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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

It is essential to understand migration as a normal fact of life for
individuals, families, communities and states (Declaration of The
Hague on the Future of Refugee and Migration Policy 2002: 5).

The continuing movement of people across borders is an integral
feature of a rapidly globalizing world (International Agenda for
Migration Management 2004: 23).

How should one understand assertions such as the above, emphasising
the normal and unavoidable character of international migration and
human mobility? Empirically, a number of contemporary indicators
indeed seem to corroborate it. Available data suggest that overall
mobility is steadily rising: whereas in 1950 there were 25 million
international passenger arrivals each year, this figure has now reached
800 million (World Tourism Organization 2007). Most travelling only
occurs for a limited period of time, but the increased mobility also
concerns longer-term migration. In UN statistics, an international
migrant is a person who has lived outside his or her country of
nationality for more than one year, and the number of international
migrants thus defined is growing at an accelerated pace: from 75 million
in 1960 through 155 million in 1990 to 191 million today (UN DESA
2005). Not only has migration increased in terms of total volume; the
movement of people has also expanded geographically so that all states
and regions in the world are now affected at some point of the
migratory chain, as senders, receivers or transit areas. An important
characteristic of contemporary migration is that the need or desire to
migrate far exceeds available legal opportunities to do so. For instance,
in 2006 more than 30,000 people attempted the risky sea journey from
West Africa to the Canary Islands — more than six times as many as in
the previous year (BBC 2006-12-28). On the whole, it is estimated that
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between 2.5-4 million migrants cross international borders without
proper authorization each year (GCIM 2005: 85) and there ate at the
moment between 30 and 40 million migrants in irregular status
worldwide IOM 2007). As far as numbers can be trusted, then, it does
appear that the current period can indeed be described as an “age of
migration” (Castles — Miller 2003).

But if one thinks a little longer about the implications that follow
from the suggestion that movement and migration are now natural and
permanent features of world affairs, a whole series of questions emerge.
A central one is this: what would it mean for political theory and for the
social sciences more generally if people could no longer be expected to
be settled within their national boundaries? Most of social scientific
concepts and theories rely on a grid of thought that poses sedentariness as
a natural human condition. Hence, a large share of available tools and
categories are explicitly or implicitly dependent on the idea that people,
as a rule, are living settled lives within their national boundaries,
assuming a clear identity between the people in question and the places
and territories which they inhabit (Sheller — Urry 2006: 208; Malkki
1992). In contrast, international migration represents an activity which
occurs between the categories that are the usual focus for political
analysis: between delimited territories, between bounded membership
communities — thus almost by definition constituting a deviation from
the established order.

If migration was then suddenly to be taken as a normal rather
than as an exceptional activity, it seems that some of these categories
would come under great pressure. For one thing, it would appear to
shake the concept of the state, or at least make it shiver a little, since
one of its defining features — the permanent population! — could no
longer be so readily assumed. Then, how could one conceive of
democratic legitimacy if the people from whom this legitimacy
supposedly emanates, are dispersed? And what would it imply for
international relations if one of the constituent parts of the “physical
base” (Buzan 1991) of the nations in question was no longer so firmly

I Convention on Rights and Duties of States (art. 1); cf. Hollifield (2004: 887).
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and physically in place? Would today’s state of affairs, in which
outsiders are not considered as having any legitimate claims to demand
inclusion into a political community of which they are not part, in the
end have to be opened up for interrogation?

This way, what appears as a seemingly mundane empirical
observation on the normal and permanent character of migration,
ultimately seems to have the capacity of opening up crucial questions
concerning territorialized belonging and the boundaries of political
community. Now, I dare assume, this was not the intention of the
authors of the above quotations. They were taken from the final
documents of two different policy initiatives, the Hague Process and
the Berne Initiative, that both set out to shape common understandings
on migration. In this, they are part of a currently emerging migration
discourse at the global level. This is a truly novel development.
Migration is often understood as constituting a “missing regime” in the
international institutional framework (Ghosh 2007): the authority to
decide on matters regarding entry and stay still lies almost exclusively
with states, and they have, until recently, been very reluctant to even
discuss the issue in global forums. While migration was thus largely
absent from the global policy agenda for most part of the 1990s, it has
now risen to its top. Since around the turn of the millennium, a vast
number of agencies, institutions and organizations within and beyond
the UN system now concern themselves with different aspects of
migration, constituting the complicated pattern of actors and forums
that are now referred to as the emerging “global governance” of
migration (Newland 2005; Green — Thouez 2005; Matsas 2008;
Channac 2007; Tanner 2006). In the process, there have been a number
of attempts at a taking stock of the migration issue, listing its challenges
and benefits and finding areas of common concern for North and
South. As a result, migration is now for the first time being described as
a global issue; as a subject that needs to be dealt with at least partly
through global cooperation and dialogue. The quotations above,
claiming that migration is now a permanent and normal phenomenon,
have appeared in this ongoing process.
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Rethinking migration politics

This dissertation project has arisen from a general curiosity as to how
one can understand the global regulatory function of migration politics.
The overall interest has therefore been oriented to how one can rethink
migration politics from an externalist perspective. The majority of
political science studies approach migration politics internally,
understanding individual states’ migration politics as the dependent
variable which results from the interplay of a range of internal factors,
considered independent variables. Power is then understood in terms
of the relative weight and influence of different domestic actors
(Zolberg 1999a; cf. Castles — Vasta 2004; Cornelius — Tsuda 2004;
Martin 2004; Hammar 1999; Freeman 1995; Money 1997). But as
migration occurs precisely at the border of the domestic and the
international, it could also be situated in an external, or global,
perspective. Then, migration politics appears as resulting mainly from
the interaction of the capitalist economy on the one hand and the
system of territorial states on the other (Sciortino 2000: 215). In this
context, power is about the regulative role of migration politics within
North-South relations. Taking this position, Aristide Zolberg writes
that the restrictive migration politics of the richer countries of the globe
“constitutes a sine qua non for maintaining the Westphalian
international state system as well as the privileged position of the core
states and their populations amid highly unequal conditions” (1999a
[1277]; cf. Castles 2004a: 223; Harris 2002; Petras 1980; Piore 1979).

While not denying that migration politics plays a part in
upholding global inequalities, I have been searching for alternative ways
of exploring migration politics. Most accounts of migration politics
seem to depart from the assumption that we already know what this
particular political activity consists in (the regulation of entry and stay)
as well as who the “protagonists” are (migrants on the one hand, state
actors on the other). States and migrants are understood as existing
separately from each other; states appear as pre-constituted actors who
would have been there in the same way whether or not migrants turned
up at their borders, while migrants, individually and collectively, appear
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as existing independently of the states which they confront (cf. Joppke
1998b:5).

As I have seen it, a fruitful way of developing an alternative
conceptualization of migration politics must begin by challenging these
assumptions. A first step is to broaden the conceptualization of power
in this context. A distinction can be drawn between “politics” and “the
political”’; where the narrower “politics” refers to the field of activities
ordinarily referred to as the political sphere, and which covers elections,
political parties, parliaments, as well as international organizations,
diplomacy and so on. “The political”, in contrast, refers to politics in a
broader meaning, to the “very social order which sets out a particular,
historically specific account of what counts as politics and defines other
areas of social life as not politics” (Edkins 1999: 2; cf. Mouffe 2000: 30-
31). In this context, the notion of “the political” highlights that power
in migration politics is about much more than the relative strength of
actors; it is inherent in the very constitution of the sphere and the
activities that we know as migration politics.

Following from this, I take power to be inherent in the way that
migration is delimited and defined as a subject of politics, and in the
way that states are constituted and empowered as the main actors for
handling it. Poststructural international relations (IR) theory offers one
way of approaching migration politics from a perspective which is at
once externalist and employs a wider notion of power. Writers such as
Ashley (1988; 1989), Walker (1993), Weber (1995) and Devetak (1995a;
1995b) have deconstructed the distinction between the domestic and
the international, arguing that the state has no essence, but only exists
as an effect of the discourses and practices that continually reproduce
the dichotomy between inside and outside. In this vein, Nevzat Soguk
(1999) argues that refugee discourse is a field in which the state is both
challenged and reproduced. Refugees defy the territorial order by
symbolizing the failure of states to protect and care for their own
citizens. Yet at the same time, refugee discoutses also contribute to
reproducing a state-centric vision of the wotld, merely by figuring as its
aberration; when we talk of refugees, argues Soguk, we simultaneously
reify the normality of the state-citizen relation as the only proper model
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for political being (cf. Nyers 1999)2. While Soguk is exclusively
concerned with refugees, the same type of analysis could be applied to
migration politics. From this perspective, one could thus approach
migration politics as one site in which the distinction between the
inside and the outside is reproduced. Hence, the global regulatory
function of migration politics is here understood in terms of how it
normalizes the contingent social organization of the state system.

