealthy global north, what is troubling is the implicit claim that response is not required or necessary. Of course, that denial is itself a response. It is a response that denies the possibility of accountability, which refuses to answer for the lives of immigrants, other than the extent to which those lives are choked-off and made unliveable. This understanding of moral immunity therefore draws on the ancient Latin use of the term ‘immunity’ in Roman law, where immunity was ‘concerned with “exemption” or “freedom” from public burdens such as taxes, duties, services and participation’ (Neocleous, 2022: 2). To be immune meant one was free from certain social and political obligations, duties, and responsibilities. ‘Those who are immune owe nothing to anyone’ (Esposito, 2011: 5). Deliberate and purposeful hostility towards immigrants, those deemed not to belong within the ‘public’ proper, is therefore a declaration of moral immunity. It is a denial of responsibility and obligation towards that which is considered out of place or undeserving, in this case, immigrants. Even more so, as we saw in Chapter 5, this can include the attempt to diffuse that hostility throughout society via internal bordering, to make hospitality disobedient and resistive by outlawing the practices we have seen in this chapter. The UK has sought to privatise the public claim to moral immunity.

The normativity that remains within a relational ethics of immigration, then, is one that recoils from moral immunity and the prevention of response. In more positive terms, it is drawn towards the ability to respond in multiple directions, the capacity to welcome, even if the response can at times be a withholding of welcome, a deflection of responsibility. This normativitiy is what Haraway calls ‘cultivating response-ability’ (Haraway, 2016: 34): nurturing the awareness of, and attendance to, our continual entanglement with others. For Haraway, the historical figure who symbolises what I am calling moral immunity, who lacked the most basic ability to foster this living-with, and responding-to, others, is the Nazi bureaucrat Adolf Eichmann. Following Arendt, Haraway does not see Eichmann as a monster. Rather, he was something ‘much more terrifying’:


a human being unable to make present to himself what was absent, what was not himself, what the world in its sheer not-one-selfness is… This quality was not an emotional lack, a lack of compassion, although surely that was true of Eichmann, but a deeper surrender to what I would call immateriality, inconsequentiality, or, in Arendt’s and also my own idiom, thoughtlessness.

(Haraway, 2016: 36)



What we see in the practices of disobedient hospitality in the last section—in the resistance to and reclaiming of the national ethos; in the alternative histories of connection and responsibility; in the targeting of emotional and material non-belonging; in the concentration on power and its necessary effects—is the opposite of Eichmann and his moral immunity. We see an acceptance of and reflection upon entanglement, whether at the Colombian-Venezuelan border or in the peri-urban communities of Johannesburg and Harare. We see thoughtfulness in the reflection on national values and their betrayal. We see the dwelling upon and making present of connections that might appear absent in, but allow the reproduction of, our everyday lives—whether that is in terms of our housing, labour, consumption, or healthcare. We see the recognition of our imbrication in constitutive relations that enable and constrain our flourishing, and the need to respond to those with whom we are imbricated—a ‘tak[ing] up of unasked-for-obligations’ (Haraway, 2016: 130) through various forms of hosting and visiting. We see the cultivation of the ability to respond, to sense connection, to share it, to learn it ‘through embodied practice’ (Greenhough and Roe, 2010: 44), such as the opening of homes, theatres, cafes, community centres, drop-ins, shelters, spaces of education and sport.

This cultivation of response-ability is not any kind of straightforward, calculable, or operable norm. It does not give itself to abstraction, universalisation, or easy moral judgements. If it is a normativity, it is a prefigurative normativity. I do not mean prefigurative here in its anarchist political sense of ‘prefiguration’, in which a movement attempts to model a desirable future society through its own social relations, culture and practices (Hammond, 2015: 298–299).9 Rather, I am using the term according to its dictionary definition—a prefigurative normativity is antecedent to, or suggestive of, a set of norms which can never be achieved or finalised. It is a continual ‘figuring out’ of the ‘more’ that is required beyond the appreciation of complex relationality (Haraway, 2008: 42). As soon as a norm could be figured out and stated, the set of relations that produce responsibility and the possibility of hospitality would have already moved on. A normative vision of hospitality would already be overtaken by the ever-changing relations of space, borders, power and emotions—as we saw in the attempts to reverse the hospitable relation in both Mafraq and Athens.

However, what I’m calling prefigurative has this in common with the anarchist tradition—a focus on practices. Cultivating response-ability ‘lies not in Principles and Ethical Universals but in practices and imaginative politics’ (Haraway, 2008: 89). And this is what we have seen in the first section of this chapter, from the simplicity of welcoming immigrants in one’s own home just as the state is closing its borders, to the opening of theatrical, artistic, educational and communal ‘drop-in’ spaces in direct response to need. From reversing the hospitality of the refugee camp in spaces such as Trampoline House, to reversing the hospitality relation itself through visiting with immigrants in their homes and squats. The previous section therefore shows that response-abilties can be cultivated, that they are being cultivated, and offers some indications as to how this can become infectious under certain circumstances.