The strength of the poststructural IR perspective is the link that
it creates between migration politics and the reinforcement of the state
system. Migration politics is often discussed in relation to more
immediate political concerns, such as its effects of wages or its
potentials for development; in contrast, this perspective presents
migration politics as an ethically charged activity which is involved in
the reproduction of a particular form of political community. But while
thought-provoking, it does have its limitations. On the one hand, it fails
to account for any other form of power in relation to migration politics.
For instance, the possibilities of moving across borders are unequally
distributed among different groups of people; sociologist Zygmunt
Bauman has even dubbed in “the main stratifying factor” in our era
(1998: 2). As migration politics is concerned with the selection of those
that are allowed entry, it is a main factor in producing this stratification
if approached at the aggregate (world) level — yet, this is a dimension of
the power of migration politics which cannot be accounted for from
this perspective. On the other hand, while providing a clear — although
highly abstract — idea of how the state system is reproduced, its own
presupposition (that this occurs through discourses that reproduce the
inside/outside dichotomy) appears to limit its usefulness for empirical
analysis. It seems that any empirical analysis which is undertaken only
from this perspective is destined only to find evidence for the
inside/outside distinction, not being able to capture much else.

2 These arguments will be further explored in chapter 4.
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Governmentality

With the above-mentioned hesitations in mind, I have instead chosen
to try to approach the general question of how to rethink migration
politics mainly through an engagement with the perspective of
governmentality. The term “governmentality” was coined by the later
Foucault (1991a; 2004; 2007) and the perspective has since been
developed by a range of scholars from different branches within the
social sciences (Rose et al 2006; Dean 1999; Burchell et al 1991; Barry
et al 1996; Dean — Hindess 1998; Lovgren — Johansson 2007). The
concept governmentality is used in two different ways within the
literature (Dean 1999: 16). In its broad sense, it offers a general
understanding of the exercise of power which is focused on the
relationship between power and knowledge; between government and
thought (ibid: 19). The focus lies with discerning and interrogating
“mentalities of government” — understood as relatively systematic ways
of thinking of the practice of governing ourselves or others in a broad
range of contexts (ibid: 211; cf. Raco — Imrie 2000: 2190; Walters —
Haahr 2005: 5-6). As Serensen and Torfing (2005: 115) explain,
governmentality studies do not centre on who is governing, or whether
a specific type of government is legitimate or efficient. Instead, the
main objective is to ‘“denaturalize” government by exposing its
historical and contingent character, and showing how relations of
power are implicated in its processes; attempting to understand how a
given domain is constituted as governable and what mentalities that lies
behind specific forms of government (ibid: 127; cf. Dean 1999: 29).
While governmentality has affinities with more purely poststructural
perspectives, such as the one mentioned above, it contrasts with them
in being more empirical and historical in its orientation, being
concerned with power in its local and technical manifestations (Larner
— Walters 2004a: 3-4). It thereby offers a general approach that can be
used for rethinking migration politics, which keeps the general outlook
of poststructuralism, yet is more adept to empirical investigations.

As Dean (1999: 16) emphasises, the term governmentality also
has a more specific meaning, then denoting a particular way of thinking
about and exercising power that emerged in eatly modern Europe, and
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which is distinguished by holding the population as its main target
(Foucault 1991a: 102). While theorists within this tradition have
interrogated into a wide variety of aspects of the constitution of the
population as a target for modern governmental interventions, the
formative role of national borders has attracted very little attention
(Walters 2006: 188-189). When migration politics is approached from
an externalist perspective, its role for regulating the border between
national and global populations becomes apparent. I therefore suggest
that a study of migration politics can add a dimension to the study of
populations with which the governmentality perspective is concerned.

I take the neglect of borders to be indicative of a major weakness
of the school: its until now almost complete neglect of the international
sphere. However, there is now a small but growing number of authors
that employ elements from governmentality theory to analyze various
international concepts and processes (e.g. Walters — Haahr 2005; Larner
— Walters 2004a; 2004b; Sending — Neumann 2006; Neumann —
Sending 2007; Hindess 2000; Abrahamsen 2004; Bartelson 2006; Dillon
— Reid 2000; Jabri 2006; 2007). It is to this line of investigation, which
one can a bit hesitantly call “global governmentality” (Larner-Walters
2004a) to which this study wishes to contribute, through an exploration
of migration politics.

Aims of the study

The overarching ambition of this endeavour has been to rethink
migration politics from an externalist perspective. While most political
science studies on the subject focus on its internal, domestic side, this
study, in contrast, is concerned with exploring the global regulative
function of migration politics. I have chosen to approach this task by
advancing the Foucauldian governmentality perspective, which has so
far been very sparsely used in the study of migration politics. In
engaging with governmentality, I want to contribute to the school of
“global governmentality” — the small but growing line of research that
apply elements of this theoretical perspective for analysing various
processes of global rule. More precisely, the main aim of this study is
therefore to rethink migration politics through an  engagement with the
governmentality perspective.
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Another ambition for this endeavour is to shed light on a
specific development within the field of migration politics, namely that
which is now sometimes referred to as the emerging global governance
of migration, and which was mentioned briefly in the introductory
section. Since migration has only very recently become a subject for
discussions and involvement at the global level, there have so far been
very few studies made on this topic. In this, it contrasts with the
migtration politics at the level of individual states and of the EU, which
have been quite amply studied (Cornelius et al 2004; Geddes 2003;
Guiraudon — Lahav 2007; Guiraudon — Joppke 2001; Schierup et al
2006).

The little that has been written on the global governance of
migration is primarily actor-centred in character (Newland 2005; Green
— Thouez 2005; Matsas 2008; Channac 2007; Tanner 2006). With a
governmentality perspective, focus falls instead on how the domain of
migration is being constituted as governable, and how the suggested
goals and means of migration politics are enabled. Whereas studies of
the global governance of migration tend to focus on relations between
actors and the character of new forms of cooperation, a global
governmentality study instead centres on how the area of migration and
migration policy is described now that it, for the first time, is
approached at the global level®. A secondary aim is then to use the
governmentality perspective to explore the emerging global description of migration
and migration politics. Thus, while the main objective is to advance the
perspective of governmentality, 1 also wish to contribute to the
understanding of this emerging empirical field. My specific input
consists in moving from global governance to global governmentality.
Thereby I am providing a different reading of ongoing developments,
not making any generalizing claims or predictions.

3Alternatively, one could have chosen to write of an emerging global “discourse” on
migration politics (cf. Boucher 2008). As will be explained below, what I am doing is
not strictly a discourse analysis; yet I make extensive use of the theorizations of Michel
Foucault, who is strongly associated with (a particular form of) discourse analysis.
Hence, in order to avoid confusion, I have chosen to use the term “description”
instead.
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In sum, I want to make two main contributions with this study.
Firstly, I want to further the study of global governmentality, i.c. the
orientation of research which uses governmentality for approaching a
variety of global forms of rule. My contribution here consists in
bringing elements from the governmentality perspective to bear on
international migration politics, a field which has so far been relatively
neglected by the school. Secondly, I want to draw attention to the
global governance of migration, an empirical field which has so far
been sparsely studied. The way I contribute to this field is by providing
an alternative and non-actor centred reading, based on governmentality.

From the ambition to “engage” with governmentality follows
that my relation to the school, and especially with its main inspirer
Michel Foucault, is somewhat ambiguous, since I partly rely on it, partly
try to further it, and partly criticise it. I rely on Foucault for the general
metatheoretical outlook, and I also make use of concepts developed
within this perspective in approaching migration politics. I attempt to
further the governmentality perspective by using it in the context of
migration politics, and more specifically in my selected empirical field.
In so doing, I also complement the perspective’s understanding of
historical mentalities of government by adding insights from other
theoretical strands (international relations, history of migration
controls, critical geography and anthropology). Finally, I take a critical
stance towards governmentality, in particular for its until now almost
exclusive focus on processes occurring at the inside of states. As a
whole, this study can be regarded as a critique against the
governmentality perspective; yet simultaneously as an attempt at
advancing it.

Studying the governmentality of migration politics

As has been pointed out above, governmentality is understood as
simultaneously a general approach to politics and as a specific modern
configuration of power and knowledge which Foucault identified in his
teachings of the modern state. I take the double meaning of its central
term as indicative of a certain vagueness which marks this theoretical
perspective.  Wendy Brown has noted that “the notion of
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governmentality is both extremely theoretically fecund and woetully
underspecified” (2003: n2). However, as she continues, “[p]erhaps it
could not be the former without being the latter” (ibid). While offering
important insights into modern forms of governing, the
governmentality perspective suffers from a certain imprecision as
concerns methodology and terminology. And as there literature on
global governmentality is still very limited, there is no established way
of conducting such a study, and as a researcher one therefore has to
invent ways in which to apply the associated terms and concepts.

Here, 1 have chosen to tackle this difficulty by rethinking
migration politics through an engagement with the governmentality
perspective at three different levels of abstraction. At the first and most
abstract level, I turn to the role of migration politics within the state
system as such, the main aims being to highlight how the international
is implicated in the constitution of the migration problem and to
develop a systemic understanding of states’ sovereign right to control
immigration. 1 make wuse of Barry Hindess® (2000; 2002)
conceptualization of the state system. Hindess criticises the
governmentality school for its neglect of the international sphere, and
furthers a way of understanding the state system as “a dispersed regime
of governance covering the overall population of the states concerned”
(2000: 1494). I expand on Hindess’ thoughts by complementing it with
literature from poststructural IR theory, critical geography and
anthropology. From this perspective, the control over migration
appears as a structural requitement which is connected to a specific
understanding of political community and to an understanding of
people as normally sedentary. The way this level (corresponding to
chapter 4) relates to governmentality is mainly as a critique of its
limitation to the national arena, but it also signifies an attempt at
employing the notion of governmentality to the state system. The way
this level relates to the global description of migration and migration
politics is that it outlines the contours of a state system governmentality
which will be used for contrast and comparison.

The second, somewhat less abstract level, places migration
politics within the continuity of the governmental concern with
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managing circulation, i.e. distinguishing between good and bad
movements and maximizing the good while attempting to suppress the
bad. In the field of migration politics, such concerns can be understood
as involving how elements of the human population are to be
“distributed”, i.e. whose movement is deemed desirable/undesirable,
whose movements should be stimulated and whose suppressed; who
are to be given access to what territories and on what conditions. At
this level (corresponding to chapter 5), I seek to historicize migration
politics, using elements from Foucault’s own genealogy of forms of
power, as well as historical accounts of migration restrictions and
border control. As the main aim is to develop an externalist
perspective to migration politics, I approach the management of
circulation at the aggregate (global) level, making use of critical
sociology and geography on how the possibilities for movement are
very unevenly distributed. This level of abstraction is related to the
governmentality perspective in the sense that it seeks to further one of
its concepts by applying it in the context of migration politics globally.
It is also related to the global description of migration and migration
politics in that it develops a background for analyzing it in terms of
how the management of circulation is thought, when approached from
a global perspective.

The third, and least abstract level turns most directly to the case
at hand: the global description of migration and migration politics (this
corresponds to chapter 6). In order to analyze the mentality of
governing migration at this level, it makes use of the concept “political
rationality” (Rose 1999; Rose — Miller 1992). In this context, the notion
of rationality should not be taken to imply any absolute Reason.
Instead, to Foucault, rationalities are manifold and relative, and
embodied in systems of governmental practice (Foucault 1991b: 79).

A question that may arise in this context is how political
rationalities relate to the more commonly used term “discourse”,
especially given the strong association of Foucault with the latter. Part
of the answer is that they belong to two different phases of Foucault’s
work. Discourse is associated with his “archeological” period (Foucault
1972), whereas governmentality and its associated concepts belongs to
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his “genealogical” period*. From this follows a change in focus —
whereas the objective for Foucauldian discourse analyses is to map out
the rules and internal organizations of discourses — petrceived of as
relatively autonomous systems of statements — governmentality
analyses are more concerned with the link between power and
knowledge and approach language as only one element through which
reality is rendered governable (Rose et al 2006: 89). Compared to more
poststructural versions of discourse theory (e.g. Laclau — Mouffe 1985),
that do unite discourse to analyses of power and conflict, one might say
that governmentality studies are somewhat less abstract, less
linguistically oriented, and narrower in focus (cf. Walters and Haahr
2005: 5-7; Larner — Walters 2004a: 3).

So, the most concrete level is not a discourse analysis. Instead, it
is a study of the mentality of governing migration that emerges within
the global governance of migration. A difficulty that follows is that
while a range of rather concrete methods have been developed for
discourse analyses, this is not quite the case for governmentality
analyses®. The way that I have chosen to handle this challenge at the
most concrete level, is by employing the concept political rationality by
way of operationalisation. As is further explained in chapter 3, tracing a
political rationality involves being attentive to its epistemological, its
idiomatic, and its moral dimensions (Rose 1999; Rose — Miller 1992).
However, such a study runs the risk of ending up merely descriptive if
not related to anything else (cf. Dean 2007: 50). Therefore, I will relate
the political rationality that I trace the two other levels of abstraction.
This means that when tracing the political rationality I will be especially
attentive to the ways in which it continues and challenges the
governmentality of the state system and the current practice of
managing global circulation.

4 See Howarth (2000); Mills (2003); O’Farrell (2005) for discussions concerning this
periodization.

5 For overviews and comparisons between different discourse theoretical schools, and
for introductions to the methods of discourse analysis, see Winther Jorgensen and
Phillips (2000), Bétjesson (2003), Howarth (2000); Torfing (1999), Neumann (2003);
Esmark et al (2005).
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As will be explained in chapter 6, the quite vague term
“migration management” has become increasingly common in
migration policy discourse, not only at the global but also at national
and regional levels. Since the term mark the documents produced at the
global level to a large extent, I have chosen to name the political
rationality I trace from the global description of migration and
migration politics “the political rationality of global migration
management”. However, the reader should note that global migration
management is not an established term, but one that I have chosen for
convenience.

General orientation and metatheoretical points of departure

As was pointed out above, governmentality studies largely aim at
“denaturalizing” forms of government (Serensen — Torfing 2005: 115).
To Rose (1999: 20), “[i]t is a matter of introducing a kind of
awkwardness into the fabric of one’s experience, of interrupting the
fluency of the narratives that encode that experience and making them
stutter”. Governmentality studies, he explains, aim at introducing a
critical attitude to things that appear given, timeless or unquestionable
(ibid). If one concentrates on the purpose of research, and relates it to
Robert W. Cox’s (1981) distinction between “problem-solving” and
“critical” theory, governmentality studies hence falls squarely within the
latter category. Just like its name implies, the first strand of theory aims
at solving problems, and it does so within the parameters that are set by
prevailing social relationships and institutions; rather than challenging
the general pattern of these relationships and institutions, problem-
solving theory wants to improve them by indicating effective ways of
dealing with particular difficulties. This is not to say that such research
does not criticise specific relations or institutions — in the case of
migration politics, much problem-solving literature has criticised
existing forms of global governance (or lack thereof) on the basis of
economic, human rights or security concerns, and thereby suggested
ways of improving the current institutional architecture®.

¢ See chapter 2, under the heading “The missing regime”.
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However, the criticism of critical theory is of a different kind.
Rather than taking the existing social relations and institutions as point
of departure, critical theory calls them into question — it “...is directed
towards an appraisal of the very framework for action...which
problem-solving theory accepts as its parameters” (Cox 1981: 129). To
Cox, problem-solving theory risks to reify and legitimate the existing
order, while critical theory opens it up for interrogation and hence for
finding different alternatives (cf. Smith 2001: 235-237). An important
goal is therefore precisely to “make strange” the field under study — to
observe it in a different light than what is offered by dominating
categories or distinctions, showing how relations and institutions of the
current order are not natural or necessary but contingent (Alvesson —
Deetz 2000: 185). Governmentality analyses share this larger purpose
with other theoretical strands within the “critical” category; their
objective is to “show how our taken-for-granted ways of doing things
and how we think about and question them are not entirely self-evident
or necessary” (Dean 1999: 21; 2007: 50; cf. Raffnsoe — Gudmand-
Hoyer 2005: 157).