Whilst the focus on practice is important, it cannot and must not replace the need for thought and reflection. As noted earlier, a key possibility for cultivating response that is often ignored by hospitality activists in the global north is the greater awareness of (alternative) histories of deep connection. Chapters 3–5 have sought to provide something on this topic, with brief histories of entanglement for the cases of the US, Haiti, Mexico, El Salvador, the UK, Jamaica, Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Colombia, Venezuela, Tanzania, Burundi, Rwanda, and so on. Such stories are important. As Haraway (2012: 312–313) notes in a very different context, ‘there are quite different response-abilities that are strengthened in such stories’. It is not that these national and societal enmeshings are startlingly new or original, ‘but the details matter’:


The details link actual beings to actual response-abilities. Each time a story helps me remember what I thought I knew, or introduces me to new knowledge, a muscle critical for caring about flourishing gets some aerobic exercise. Such exercise enhances collective thinking and movement too.



In other words, the practices of responding to hostile environments that we can imagine and enact are enabled in part by the (hi)stories we tell, the maps of responsibility we draw, the entanglements we trace. Hostile environments, such as that produced in the UK post-2012, are caused by claims to moral immunity that trace an unentangled, atomised existence for a state and its society. We need to understand this so that we can identify the relations, past and present, that are being written over and effaced by such hostility. The crucial task of restating, reappraising and newly appreciating such interwoven webs of connection offers a prefigurative way of enabling response towards people who are excluded by internal and external borders. And the challenging of moral immunity then needs to be conducted in every sector in which hostility operates throughout everyday life, from education to healthcare, from housing to the arts, literature, social media, film and television, as well as all levels of government.




Conclusion

When the UK’s archbishops condemned the ethics of the UK government’s Rwanda policy in 2022, they forced the policy’s architects into its defence on moral grounds. Then Prime Minister, Boris Johnson, claimed that the policy had been ‘misconstrued’ by the clergy, arguing that it was actually an ‘excellent policy to try and stop people drowning in the [English] channel’ (in Walker et al., 2022). The policy’s apparent architect, then Home Secretary Priti Patel, argued that the plan was actually a ‘bold and innovative’ solution to the exploitation of asylum seekers by people traffickers, and argued that critics ‘fail to offer their own solutions’ (in Scott, 2022).

However, as this plan was being finalised the UK government was also launching its ‘Homes for Ukraine’ scheme on 14 March 2022, encouraging its citizens to open their own homes to Ukrainian refugees in an act of hospitality, sponsoring them to come to the UK by acting as private hosts. By late September, over 135,000 visas had been issued in this manner, with nearly 100,000 Ukrainians arriving in the UK (Home Office, 2022). Whilst the Rwanda policy was laying bare the ethics of the hostile environment and the moral immunity it was claiming, the policy’s coexistence with the ‘Homes for Ukraine’ scheme was demonstrating the racialised nature of the UK’s hostipitality. Response-ability was simultaneously being cultivated and neglected. Moral immunity was being claimed and rejected at the same time, all based in a heavily racialised division of people on the move—those that deserve our protection and those that do not.

Hostile environments are rarely coherent, but this chapter has sought to demonstrate that they also never succeed in being all-pervasive. Everyday practices of disobedient hospitality continue; response is not only always possible, but actual and ongoing—and not just for archbishops. The majority of the chapter concentrated on drawing out the themes that appear to commonly animate response in examples from the global north and south. Four themes in particular were noted, with resistive welcomes tending to involve a critique of the national ethos and/or an embracing of entangled histories, a focus on particular sectors of non-belonging and an awareness of power relations and their reversibility. Finally, I sought to draw these elements together as a kind of prefigurative normativity, both enabling and being enabled by the cultivation of the ability to respond in the face of people arriving from elsewhere.




Notes

1 Even if that god is also ultimately meant to have created those others, along with their propensity for sin.

2 Whilst there is something heuristically useful in Taylor and Lefebvre’s (2020) division of different motivations for hospitality as care for the other, care for the world and care for self, the reality of activists’ motivations appears to always be a mix of all three. For further discussion of this see Chapter 3.

3 https://www.trampolinehouse.dk/. This has now been replaced by the much more limited, Weekend Trampoline House.

4 Due to the Covid-19 pandemic and lack of funding, it was forced to close in 2020, but reinvented itself as Weekend Trampoline House in January 2022, providing serves only from Friday to Sunday—see https://www.trampolinehouse.dk/about.

5 See https://www.trampolinehouse.dk/about.

6 See https://cityofsanctuary.org/about/.

7 See https://sheffield.cityofsanctuary.org/our-projects/the-multiagency-drop-in/.

8 For example, it fails to challenge the structural violence of asylum, eases suffering without eliminating it and reinforces divisions between deserving and undeserving immigrants (see Squire and Darling, 2013; Bulley, 2017a; Moffette and Ridgley, 2018).

9 There is no ‘movement’ in what I am suggesting. Likewise, there can be no ‘model’ of response-ability or its cultivation. And because power is not vacated, the future remains as much a threat as a source of hope.




An Uncertain Conclusion



Everybody knows there is something wrong with contemporary immigration politics. Everybody knows that the way migration is managed by states and international organisations through interstitial spaces, internal and external borders is not right. Everybody is looking for a change, whether that means bigger walls with no gaps, ‘smart’ borders operated via military technology and advanced algorithms, or the elimination of all borders. One of the most profound issues with posing hospitality as a relational ethics of immigration is that it does not offer any firm guidance on such change. It provides no ideal to which we can work towards, such as a global immigration regime (Bader, 2012: 1176–1177), a system of ‘open borders’ (see Carens, 2013: 225–254) or the abolition of borders (see No Borders UK, 2012). It suggests no ‘non-reformist reforms’ that seek to reduce the power of the currently oppressive system, whilst enabling or prefiguring further progressive change. And it proposes no ‘reformist reforms’, or ‘tweaks that make some kind of change whilst ultimately maintaining’ the features of the existing border regime, such as sovereign states, profound inequality and the dominance of capitalist political economy (Bradley and de Noronha, 2022: 150–1).

In place of such proposed changes, a relational ethics of immigration concentrates on providing a clear understanding of how everyday practices of hospitality demonstrate a national ethos, a lived ethics, with a mapping of responsibilities in which some obligations are accepted through forms of welcome, others are deflected through the use of external borders, and still others are denied altogether, with internal borders creating an environment hostile to immigrant life. The mapping of this moral geography is offered as the basis for critical reflection and, ultimately, the enabling and cultivation of hospitable response. What precise form that response takes is entirely contextual, part of current, ongoing, everyday efforts and innovations by individuals and groups across the world. But those responses do not provide the grounding for abstraction, generalisation or the construction of universal principles. Instead, only a prefigurative normativity is suggested, a nurturing of response-ability that resists claims to moral immunity, but cannot settle into a system of norms.

For many, such a relational ethics will be insufficient to the ‘problem’ of immigration ethics—though, as always this is largely a matter of how immigration ethics are constituted as a ‘problem’ in the first place. I will therefore use this conclusion as a way of summarising and clarifying my argument against two of the most popular proposals for change: the agreement of a global migration regime that would manage movements and immigration responsibilities, whilst respecting state sovereignty, as favoured by some liberal international political theorists, NGOs, economists and politicians; and the abolition of borders to enable free movement, as favoured by many Marxists, feminists, activists and some liberal cosmopolitans. My aim here is not to convince those arguing from these perspectives as to the value of relational ethics; rather it is simply to sharpen the distinctions and add to an ongoing debate.


A Global Migration Regime and Liberal Incoherence

In September 2016, the United Nations General Assembly adopted an ambitious new Resolution that pledged to work towards a new international regime for managing migration and asylum (UNGA, 2016). The ‘New York Declaration for Refugees and Migrants’ was full of warm words and high principles. This included a declaration of ‘profound solidarity with, and support for’ those forced to migrate; a determination to ‘save lives’, find ‘long-term and sustainable solutions’ and ‘address the root causes of large movements of refugees and migrants’. The ‘demonising’ of mobile populations ‘offends profoundly against the values of dignity and equality for every human being’ and is ‘deplore[d]’ by UN members. And they pledged to ‘ensure a people-centred, sensitive, humane, dignified, gender-responsive and prompt reception for all persons arriving in our countries’. Ultimately, in acknowledging a ‘shared responsibility’, UN member states claimed that the ‘challenge is above all moral and humanitarian’; they also declared their own capacity to meet this moral challenge (UNGA, 2016). This capacity is questioned, however, a few paragraphs later—though re-affirming the principle of non-refoulement, the declaration also reaffirms that ‘States are entitled to take measures to prevent irregular border crossings’ (UNGA, 2016: para 24).

The promise of the New York Declaration was that of a new, internationally agreed and sanctioned mapping of responsibility for those outside the borders of their national citizenship. In particular, this included a commitment to ‘a more equitable sharing of the burden and responsibility for hosting and supporting the world’s refugees’ (UNGA, 2016: para 68). The process of negotiating this new regime appeared to have the potential to fulfil a long-held liberal ideal—that of a global migration regime that could mitigate the most damaging effects of hostile environments, their external (Chapter 3), internal (Chapter 5) and interstitial (Chapter 4) bordering practices, whilst leaving the system largely intact. As the economist Jeffrey Sachs argued in 2016, ‘Few if any issues in public policy are as muddled and contentious as international migration… There is no international regime that establishes standards and principles for national migration policies, other than in the case of refugees’ (2016: 451). Referencing the work of Carens (2013), Sachs went on to argue that the goal of such a regime should be ‘global well-being’, balancing three considerations: the human right to choose a place to reside and work; the ‘efficiency gains’ of migration; and the ‘rights of sovereign states to enhance the well-being of their existing populations within an international regime’. Ultimately, this would include a ‘basic commitment to open, albeit phased migration’ (2016: 453–454).

I noted in Chapter 1 that the ethics of immigration debate within liberal international political theory is fairly narrow, constituting advocacy of either (more) open borders or (more) closed borders (Bader, 2005: 332). In a similar way, most liberal theorists support a tighter or looser form of international migration regime (see, for example, Abizadeh, 2008: 55–56; Honohan, 2014: 41). After all, for liberals such a regime promises a ‘triple win for sending and receiving states and migrants themselves… both economically sensible and ethical’ (Anderson, 2012: 1241). But the liberal debate quickly runs into the familiar problems of the international state system and the incoherence of liberalism.

Liberal cosmopolitans, like Veit Bader (2012: 1176) can argue in favour of a regime that would recognise a right of asylum and to ‘fairly free movement and settlement’ which could be ‘translated into respective international covenants, protocols and institutions’. But a necessary precondition of this would be ‘that states would accept to qualify their unconditional claim to “sovereignly” decide’ on admissions. This is never going to swing for liberal nationalists. Thus, whilst Rainer Bauböck advocates the transfer of some decisions on migration to international institutions, free movement is only seriously considered within associations of liberal democracies, primarily based in the global north (2009: 18–24). He thereby rehearses the Eurocentrism of the liberal ethics of immigration debate, as identified in Chapter 1. Meanwhile, David Miller can argue for the importance of international institutions in regulating state behaviour on questions such as immigration, but only insofar as there is ‘no fundamental challenge to the idea of state autonomy, and no attempt to achieve global uniformity’ (2007: 21).