Cox’s distinction between problem-solving and critical theory
provides a useful guide for locating governmentality theory according
to its general theoretical purpose, and it serves well to contrast the
ambition of this study with other “problem-solving” approaches to
migration governance. However, the Gramsci-inspired brand of critical
theory with which Cox is associated sits ill with governmentality if
looked at from a slightly different angle. In Steve Smith’s (1995: 26-30)
categorization of social science theories, governmentality belongs to the
“constitutive” group together with other post-positivist approaches,
which holds that the social world does not exist independently of our
theories about it, but is at least partly shaped by the concepts and
representations that we have of it. However, post-positivists make up a
heterogeneous group. The division between what Smith labels
foundationalist and anti-foundationalist theory splits the constitutive
group over epistemology. What is at stake is the possibility of finding
some sort of neutral or objective procedure by which theories or
hypotheses of the world can be tested or evaluated. The part of
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constitutive theory that tends towards foundationalism holds that there
is such a (minimal) ground for judging between truth claims. Anti-
foundationalists on the other hand, reject — or are at least sceptical to —
the possibility of judging truth claims since it is ultimately impossible to
find any neutral position for so doing. To Foucault, knowledge and
power imply one another, so that each power relation correlates with
the constitution of a field of knowledge and all forms of knowledge
conversely presuppose and shapes relations of power (Foucault 1979:
27). Hence, the existence of any neutral forms of knowledge is quite
emphatically refused: “Truth”, he said in a 1976 interview, “is a thing of
this world... it induces regular effects of power. Each society has its
regime of truth, its ‘general politics” of truth” (Foucault 1980b: 131).
Since power is inherent in all knowledge systems, the concept “truth”
does not have any foundational referent but instead vaties according to
historical circumstances (Smith 1996: 30). The close connection
between power and knowledge suggests that existing knowledge does
not constitute a place from which to criticise power relations (Brass
2000: 307). Also, because there is no place outside of power relations
where a pure, neutral and disinterested knowledge can develop, one
cannot see the relation between power and knowledge as one of
opposition: “there is not knowledge on one side and society on the
other... but the basic forms of “power-knowledge’” (Foucault 1994ae:
17). Hence, governmentality can be located among what Smith (1995)
calls anti-foundationalists, together with other perspectives influenced
by postmodernism or poststructuralism.

One further point of clarification needs to be made here, and
this is one which concerns the status of social categories. From a
Foucauldian perspective, social categories are not essential, stable or
necessary but instead are merely the ¢ffects of the exercises of power.
There is hence not an external relation between government and its
objects. A major implication for social science that follows is that
research interest is turned away from the actions, capacities or interests
of different actors, and away from finding out of how social
phenomena such as the economy “really” work. Instead, focus is turned
to how and through what means these actors and social phenomena get
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constituted as such. One should here recall that Foucault
conceptualized power as productive. To him, power does not only
repress or prohibit, but it also has creative dimensions — power
“doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that says no, but... it traverses and
produces things, it induces pleasure, forms knowledge, produces
discourse” (Foucault 1980b: 119; cf. Kendall — Wickham 1999: 50)7. To
one of his most renowned interpreters, Paul Veyne, Foucault’s main
contribution to social and political analysis lies precisely here; in the
replacement of objects and subjects with practices as the main focus for
analysis (Veyne 1997). Importantly, Veyne insists that “practices” here
should be understood in the straightforward sense: Foucault did not
aim to uncover a hidden deep structure of meaning but to reveal
empirically how concrete changes in governmental thought and practice
has actively shaped the constitution of objects and subjects®. In this
vein, Nikolas Rose has characterised governmentality studies as
“empirical but not realist” (1999: 19). This research focus has allowed
Foucault and followers within this tradition to denaturalize and
historicize social categories which have previously been assumed stable
— such as citizens, individuals, or the state — and which for this school

7 It is in this sense that Foucault talks of power as “capillary” or “micro-physical” — it
“reaches into the very grain of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into
their actions and attitudes, their discourses, learning processes and everyday lives”
(1980d: 39). This could lead one to think that subjects are totally unfree, but Foucault
emphasises that power is only exercised over subjects that are free and have the
possibility of resistance (Foucault 1994ba: 342; Hartmann 2003).

8 Foucault himself (1991b: 75) explained that he understood “practices” as “places
where what is said and what is done, rules imposed and reasons given, the planned and
the taken for granted meet and interconnect” and that he saw such practices as having
up to a point their own logic, regularities and self-evidence which was independent of
institutions, prescribed ideologies and pragmatic circumstances. See O’Farrell (2005: 71)
for a discussion of how this notion of “practices” challenged the “theory/practice
divide” and allowed Foucault to treat all social and cultural human activities (linguistic
and otherwise) at the same level of order. However, in the broader governmentality
literature, as well as in Foucault’s own work, terms tend to ovetlap. I take “practices”,
the “exercise of power” and the activity of “government” to refer to roughly the same
thing: the concrete dimensions of managing any aspect of human conduct. In the
context of this study, I shall use the terms interchangeably.
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appear are merely the “correlatives of corresponding practices” (Veyne
1997: 157; cf. Tietdviinen et al 2008: 64).

At the whole, this theoretical approach hence “invites us to
consider the relation between individuals and the political order from
the perspective of the different processes whereby the former are
objectified as certain kinds of subject through the way that they are
targeted by political power” (Burchell 1991: 119). The governed
individuals, the governors, the behaviours or actor-orientations
encouraged within a particular field of government — none of these are
seen as essential, objective, necessary or natural. Instead, they are
decentred and seen as secondary to governmental practices. As the
larger purpose of this approach can be understood as “critical” rather
than “problem-solving” in Cox’s terms, the ambition is to denaturalize
the parameters for migration governance rather than reifying them by
taking them for granted. From the categorization of governmentality as
anti-foundationalist follows that knowledge of migration cannot be
regarded as neutral or absolute. The denial of essential categories forces
the researcher to refrain from assuming that the objects and subjects of
migration policy pre-exist the discussions over its government, and
instead turn the research interest to how — through what practices or
relations of power — these are constituted therein. When researching
the governmentality of any given issue area, one must hence avoid to
take the stated knowledge and its given categories at face value, and
instead approach it in terms of the power relations it presupposes and
forms. The knowledge on migration expressed in the global description
of migration and migration politics should hence be seen as enabled
and constrained by historical circumstance, as integral to the relations
of power which shapes migration as an object of government.

<

Material, delimitations, outline of the study

Material

I use two different types of material. For developing an understanding
of the governmentality of the state system and of the management of
circulation, i.e. the two most abstract levels of analysis, I expand the
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governmentality with insights from other academic traditions. These
include poststructural international relations theory, critical geography,
anthropology, sociology and the history of border controls.

Concerning the global description on migration and migration
politics, collection of material has been complicated by the fact that in
the field of migration, there is no central international organization or
agency, nor is there any Code of Conduct or any other single document
that reasonably can be thought to represent a common and generally
accepted view on the subject. Therefore, in attempting to grasp the few
general points of what I will call the “political rationality of global
migration management”, a wide range of sources and different sorts of
material has been covered. The material that has been included in my
reading is all written in the context of the efforts of trying to enhance
international cooperation and dialogue on the subject of migration, and
it addresses migration as a global concern. It includes texts from
different independent initiatives (Berne Initiative, Hague Process), that
seek to enhance shared norms and improve the handling of migration.
It also includes background texts, reports, statements and summaries
from the High-Level Dialogue on Migration and Development (HLD)
and the Global Forum on Migration and Development (GFMD)?.
While these are the only global forums in which discussions have been
entirely dedicated to migration, the subject has been included as a sub-
issue at international conferences (e.g. the International Conference on
Population and Development 1994 and the World Conference against
Racism 2001), and my reading has included declarations and
programmes of actions from such conferences. The report of the single
international commission that has focused exclusively on the subject of
migration — the Global Commission on International Migration
(GCIM) — is included, as are reports from other commissions which
have covered migration as one of their subject (e.g. the World
Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization and the
Commission on Human Secutity). I also include material from vatious
international organizations — in particular from the International

? The HLD and the GFMD will be introduced in chapter 2.
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Labour Organization (ILO) and the International Organization of
Migration (IOM). Civil society material has been used to a limited
extent; apart from the mentioned Hague Process, I have covered
summaries from civil society hearings in relation to the HLD and the
GFMD, and comments made by individual organizations at these
occasions. The main material and its sources will be further introduced
in chapter 2.