The sticking point of state autonomy is perhaps why Joseph Carens decides to bracket any serious discussion of an international regime in advocating open borders and free movement, choosing instead to assume a world of separate, sovereign states. Whilst world government or a fully developed system of international law are important possibilities for global justice, he sees them as beyond the scope of an ethics of immigration (2013: 231). The ever-reflective Philip Cole detects a deeper problem than scope, however. In his hedged defence of liberal cosmopolitanism, Cole (2000: 193) notes the possibility of ‘an international framework that governs all immigration and naturalisation regulations, to ensure they fall within the bounds of a liberal political morality’. He sees this as something desirable but sadly ‘not available’, due to the incoherence of liberalism.

Chapter 1 drew out the limits of the liberal debate on the ethics of immigration, including this very incoherence and its method of abstraction. As we noted, the universalism of liberalism’s principles and values cannot square with its particularist claims to sovereign self-determination by individual states and societies. Ironically, as I noted, it is this incoherence that the right to hospitality sought to negotiate within the natural law tradition—the emergence of power divided between separate states and the absence of an agreed global principle of justice (see Cavallar, 2002; Benhabib, 2004). If liberalism and its goal of global migration management were to tackle their own incoherence, they would do better to unpack rather than marginalise hospitality as metaphor and practice. The problem of agreement on an international migration regime is therefore definitive of the problem of liberal immigration ethics—indeed, it is the problem of liberal international political theory itself.

In contrast to the concentration on abstract principles, the rights of states to exclude and of individuals to move, Chapter 2 made the case for hospitality as an everyday relational ethics. I started with a basic understanding of hospitality as a set of practices that demonstrates the ethos, the moral character, and habits of a place, through the way inhabitants relate to those deemed to either belong or not belong there. Such a reading of hospitality situates it in a relational tradition of ethics (as opposed to what I call the ‘normative’ tradition of liberal international political theory). For this tradition, best represented in my reading by feminist scholars, relational approaches to ethics start by asking not ‘how ought we to act responsibly?’, but ‘how do we already take responsibility, how are these responsibilities and obligations generated and understood?’. Relational ethics therefore begin from a social ontology, in which the moral subject is constituted through its relationships and connections to others—whether they be historical or current; economic, social, or political; to those near or distant—relationships that demand care and attentiveness. Ethics therefore becomes a matter of mapping those responsibilities to understand how they are being accepted, rejected, neglected, or deflected in everyday life.

Understood in these terms, hospitality is not a principle that can be rendered abstractly and applied in concrete situations. Indeed, hospitality is never simply a matter of right or wrong, good or bad. It is simply a set of ways in which subjects choose to map their responsibilities, accepting them by welcoming others, making them feel at home and freely negotiating the space of the home; or denying them by refusing access to the home, or creating a hostile internal environment, making the guest’s presence within it so uncomfortable or unliveable that they leave. Hospitality is a set of spatial and emotional practices in which power is exercised to include and exclude. The remainder of Chapter 2 set out the core components of this understanding in terms of space, power and emotion. It argued that practices of hospitality are always about space, the crossing of external and internal borders. They are also always about power and its use to include, exclude and police the boundaries of inclusion and exclusion. Hospitalities are always hierarchical—most commonly represented by the relation between host and guest—but this hierarchy is never settled and remains negotiable and reversible. Complete sovereign mastery of the home is always an illusion. But practices of hospitality are also necessarily emotional, they are about who gets to feel ‘at-home’ within a particular space, how such belonging is determined, and how non-belonging is produced and enforced in the creation of hostile environments.

If we look at the ethics of immigration in relational terms, a global migration regime becomes just another way in which responsibilities are mapped, accepted, and deflected. Because a relational ethics lacks a normative ideal, or a notion of global justice, any such regime will remain another system of control that produces inclusion and exclusion, belonging and non-belonging. In contrast, liberal approaches can debate the benefits of such a regime so long as it is based in their particular conception of justice. However, given their two problems—that of state sovereignty and the resulting incoherence of liberalism—it is understandable that a global migration regime remains a vanishing ideal. It remains always necessarily beyond their grasp. Thus, whilst it is particularly attractive for liberals to have some kind of internationally agreed ‘formal mechanism for distributing refugees’ amongst states, the challenges of achieving agreement on quotas for individual states are ‘formidable’ and make the prospect unrealistic for David Miller (2007: 226), or at least ‘remote’ (2016: 163). Carens agrees, seeing even a ‘satisfactory’ refugee regime as hampered by the lack of common interest amongst states in achieving it (2013: 221). Nonetheless, Miller envisages states having a ‘duty to make a good faith attempt to set up an international mechanism to oversee refugee flows’ (2016: 163). Such a genuine attempt is what was hoped for in the New York Declaration noted above.