During the course of my work, I have also had the opportunity
to interview people involved in the mentioned organizations and
commissions. Most of these interviews took place in Geneva in April
2006. These interview sources have provided the insiders’ perspective
on the ongoing developments and the prospects of international
cooperation, and they are here used in chapter 2.

Delimitations and caveats
This study is concerned with a specific instance of the politics of international
migration. This implies four important delimitations. First, it is not a
study of migration or human movement as such, but of the politics
surrounding it. It is hence not concerned with the lived experience of
migrants themselves.

Secondly, this text is concerned with international migration only.
Thus, the politics concerning the important share of migration that
occurs within the boundaries of individual states — from city to city or
from rural to industrialized areas — falls out of purview.

Thirdly, it is concerned with migration politics only. This excludes
two main areas that are related but cleatly separate in contemporary
political practice. On the one hand, it disregards from other forms of
movements. The newness of the ongoing developments at the global
level is precisely that they are concerned with migration, conceived of
as the woluntary movement of people across borders for an extended
period of stay (mainly, but not exclusively, for purposes of labour).
Hence, neither the forced movements of refugees and asylum seekers
nor other forms of short-term mobility (business visitors, tourists,
exchange students etc.) are the subject of the global governance of
migration.
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On the other hand, it excludes the area which Tomas Hammar
(2006) has called “immigrant policy”, i.e. the conditions and rights
extended to newcomers by receiving states. In this study, migration
politics is only understood in the sense of regulation of movement, of
the conditions for entry and exit. Hence, it disregards from the policies
of integration or exclusion, assimilation or multiculturalism that occur
within separate states.

Fourthly, this study is concerned with a specific instance within
the politics of international migration. Its empirical focus is the global
description of migration and migration politics emerging from text
documents produced with the aim of encouraging cooperation over
this question at the global level. It could probably be argued that as
migration politics is still very much dominated by individual states, the
national level is the proper focus of analysis. But if one wants to
scrutinize the problem formulation of migration from a global
perspective, as a way of understanding the management of global
population, then the chosen case is not only the “best” one, but actually
the only one.

To this should be added one important caveat, which concerns
the interpretation of the material presented here. From the use of the
concept “political rationality” follows that the emphasis falls on
commonalities rather than dissimilarities (cf. Rose 1999: 26-28). My
ambition has not been to map out the different positions of various
actors. Instead, I have let the concept political rationality guide me to
grasp a few points from the global description of migration and
migration politics on which there is a broad convergence, and which
are of interest given the focus on the state system regime of governance
and on circulation. What follows is that differences between the various
actors, that from other points of view appear very important, are to a
degree downplayed!0.

10 For instance, different actors seem to be concerned with migrants’ rights to varying
degrees, a fact which appears more important from the point of view of migrant
activism than it does in this present reading. In any case, a study aiming at mapping
different positions on this issue would probably need to turn to a different material
than the documents studied here.
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Outline of the study
This study falls into seven chapters. Chapter 1 presented the subject of
analysis and introduced the theoretical points of departure.

Chapter 2, The Global Governance of Migration, is mainly a
background chapter, which introduces the developments towards
dialogue and cooperation at the global level. In mapping out the
various actors (i.e. international organization, commissions, initiatives
etc.) that are commonly understood to make up the current global
governance on migration, the sources to the documents under study of
the global description of migration and migration politics are also
presented. This chapter stands a little aside of the rest of the study, and
the reader who is already familiar with these developments does not
need to read it.

Chapter 3, Gowvernmentality presents the main tenets of the
Foucauldian approach to government. It introduces the different forms
of power, that were identified by Foucault in his genealogy of the
modern state, and that will be used for approaching the question of
circulation in chapter 5. It also discusses the main tools with which the
case of the global description of migration and migration politics will be
approached in chapter 6, most importantly the concept “political
rationality”.

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 develop ways of rethinking migration
politics externally through an engagement with the governmentality
perspective at falling levels of abstraction. Chapter 4, Global
Governmentality centres on the role of migration politics within the state
system, conceptualized as a dispersed regime of governance covering
the human population. It is suggested that the sovereign right to
control immigration is a structural requirement of this system, and as
such is connected to a particular, modern, understanding of political
community and to the conceptualization of people as normally resident
within the borders of their respective states. This chapter criticises the
governmentality school’s heretofore limitation to domestic processes,
but it also wants to rectify or amend it by approaching the state system
as embodying a particular mentality of government. It also provides a
background for analyzing the global description of migration and
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migration politics by seeing it as continuous with and/or diverging
from state system governmentality.

In chapter 5, Circulation, the migration politics is placed within
the historical continuity of the governmental concern to regulate
circulation; i.e. the quest to distinguish good from bad movement and
finding measures to respectively enhance and suppress it. It thus
employs a concept from the governmentality perspective but applies it
in the new context of how global migration is governed. In the
historical background, it makes use of the different forms of power that
Foucault identified. This chapter also provides a background for
analyzing the global description of migration and migration politics.

Chapter 6, The Political Rationality of Global Migration Management,
contains the main empirical investigation, turning to the global
description of migration and migration politics. In trying to grasp the
mentality of governing global migration, it makes use of the concept
“political rationality”, in its epistemological, idiomatic and moral
dimensions. It also relates these findings to the state system as a regime
of governance and to circulation; attempting to uncover how this
governmental rationality both continues and reconfigures the current
management of the human population. Finally, the 7% chapter —
Conclusions — sums up and discusses the main findings.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Global Governance
of Migration

Just a few years ago, many people did not think it possible to discuss
migration at the United Nations. Governments, they said, would not
dare to bring into the international arena a topic on which their citizens
are so sensitive. Yet here you are, and I sense that the mood is
changing (United Nations 2006a).

In his address to the General Assembly at the High-Level Dialogue on
Migration and Development in 2006, then UN Secretary-General Kofi
Annan commended governments’ changed attitude towards global-level
discussions on migration. An area perceived of as closely related to
state sovereignty, and moreover highly controversial — not only in the
sense that host state citizens are “sensitive”, but also because it has
tended to pit the North against the South — migration was kept outside
from international forums for most part of the first post-Cold War
decade. This changed around the turn of the millennium. “Suddenly”,
comments Kathleen Newland, “migration was everywhere one looked,
in the UN system and beyond” (2005: 1). Not only have state
governments started to engage in global dialogue and developed new
cooperative venues for the purpose. The past decade has also seen an
increasing number of international organizations becoming involved in
migration in its various aspects, a more conscious organization on part
of non-governmental organizations in order to influence policy-making,
and the emergence of independent policy initiatives with the ambition
to address migration comprehensively.

It has become increasingly common among scholars to make
sense of these recent developments by talking of an emerging global
governance of migration (Green-Thouez 2005; Newland 2005; Matsas
2008; cf. Tanner 2006; Channac 2007). The aim of this chapter is to

- 36 -



offer an overview of these actors and cooperative venues that are
usually denoted by the term global governance of migration. It hence
contrasts with subsequent chapters, in which an alternative reading on
the basis of governmentality theory will be elaborated. The role of this
chapter within the study is threefold: first, since the developments at
the global level are very recent and not widely known, it offers the
necessary background information to this area of investigation. Second,
it presents the sources of the material that is used in the following
analysis — the main documents being written in italics. Third, by
mapping out the different actors and arenas, it illustrates what may be
thought of as the “standard story” of the global governance of
migration, to which the alternative reading to be developed in
subsequent chapters poses a contrast. Thereby, the potential
contributions of the governmentality perspective — its benefits and
weaknesses — will become clear for the reader.