After two years, the results of the New York Declaration’s negotiations were predictably underwhelming. Member states agreed to split the problem into two issues and treat them separately. Two ‘Global Compacts’ emerged, one on refugees (UNGA, 2018b) and one for ‘Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration’ (UNGA, 2018a). The very choice of ‘compacts’ as opposed to more formal institutions of international law reflects the documents’ emphasis on ‘political and practical cooperation as opposed to legal commitments’ (Gammeltoft-Hansen, 2018: 606). Some commentators saw a genuine ‘achievement’ in the Global Compact on Refugees’ securing of ‘relatively modest’ agreements around responsibility sharing (Betts, 2018: 625). Given endemic international non-compliance with the non-refoulement principle, it was at least positive to see the Compact reaffirm this basic idea. But ultimately, as BS Chimni (2018) notes, the Compact’s numerous problems represented one step forward and two steps back. The Compact’s commitment to the sharing of responsibility amounted to loose new institutional mechanisms such as ‘Support Platforms’, multi-stakeholder and partnership approaches, including the involvement of private businesses, and a renewed focus on data and evidence gathering (UNGA, 2018b: 2.2–3.3).

Despite agreement that migration is a profound moral issue, nothing more than this could be achieved on a global migration regime because there was no principle of global justice to ground it. Struck by an external shock, there was nothing to uphold even these very loose commitments. Thus, less than two years after these Compacts were announced, the world was bit by a global pandemic. In 2020, with a first wave of the pandemic cresting in April, the UNHCR offered a range of statistics demonstrating a crisis of hospitality: 168 countries had partially or fully closed their borders; 90 countries had entirely closed their doors, even for asylum seekers (UNHCR, 2020d: 5). Meanwhile, stringent internal borders for all residents had been implemented by the majority of states. The liberal dream of a global migration regime already appeared chronically outdated.



Ending Borders; Ending Belonging?

A few months before the New York Declaration, in July 2016, the city of Thessaloniki in Greece (unwillingly, perhaps) hosted a No Border camp. As a loose network of anti-racist and anti-capitalist campaigners committed to free movement and ending immigration controls, the transnational No Border movement has gained increased attention in recent years. The call to end border restrictions has been a rallying cry for coordinated opposition since the European Council meeting in Tampere, Finland, in 1999, where a EUropean migration regime started to become a reality (see Heller et al., 2019: 59). Regular No Border camps near significant sites have since been set up, starting with Strasbourg in 2002 (Alldred, 2003: 152). Like many critical scholars in the field of sanctuary and immigration control (see Chapter 2), No Border tends to be critical of the language of hospitality. Rather than progressive, No Border sees hospitality as part of statist rhetoric, associating it with the use of internal and external borders and the creation of hostile environments. Rejecting the necessity of offering hospitality, as well as the hierarchy of host and guest, the network seeks the abolition of borders altogether.

During the 10-day Thessaloniki camp, over 3000 activists from around Europe and beyond gathered to make speeches and take part in direct action, including demonstrations and protests in the city centre and at state-run refugee camps north of the city. Hundreds of refugees made their way to the No Border camp itself, mixing with activists, organising meetings, singing, dancing and discussing immigration issues (see Tsavdaroglou, 2019: 225–226). In doing so, No Border camps appeared to offer a performative counter-hospitality to the interstitial spaces explored in Chapter 4, a realm of sociality and freedom in which interaction was entirely horizontal and nonhierarchical (for a discussion of this ideal, see Alldred, 2003). The day after the camp closed the Greek state evacuated and destroyed the remaining refugee squats in the city centre, reinstating the hierarchy of sovereign host and guest-that-knows-their-place.

The case against borders has been made academically in a variety of forms, but a key distinction needs to be made in terms of arguing for open borders, with liberal cosmopolitans, and arguing for the abolition of borders, with Marxists, radical feminists and some critical race theorists. Whilst at times the two positions have been conflated (e.g. Hayter, 2003; 2004; Jones, 2019), or used interchangeably, for some scholars it is crucial to maintain the distinction (Bauder, 2014). After all, open borders are often co-opted by free market neo-liberals. At a certain point the liberal argument for open/no borders shades into the economistic case for a global migration regime, made particularly by Jeffrey Sachs (2016) above.

In contrast to the liberal case exemplified by Carens (1987) for (more) open borders and the right to free movement, the abolitionist case is not defended on the basis that few people will actually take advantage of the right to move. Furthermore, unlike most liberals, abolitionists are avowedly anti-capitalist, anti-nationalist, anti-racist, anti-statist and anti-citizenship (see Alldred, 2003; Anderson et al., 2009; Gill, 2009), and see the use of internal and external borders as reinforcing divisions of class, race, gender and sexuality. Such divisions have been key elements of the bordering regimes explored in Chapters 3–6 of this book.

Starting in Chapter 3, I focused on the way external bordering practices worked to map responsibilities differently in the global north and south. By externalising and projecting their border beyond the frontiers of the state through ‘points-based’ immigration systems that target only the most ‘talented’ and wealthy (such as Canada, Australia, and the UK), and through agreements to prevent the movement of undesirable, racialised migrants from Central America (as in the US), we see the role that class and race in particular have played in mapping responsibilities. These remain key to the incoherent ethos of white nationalist capitalism that dominates the external bordering practices of the US. Meanwhile, though Colombia and Turkey have opened their external borders, welcoming Venezuelans, and Syrians respectively, an emerging ethos of nationalism and xenophobia has restricted the acceptance of societal responsibility for refugees, particularly in a post-Covid era.

Chapter 4, with its focus on the interstitial spaces, between state borders—such as camps, squats and ‘hotspots’—saw these divisions of race and class played out in different terms. Here we saw how planned refugee camps, such as Azraq in Jordan, self-settled camps such as those in Calais, France, and the EU’s hotspot system worked through an ethos of ambivalent racialised separation. The moral mapping that produced these spaces allows responsibility to be distanced, shifted on to NGOs or forced onto the refugees themselves. Simultaneous but seemingly contradictory, inconsistent practices—of humanitarian care and incarceration; turning a blind eye whilst also harrying and ‘choking’ the undeserving; incorporation and separation—ensured a system of non-belonging as part of an ambivalent humanitarian welcome.

Chapter 5 included a focus on the internal borders of Tanzania’s liberalising state in the postcolonial era, when Burundian refugees were forced into ‘settlements’, not allowed to travel freely and in some cases rounded up and deported. In this case, the ethos was one of emerging nationalism, tempered with a declining pan-Africanism, rather than being explicitly racialised. This made it a stark contrast to the UK’s hostile environment and its creation of racialised insecurity and non-belonging. Everyday internal bordering practices essentially remapped responsibility to produce state and societal abandonment, an outright rejection of any responsibility for immigrants deemed ‘illegal’ and undeserving. Class, race, and disability divisions explicitly played out in these practices. For example, the targeting of internal borders in particular sectors that promoted or allowed belonging, ease and security—such as housing, education, employment, health, banking and vehicle licensing—ensured that hostility and abandonment were communicated in every walk of life to those who looked (by skin tone) or sounded (by name, language or accent) like they might be in the UK ‘illegally’.

The abolitionists therefore take up a clear position against these practices. But they can also declare themselves anti-capitalist, anti-nationalist, and anti-statist on principle. On my reading, the relational ethics of hospitality I outlined in Chapter 2 does not offer the grounding necessary to oppose these positions in the abstract, outside of their specific historical and present forms and practices. Rather, as I went on to argue in Chapter 6, the prefigurative normativity that it does provide, in terms of cultivating the ability to respond to those with whom we find ourselves entangled, offers a reason for critical reflection and potential rejection of those specific practices. This reflection and cultivation may often take the form of opposition—as it did in the examples of specific national ethea, the raising of alternative histories of connection, the targeting of specific sectors of non-belonging, and the overturning of power relations. But a relational ethics does not offer the grounding necessary to reject such practices simply on principle, outside of context. Any such opposition must be the result of analysis, reflection, negotiation of competing commitments and a decision to respond to specific individuals and groups.

This is an important point to emphasise in seeking a less Eurocentric analysis of immigration ethics. After all, nationalism, statism, and capitalism could, in specific contexts especially in the global south, diminish rather than undergird claims to moral immunity. They have the potential to enable, as well as disable, response. For example, nationalism and statism helped nurture hospitable practices in the case of Nyerere’s pan-African, socialist ethos of ujamaa for Tanzania (see Chapter 5). And faced with rising xenophobic reactions to Venezuelan refugees, capitalist accumulation became part of the justification for Colombia’s continued responsive openness (see Chapter 3). In these cases, nationalism, statism, and capitalism become ambivalent, neither fully ‘good’ or ‘bad’, enabling and restricting response.

Whilst I sympathise with the necessity of opposing nationalism, statism, capitalism and particularly racism, a relational approach does not concentrate on over-riding rules of opposition or values as categorical imperatives. Rather, as I argued in Chapter 6, it looks to enable response, which means negotiating the messy world of competing claims, responsibilities and values. Kimberly Hutchings expresses this point with admirable clarity when arguing for a pluriversal, decolonial feminist approach to global ethics. Such an understanding of ethics means:


…seeing it as an embodied, reflective practice contingently attached to specific goals and contexts. This means learning how to live with bracketing ontological and ethical commitments, and learning how to discriminate ethical priorities within complex and power-laden situations. In this respect, it is helpful to remember that bracketing and discrimination are part of everyday ethical practice everywhere.

(Hutchings, 2019: 123)



In this sense, adopting a relational ethics of hospitality might mean working with and within a capitalist system, a national identity, or a statist politics, if this makes particular responses possible in a specific setting. This is part of the very everdayness of hospitality as a relational ethics (see Chapter 2). But such bracketing and discrimination, the negotiation of priorities and power, becomes impossible when pure oppositions are categorically entrenched before the messiness is confronted.

Alongside these negative ‘antis’, the call for no borders also makes a strong, positive, clear, and understandable ethical and political argument. In an elegant recent book that straddles the academic and activist worlds, Gracie Mae Bradley and Luke de Noronha (2022: 10) state their case:


What we call border abolition is concerned with expanding this freedom, the freedom to move and to stay. This does not mean advocating for free movement in the world as it is currently configured, but rather for transformation of the conditions to which borders are a response. Abolition is concerned with presence (the presence of life-sustaining goods, services and practices of care) as well as absence (of violent state practices like detention and deportation). Accordingly, border abolition seeks to dismantle violent borders, but also to cultivate new ways of caring for one another, nurturing forms of collectivity more conducive to human flourishing than the nation-states we currently inhabit.



Abolitionists are for a world of equality, freedom, solidarity, and care. They simply point out that the bordered world of sovereign, capitalist states has consistently undermined the possibility of such a world. In contrast to my relational ethics of hospitality, the argument against borders is profoundly and directly normative; Bradley and de Noronha use much of their book to argue shoulds and oughts.