This chapter is only concerned with “global governance” as it is
used in the context of migration. It hence does not offer a general
overview of how this concept is used in international relations theory!!.
The characterisation of the current state of cooperation, the selected
actors and the developments depicted, largely follows those that are
commonly described in this context (cf. Martin 2005; Green — Thouez
2005; Tanner 2006; Newland 2005). Additionally, it includes
information provided by interviews conducted with people involved in
the migration policy community in Geneva in 2006.

The chapter’s first section introduces the ways in which global-
level cooperation over migration has been addressed within scholatly
literature. The second section covers the level of existing binding forms
of cooperation in migration and related fields. The third section maps
out the central actors: the international organizations, commissions and
independent initiatives, and assesses the degree of civil society
involvement. Finally, the fourth section concerns the emerging forums
for interstate cooperation and dialogue.

11 For ovetviews, see Pattberg (2006); Sending — Neumann (2006).
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The missing regime

Commentators often talk of migration as constituting a “missing
regime”1? (Ghosh 2007), a “lacuna” in the international institutional
framework (Bhagwati 2003b). While states have developed international
cooperative structures in a range of issue areas (such as international
trade and finance, security, human rights or the environment) this has
not been the case in migration (Koslowski 2004: 2; Tamas — Palme
2006: 4)13. States have so far been extremely unwilling to relinquish
formal regulative authority to any supra-national body, and — until
recently — even to discuss the issue in global forums. Instead, migration
has been handled almost exclusively on a unilateral or bilateral basis!4.
A common explanation is that control over migration is the “last
bastion” of state sovereignty; while pressures related to globalization
have diminished sovereignty in the areas of economic policy, trade and
military matters, retaining the control over migration is imperative in
order to assert the continuing relevance of the state (cf. Dauvergne
2003: 3; Hirst — Thompson 1996).

This missing regime is widely deplored among scholars and
within policy circles at the global level. The worldwide character of
today’s migratory movements, and the incapacity of individual states to
handle them efficiently makes this an area appear in need of global
involvement (Newland 2005: 3). Scholars have developed different
proposals for amending the institutional structure. Economist Jagdish

12 Regimes are usually defined as “sets of implicit or explicit principles, norms, rules,
and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given
area of international relations” (Krasner 1982: 180).

13 The refugee regime — which only concerns forced movements — is an exception. This
will be introduced in the next section.

14 It should be noted that international cooperation over migration is not new as such.
Bilateral agreements have existed for a long time; the classic examples being the
German Gastarbeiter (1960s) and the American bracero (1940s to 1960s) guestworker
programmes (Miller 2000). But as concerns more comprehensive and multilateral forms
of cooperation, states have so far been very reluctant. In the 1970s, Southern countries
tried to instigate North-South cooperation in the UN over the brain drain problem (i.e.
the loss of skilled citizens due to emigration) but this died out as a result of the
unwillingness of Northern countties (Lohrmann 1997: 317; cf. Hollifield 2000b: 90).
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Bhagwati has for a long time argued for the establishment of a World
Migration Organization (WMO), functioning analogously the World
Trade Organization (WTO). The WMO he envisions would provide a
forum for states to negotiate progressive liberalizations of labour
market regulations, which would bring substantial gains to the world
economy (Bhagwati 1998; 2003a; 2003b)1>. Others have proposed less
formal forms of cooperation. For instance, Thomas Straubhaar (2000)
suggests a “General Agreement on Movements of People” (GAMP), as
the labour market complement to GATT for goods and GATS for
services, while Koslowski (2004) instead argues for linking the issue of
migration closer to security, by establishing a “General Agreement on
Migration, Mobility and Security” (GAMMS)1°.

Expressing this felt lack of institutional structures, the UN
Commission on Human Security writes that “The absence of an
international migration arrangement — ordering and regulating the
movement of people between countries through the adoption of agreed
norms, principles and institutions — is remarkable, since it affects the
security of people and of states” (CHS 2003: 45).

In the absence of such an arrangement, scholars have lately
started to talk of an emerging global governance in this field. The term
“global” can here be understood as denoting a level which differs from
the national and the regional. The actors and the forums for discussions
that are covered by this concept all operate at this level. But it can also
be understood in another sense: in IR literature, the term “global” in
the context of governance is usually taken to indicate the increased
influence of non-state actors (Lipschutz 1996: 1; cf. McGrew 2008: 27;

15 Other scholars have argued for the establishment of a WMO for partly different
reasons. To legal scholar Arthur Helton (2003), a WMO is needed because of the
threats to human rights and ultimately to world order which the current lack of
coordination generates. Mehmet Ugur (2007) argues that the principle of free
movement should be embraced, for both economic and ethical reasons, and that a
WMO is needed in order to minimize the risks of movements.

16 Other suggestions include an “International Migration Framework Convention”
(Overbeek 2000; 2002) or a “New International Regime for Orderly Movement of
People” (Ghosh 2000a; 2000b). A more radical proposal is Jordan and Diivell’s
suggestion of a “global basic income” (2003: chap. 5). See also Veenkamp et al (2003).
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Pattberg 2006: 10). However, the global governance of migration is one
in which the state is still unquestionably the central actor!?. The rest of
this chapter is concerned with mapping out the actors and arenas that
are usually covered by the term “global governance” of migration (cf.

Green — Thouez 2005; Newland 2005).

Established forms of cooperation

While states have so far been very hesitant to enter into binding
multilateral commitments in the area of voluntary migration, there are a
few related areas where international cooperation is more robust.

One such area is the refugee regime. It is based on the
definitions and obligations set out in the 1951 Convention Relating to
the Status of Refugees and its 1967 Protocol. In sum 147 states have
acceded to one or both these instruments (UNHCR 2007a: 17), which
also mandate states to cooperate with the UN High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR). The UNHCR thus has a key role in leading and
coordinating operations of protection. International cooperation is here
generally understood in terms of sharing responsibility for assisting and
protecting refugees, and it often takes the forms of agreements over
resettlements or financial support from richer to poorer countries
(Martin 2005: 32). The refugee regime is limited in scope to forced
movements such as refugees!®, asylum-seekers and internally displaced
persons (IDPs), and it hence does not cover voluntary migration or
other forms of cross-border movements (UNHCR 2007b)1°.

17 It has therefore been suggested that the governance of migration should be
understood as “international” rather than “global” (Channac 2007; cf. Tanner 2006).

18 In the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (often referred to as simply the
Refugee Convention), a refugee is a person who “...owing to well-founded fear of
being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular
social group or political opinion” is unable to enjoy protection of his or her country of
nationality (art.1 § 2).

19 On the refugee regime, see Soguk (1999); Rogers — Copeland (2006); Cronin (2003),
Lippert (1999); Lui (2004); Barnett — Finnemore (2004, chap. 4).
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Another associated area in which cooperation has developed
quite quickly is the combat of trafficking and smuggling of migrants2.
In the 1990s, policymakers in major Northern destination countries
increasingly came to view trafficking and smuggling as security
problems, related to uncontrollable borders. In the wake of the terrorist
attacks in New York, London and Madrid, it was realized that terrorists
could make use of the routes that transnational criminal organizations
had established for the smuggling of migrants. This brought a
qualitatively new dimension to the policy linkage between security and
llegal entry. In 2000, the UN Convention against Transnational
Organized Crime, and its Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish
Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children (“the
Trafficking Protocol”) and the Protocol against the Smuggling of
Migrants by Land, Sea and Air (“the Smuggling Protocol”) were
adopted by the UN General Assembly. By early 2004, the Convention
and both its Protocols had already entered into force after having
reached the required number of ratifications. The parties to the
Protocols make commitments to fight smuggling and trafficking,
through joint efforts such as training, information exchange and
strengthening of cooperation between border control agencies in
various ways. The Smuggling Protocol also calls for a general
strengthening of border control, it sets out rules for interdicting and
boarding ships which are suspected of carrying illegal immigrants, it
approves states’ use of carrier sanctions and it commits state to
cooperate in disseminating information to potential migrants in order
to prevent that they fall victims to criminal groups. Both Protocols also
specify that states need to fight “root causes” of smuggling and
trafficking, such as poverty, underdevelopment and the lack of equal
opportunity (Koslowski 2004: 11-12; Martin 2005: 30-32). The
Trafficking and Smuggling Protocols currently have 116 and 108
parties, respectively.