In making this positive case in favour of lofty ideals, however, no borders advocates have been dismissed as utopians who lack a sense of what is possible in the real world. As we saw in Chapter 2, this accusation of idealism is one both liberal nationalists and liberal cosmopolitans have also levelled at each other. Carens (2013: 229) even admits the charge in part, noting that politically speaking ‘the idea of open borders is a nonstarter’; a critical perspective is important only so we can understand how our ‘collective choices are constrained, even if we cannot do much to alter those constraints’. Abolitionists, in contrast, completely reject the utopian label—their politics is ‘ambitious and requires exciting and imaginative explorations, but it is not utopian’; it is actually ‘eminently practical’ and ‘being carried out daily’ (Anderson et al., 2009: 12). No borders functions as a kind of ‘banner for radical practices in the present’, an umbrella for the reality of free movements which are already happening, all over the world (Heller et al., 2019: 59). And we have seen evidence of such movement, in previous chapters, from the Venezuelans crossing into Colombia; the caravans of people moving through Central America into Mexico; Syrians spreading out into Lebanon, Jordan and Turkey before some continue to European hotspots, camps and squats; the Burundian Hutus finding shelter in Tanzania; to the Nigerians in peri-urban Harare and Johannesburg.

Such movements are obviously not ‘free’; they are variously harried, choked, circumscribed, and constrained, as we have seen throughout Chapters 3–5. Few Salvadoreans want to end their migration in Mexico, nor Syrians in Turkey. But they are ‘autonomous’, they illustrate the continued agency of migrants’, their ability to move in spite of the hostility they face in state bordering practices (see Mezzadra and Neilsen, 2013). And for abolitionists this is the important point: there is a constant balance to be struck regarding ‘non-reformist reforms’ that seek to mitigate the present injustice of borders whilst prefiguring the abolition and greater justice that is to come (Bradley and de Noronha, 2022: 150–152). The future solidarity, care and human flourishing can be made-present through direct action and spatial practices such as the No Border camps. But there is also a necessary concentration on practical reforms that will make a real impact without effectively making borders more resilient and long-lasting. Such reforms include calling for equal access for immigrants to essential goods and services, ending post-conviction deportations, fire-walling public service data from immigration enforcement, and labour-market reforms to allow unionisation and living wage access for immigrants (Bradley and de Noronha, 2022: 152–160).

Ultimately, a crucial difference between a relational ethics of hospitality and border abolitionists is, unsurprisingly, the attitude to and understanding of borders. The position outlined in this book does not take a stand either for or against borders. For Bradley and de Noronha, borders need to be removed because of the role they play in dividing people, enabling a voraciously capitalist, exploitative, gendered and racialised world. These are the ‘conditions to which borders are a response’. But this begs the question: is the problem borders or these conditions to which borders respond? Is it borders per se that need to be abolished, or the specific violent, algorithmic, exclusionary borders that capitalism and its racialisation and gendering give rise to? Are borders the problem or is it the ethos of capitalism, homophobia, misogyny, and racism? This book has implicitly made the latter case, and thereby offered a qualified defence of borders’ vacillating normativity. What matters is less the abstract principle of ‘borders’, and more the particular context and practices of bordering and hostipitality. This book has sought to make this argument in a couple of ways.

First, it is important to see borders as ambivalently productive. In advocating abolition, Bridget Anderson and her colleagues have argued that borders are ‘moulds’ that seek to form particular types of subjects. ‘Thus, borders are productive and generative’ (Anderson et al., 2009: 6) rather than just being restrictive. We have seen this generative aspect throughout the book in particular practices of hospitality, operating via internal, external, and interstitial borders. For example, I outlined above how external borders have helped create undesirable immigrants, unwanted guests, and hostile environments in the UK (Chapter 5), the US (Chapter 3), EUrope and parts of Jordan (Chapter 4). They have helped create exclusive forms of ethos and identity. But it is also true that borders have been performed otherwise, producing a welcoming ethos, non-exclusive identities, and desirable immigrants to be met with hospitality. For example, in Chapter 3 we saw how Colombia and Turkey had used a politics of border porosity and a history of entanglement to claim a limited form of extra-legal responsibility for Venezuelan ‘brothers’ and Syrian ‘kin’. Borders were not abolished in these cases; rather they helped produce the acceptance of responsibility, even if in a highly conditional and ambivalent form.

In Chapter 4 we saw how interstitial borders were generative of particular subjects, immigrants that were not considered fully ‘legal’ or ‘illegal’, who fell in between sovereign authorities and responsibilities. Borders produced spaces such as planned refugee camps, impromptu squats, and EUropean hotspots that helped to divide, contain, and sustain, to care for, choke and harry those subjects. Meanwhile, Chapter 5 explored the changing internal borders of Tanzania and how they produced immigrants in general, and Burudian refugees in particular, completely differently at different times: as anti-colonial freedom fighters, as pan-African ndugu, as an economic development opportunity, as threats to be cast out, and as burdens to be shouldered. Borders were never one thing in Tanzania, just as hospitality practices never fully settled. Welcome was willingly offered and withdrawn, grudgingly ceded and gleefully retracted; responsibility was gladly seized, deflected onto other states, and then ambivalently accepted.

Finally, Chapter 6 concentrated on a variety of ways in which exclusionary borders had generated everyday disobedient hospitalities, forms of counter-ethos, alternative histories of connection, identities that open as well as close. Rather than set moulds, borders produced identities and practices that broke those moulds: citizens as willing hosts in their private homes, cities as open spaces of sanctuary and resistance, community centres and shelters that promote response and interaction, aid workers as guests as well as hosts, societies that welcome as well as exclude. It may be that abolishing borders would have had similar or far superior generative potential, especially in a world of freedom and equality, without capitalist and racist structures of inequality. But my argument is not that borders are superior to no borders, or that hospitality is superior to abolition. Rather, it is that borders are ambivalent in their practices and effects—they produce hospitality as well as hostile environments.

Second, my uncertain defence of borders is based on the importance of belonging. This appears a deeply conservative argument to make, as the politics of belonging is so often associated with nationalism, exclusive identities and the right to exclude (see Yuval-Davis, 2011). However, I am not arguing that belonging is, or ever needs to be, based on the nation or state. Whatever level of political, ethical, social or familial community we base our belonging at, we can surely all agree with Carens’ basic point: belonging matters (2013: 102). Whilst it may often be illusionary or romanticised, belonging is something we all seek, a place where the ‘me of me’ matters (hooks, 2009: 215). Furthermore, as I argued in Chapter 2, the very possibility of hospitality and its many practices are constituted by the enabling and enforcing of belonging and non-belonging. Without borders that define the limits of the ‘home’, the boundaries of one’s belonging, hospitality is erased. The conditions of its possibility are removed—there is nothing to welcome the other in to, as there is no longer an ‘inside’ or an ‘outside’; no walls that close, but also no doors that open. Belonging, like hospitality, depends upon borders which can be used to welcome, protect and shelter as well as exclude, put at risk, and leave exposed.

No borders advocates are happy to leave different forms of ‘belonging’ open, as something to be created and defined in the future (Bauder, 2014: 87). Some see this new form of belonging as a ‘relationship among co-members of a global society’ (Anderson et al., 2009: 12), though I am not convinced this has the emotional pull, resonance or meaning necessary for an everyday understanding. Others, such as Bradley and de Noronha (2022: 162) are more circumspect: ‘What political community will look like once we have abolished borders, and how they will be governed, remains unclear. That is okay. There are questions to be answered in the process of undoing and remaking’.

I agree with this sentiment, leaving the question of political community open to the future, to ethical and political imagination and possibility is important. However, whether community, belonging and home (and hospitality) are possible without some form border or bordering practices I find hard to conceive. It is significant that colonial practices relied on the idea that ‘unoccupied’ or ‘uncultivated’ land had no borders to restrict entry, settlement, extractivism, domination and ultimately genocide (see Baker, 2010). Perhaps it is therefore no surprise to see that early forays by Latinx philosophers into a decolonial ethics of immigration field argue for more open borders, rather than abolition (see Reed-Sandoval and Díaz Cepeda, 2022a). Community necessarily includes and excludes; it protects and exposes; it borders. Perhaps this is a lack of ethical and political imagination on my part, but why close down the possibility of borders altogether? What is to be gained, beyond an enticingly clear ethical and political stance? And, conversely, does the history of colonisation and continued coloniality show us what can be lost?

A relational ethics of hospitality is clearly closer to the border abolitionist position than the idea of a liberal global migration regime. Networks like No Border are some of those groups responding to hostile environments that I drew on in Chapter 6. Furthermore, abolitionist writings generally cover all the themes of response dealt with in that final chapter: abolitionists offer critical reflections upon the ethos of particular societies (e.g. Hayter, 2003), promote responses to immigrants on the basis of past forms of exploitation and connection (see Aldred, 2003: 153), concentrate on specific sectors where non-belonging is produced (Bradley and de Noronha, 2022: 152–160), and consider the role and reversibility of power relations (Anderson et al., 2009: 6–7). But a key difference lies in the abolitionists envisaging a future without power inequality, where the removal of borders will end the cruel practices that generate borders and are produced by them. A relational ethics seeks to critique those cruel practices in the contexts they arise; but it doubts the possibility of solutions that remove all hostility, that allow a clean conscience. It brackets, or holds the question of borders open, seeing them as constitutive of belonging, welcome and response as well as cruelty.



And Finally…

The world now seems to exist in a permanent crisis of migration. As I stressed, everybody knows that something is wrong with contemporary immigration politics. But to think that we can find the right arrangement of borders, belonging, inclusion and exclusion is an illusion. This book has argued that ethical debate needs to begin with the way that ‘something wrong’ is discussed in the vernacular, everyday terms of hospitality. A certain level of abstraction from context is inevitable to enable such discussion, but it needs to remain connected to the terms, ideas and practices of public debate and behaviour. Across the world, hospitality is used as a metaphor and practice, a way of mapping responsibilities, a way of making an ethical case for particular arrangements of internal, external, and interstitial borders. We need to understand the ethical claims made about those maps of responsibility and hostipitality in order to critique and transform them. This means widening the frame of the ethics of immigration debate beyond the global north. An ethos of white nationalism and capital accumulation, moral geographies that map responsibilities in order to deflect or deny them, creating hostile environments invoking moral immunity, are neither natural nor inevitable. Cultivating the ability to respond to mobile individuals and populations is not a solution. But such cultivation may be a way to nurture new possibilities of response in a world where mobility is becoming the norm. And it is already happening, every day.
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