20 The difference between smuggled and trafficked migrants is that those smuggled
have willingly paid to be transported to a country where they expect better life
prospects, trafficked people are victims of criminal groups. However, there are
considerable overlaps — in particular when smuggled migrants end up in debt bondage
or in exploitative or forced labour (Martin 2005: 25).
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If cooperation in the field of refugees can be characterized as
responsibility-shating for protection, and the cooperation over
smuggling and trafficking as state-to-state assistance in fighting
transnational organized crime, then a third form of cooperation can be
seen in the trade agreements negotiated in the World Trade
Organization (WTO). The link between trade liberalization and the
movement of people has been forged through the General Agreement
on Trade in Services (GATS), where the “presence of natural persons”
is one of the four ways (or “modes”) through which services can be
provided (Mode 4)2! (Martin 2005: 33). Mode 4 was originally included
in GATS during the Uruguay round of trade negotiations, as a result of
pressures from developing countries wanting to open up for the
movement of labour as a counterbalance to the movement of capital
represented by Mode 3 (“commercial presence”/foreign investment).
Within the framework of GATS Mode 4, states negotiate binding
commitments to admit temporary movements of “service providers”.
The Agreement hence only covers the movement of persons whose
presence is necessary in order to carry out trade in services — and not
general access to labour markets. The Annex on Movement of Natural
Persons makes explicit that states retain the right to regulate access to
citizenship, residence and employment of a permanent character.
Hence, when defining the affected cross-border movements as
temporary movement of service providers, the point is precisely that
negotiations do 7of concern migration?2,

21 The other three “modes” of supplying services being Mode 1: “cross-border trade”
(for instance, the supply of banking services via email or telecommunications); Mode 2:
“consumption abroad” (for instance, tourism); and Mode 3: “commercial presence”
(for instance, subsidiaries of foreign insurance companies or hotel chains) (WTO 20006).

22 Elements of civil society have reacted strongly against this formulation because it
reduces workers crossing borders to a question of service provision. Locating cross-
border migration for the purpose of work within the trade regime is not only seen as
generally dehumanizing and commodifying, but it also strips the individual of the rights
that go with the status of “migrant worker” in the UN Migrant Workers’ Convention
(to be discussed below). Moreover, the temporariness of stay which is emphasised in
GATS is considered as rendering (especially female) migrants particularly vulnerable to
abuse and exploitation (Gencianos 2005; interview Gencianos, April 4 20006). See also
the list of signatories (mostly trade unions and NGOs) to the statement formulated by
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Nevertheless, in the present context negotiations over Mode 4
are important in that they represent a binding form of international
cooperation in the field of non-forced movements — when states
voluntarily commit to admit a certain number of workers or
professionals, they forego the right to change these rules unilaterally,
should for instance domestic economic or labour market conditions
change. However, so far states have been much more unwilling to make
commitments under Mode 4 than under any of the other modes. And
of the few commitments that have been made, most concern the
movement of highly-skilled professionals although there is nothing that
technically would preclude commitments over low-skilled movements
(interview Carzaniga, April 5 2000).

The lack of enthusiasm for Mode 4 can be seen against the
background of states’ general unwillingness to enter into binding
multilateral commitments in the area of voluntary movements. As
concerns the rights of migrant workers, there are two main ILO
conventions and one UN convention — which all have very low
ratification rates. The ILO Migration for Employment Convention of
1949 (no. 97) focuses on standards in recruitment of migrant workers,
as well as on working conditions. The 1975 ILO Migrant Workers
Convention (no. 143) deals with migrants in abusive conditions, as well
as with equal opportunity and treatment (OHCHR 1995). The two ILO
instruments have only been ratified by 42 and 18 states, respectively.

Low ratification rates have so far also been the fate of the UN
International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All
Migrant Workers and Members of their Families (hereafter referred to
as the “Migrant Workers Convention” [MWC]).

The objective of the MWC is to guarantee that the human rights
of migrant workers are respected, not primarily by creating new rights
but by specifying already existing rights for non-nationals. It establishes
a broad range of civil, social and labour rights against both the host
state and employers. Crucially, the MWC defines a migrant worker as “a
person who is to be engaged, is engaged, or has been engaged in a

the trade union federation Public Services International (Public Services International
2005).
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remunerated activity in a State of which he or she is not a national” (art.
2 § 1) — which means that both regular and irregular (or “illegal”)
migrant workers are covered by the MWC. However, irregular migrants
have fewer rights when it comes to family reunification, liberty of
movement and the participation in public affairs. Also, the MWC does
not require states to regularize irregular migrants; instead it explicitly
acknowledges states’ right to adopt the immigration policies they see fit,
and it encourages them to fight clandestine movements (Bosniak 1991).

The MWC was adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1990,
but it first became operational in 2003, when it got its required 20
ratifications. It is the newest of the seven core UN human rights
instruments and while the others range between 144 (Convention
against Torture) and 194 (Convention on the Rights of the Child)
parties, the MWC has so far only been ratified by 37 states, not
including any of the major destination countries. Several possible
explanations for this low ratification rate have been offered?’. One of
them concerns the general economic and social transformations that
have occurred since the Convention was first being thought of in the
1970s. In that decade Western states were still in need migrant labour,
but when the Convention was adopted unemployment of nationals was
an issue of concern in many destination countries. The end of the Cold
War raised new concerns about immigration, and over the 1990s
Europe’s priority became the fight against illegal immigration and
trafficking. As the Convention was drafted on basis of states’
immigration experience in the 1970s, it might be that it is not
straightforwardly applicable to what is understood as the main
problems and challenges today (Pécoud — de Guchteneire 2004: 9-10).
Moreover, although the MWC does not challenge states’ right to decide
in matters concerning territorial access, it may be that states still
perceive it as threatening to sovereignty (interview Klein Solomon,
April 10 2000). It also seems to be beyond doubt that the granting of
rights to irregular migrant workers is still very controversial and one of
the major reasons why destination countries so far have refrained from

23 See Pécoud — de Guchteneire (2004) for a fuller overview.

_44 -



ratifying it (interview Karlsson, April 21 2006). Another suggestion is
that migrant workers constitute the “least popular” among the
vulnerable groups covered by human rights instruments, generally seen
as less in need of protection than for instance women or children
(interview Edelenbos, April 7 2006; Pécoud — de Guchteneire 2004: 8).

Organizations, initiatives, civil society

The “missing regime” in the area of international migration is manifest
in the low ratification rates of international legal instruments.
Moreover, there is no single central international agency for migration,
in the sense that the UNHCR is for refugees or the WTO is for trade.
Instead, there are a large number of organizations and agencies that are
now concerned with international migration; a compendium from 2002
lists over 50 different organizations, ranging from UN agencies, formal
regional and international organizations to informal regional and
international processes (IOM 2002a; cf. IMP 2002). Most of these
organizations are concerned with only one or a few aspects of
migration, for instance labour migration (International Labour
Organization) or the migration of health workers (World Health
Organization). Comments Susan Martin: “Institutional responsibilities
are spread across many organizations, none having a clear mandate to
work with States to manage flows of people across borders” (2005: 37).
Green and Thouez similarly characterises global migration governance
as “at best, uncalculated in its organization” (2005: 2). Below, I will map
out the more important international organizations, independent
initiatives and civil society organizations?4.

The International Organization for Migration (IOM) was originally
founded as the Intergovernmental Committee for European Migration
in 1951, its purpose being to constitute an economic counter-agency to
the humanitarian UNHCR in the context of handling the people
uprooted as a result of the Second World War (Diivell 2003). Although
it is formally outside of the UN system, the IOM plays an important
role in international migration. It carries out migration-related services

24 For more comprehensive overviews, see Tanner (2006) and Newland (2005).
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for its member states, and is thereby involved in issues ranging from
border control and return of rejected asylum-seekers to labour
recruitment and the arrangement of elections for absentee citizens
(Newland 2005: 8). Importantly, it does not have a mandate to protect,
as does the UNHCR (interviews Crisp, April 6 2006; Gencianos, April
4 2000)%>. The growth of this organization over the past few years
provides a telling illustration of the increased interest in, and concern
over, migration. Whereas in 1998 it had 67 member states, this number
reached 116 in 2005. Over the same period, the number of field
locations increased from 119 to more than 280, projects rose from 686
to more than 1400, the staff increased from 1100 to 5000, and the
budget increased from USD 218,7 million to over USD 1 billion (IOM
2005a).

Besides its operative role, the IOM has created the Migration
Policy, Research and Communications Department, which is in charge
of strategic policy analysis, research, publications and information. The
IOM also promotes the term “migration management” in the context
of migration policy and cooperation (cf. McKinley 2004). In order to
foster common understandings on migration management, it publishes
guidebooks, glossaries and other forms of training material (IOM
2004a; 2004b) in addition to its more general research. In keeping with
the objective to foster cooperation, as set out in its constitution, the
IOM launched the “International Dialogue on Migration” in 2001 to
provide a forum for government representatives and other stakeholders
to meet on a regular basis to explore issues of common concern.

25 Its constitution was revised in 1989 and specifies the following purposes and
functions: a) to make arrangements for organized transfer of migrants to countries that
offer opportunities for orderly migration; b) concern itself with the organized transfer
of refugees, displaced persons and other individuals in need of international migration
services, for whom arrangements may be made between the organization and the states
concerned; c) to provide... migration services such as recruitment, selection,
processing, advisory services and so on; d) to provide similar services, at the request of
states or other international organizations, for voluntary return migration; e) to provide
a forum for states and other organizations for the exchange of views and experiences,
and the promotion of cooperation and coordination of international migration issues,
including studies on such issues in order to develop practical solutions (IOM 1989:
Chap. 1, art. 1).
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The International 1abour Organization (ILO) has the protection of
the interests of migrant workers as one of its purposes, according to its
constitution. But its two main Conventions in this area have, as
discussed above, not been ratified by that many countries. The ILO has
become increasingly active in migration issues in later years (Newland
2005: 9-10). Its international migration programme aims at protecting
the rights of migrant workers as well as at improving the knowledge
base of migration. The World Commission on the Social Dimension of
Globalization was established as an independent body in 2002, chaired
by Tarja Halonen and Benjamin Mkapa. Its goals was to identify
policies to make globalization more inclusive and fair by fostering
development, growth and “decent work”, and it paid attention to
labour migration during the course of its work. The Commission
published its report A Fair Globalization: Creating Opportunities for Al in
2004 (ILO 2004a). In the same year migration was the theme for the
annual International Labour Conference, in preparation of which the
repott Towards a Fair Deal for Migrant Workers in the Global Economy had
been prepared (ILO 2004b). At the Conference, the Resolution Concerning
a Fair Deal for Migrant Workers in a Global Economy was adopted (ILO
2004c). Among other things, it stated that there was a need to elaborate
a non-binding right-based multilateral framework. In 2005, the ILO
adopted the ILO Multilateral Framework on Labour Migration, with the
sub-heading: Non-Binding Principles and Guidelines for a Rights-Based
Approach to Labour Migration 1LO 2000). It outlines a set of non-binding
principles and guidelines to direct the formulation and implementation
of labour migration policies, and can be understood as a “soft law”
instrument? (interview Awad, April 10 2006).

The Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) is
the main UN Human Rights agency. The mechanism that concern

26 If “hard law” refers to legally binding obligations that are precise and that delegate
authority for interpreting and implementing the law to third parties acting under the
constraint of rules, then soft law refers to legal arrangements that are weakened on one
or more of these dimensions (obligation, precision and delegation) (Abbott — Snidal
2000; cf. Abbott et al 2000). It is often used for arrangements in which there are neither
binding rules nor sanctions. Schifer notes that while it thus scores low on obligation
and delegation, it can nevertheless be quite precise (2006: 195).
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migrants is the Special Rapporteur on the Human Rights on Migrants,
who was appointed in 1999 “to examine ways and means to overcome
the obstacles existing to the full and effective protection of the human
rights of this vulnerable group, including obstacles and difficulties for
the return of migrants who are non-documented or in an irregular
situation” (Newland 2005: 12). The OHCHR also hosts the Committee
on Migrant Workers — the treaty monitoring body that supervises the
compliance to the UN Migrant Workers Convention.

The Population Division of The Department of Economic and Social
Affairs DESA) is the coordinating centre of UN agencies dealing with
migration. Its engagement with migration follows from its responsibility
for the follow-up to the Cairo Conference on Population and
Development (ICPD) 1994. It also prepared the High-Level Dialogue
on Migration and Development in 2006 (Newland 2005: 11)%7. The
United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) also promotes the agenda of
the ICPD by encouraging policy dialogue, supporting research and
policy-oriented studies.

It has been suggested that the proliferation of international
organizations has created coordination problems among actors with
partly overlapping mandates, causing the governance of migration
appear “fragmented and incomplete” (Matsas 2008: 3). Of late,
however, there have been attempts at harmonizing the agencies
through the Global Migration Group — an inter-agency mechanism that
meets at regular intervals at the level of heads of agencies?s.

Besides formal international organizations, the last few years
have also seen the emergence of independent initiatives that that have
had the ambition to enhance consensus over migration and migration
policy (Martin 2005: 34). The Berne Initiative was initiated by the Swiss
government in 2001, and hosted by the IOM. It sought to develop “a

27 The Cairo Conference on Population and Development and the High-Level
Dialogue on Migration and Development are further introduced in the next section.

28 It was established by the UN Secretary-General in early 2006, and its membership
consists of the mentioned organizations (IOM, ILO, OHCHR, DESA, UNHCR,
UNFPA) along with UNCTAD (UN Conference on Trade and Development), UNDP
(UN Development Programme), UNODC (UN Office on Drugs and Crime) and the
Wotld Bank (UN DESA 200642).
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common otientation to migration management, based on notions of
cooperation, mutual understanding, patrtnership, comprehensiveness,
balance and predictability” (Gnesa 2004: 9). To this end, the Berne
Initiative brought together source, transit and destination countries in
regional and global consultations. Importantly, this was a states-owned
initiative, in which other stakeholders and interest groups did not have
much say. Its main document, I[nternational Agenda for Migration
Management was published in 2004 (IAMM 2004). The format “agenda”
is meant to indicate that it is non-binding and practical in character
(ibid: 18). It consists of 20 “common understandings” — assumptions
and principles on which states agree — and a set of “effective practices”
that draw on states’ practical experience of migration. As Martin (2005:
36) explains, the Berne Initiative does not challenge international law,
but its common understandings “go well beyond conventions to
achieve consensus on a framework for international cooperation” (cf.
Klein Solomon — Bartsch 2003).

Another independent initiative with consensus-building
ambitions came from civil society. The Hague Process was established in
2000 by the Netherlands’ chapter of the Society for International
Development (SID), and it included more than 500 persons from
governments and intergovernmental organizations, as well as academia,
faith groups, the private and health sectors and NGOs (Martin 2005:
36-37). Although its membership not only included NGOs, it is largely
perceived as an initiative emanating from civil society (cf. Thouez 2004:
4). The Hague Process encouraged a positive view and an international
perspective on asylum and migration questions (UNFPA 2004c: 26). Its
main document was the Declaration of The Hague on the Future of Refugee
and Migration Policy (United Nations 2002b), which presented 21
principles with commentaries on migration management.

The general role of civil society in influencing migration policy
has been characterised as rather limited. NGOs have traditionally been
mainly concerned with offering operational assistance to vulnerable
groups of migrants, but have recently increased advocacy efforts.
However, states and international organizations have so far granted
civil society representatives very restricted access to the formal forumss
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in the field (Thouez 2004; Green — Thouez 2005: 3)?°. There are now
three main categories of NGOs that deal with migration®. The first is
composed by the operational organizations that assist migrants,
refugees and internally displaced persons, and that have a branch
concerned with advocacy. The International Catholic Migration
Commission (ICMC) is one of the main organizations involved with
humanitarian assistance to vulnerable migrants, and it also does
advocacy work on the human rights, counter-trafficking, racism and
protection (interview Ketelers and Bingham, April 6 2006; Thouez
2004: 3). To the second category belong advocacy NGOs explicitly
concerned with migration. Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch are both involved with refugees and forced migrants. The
smaller Migrants Rights International (MRI) and December 18 are
active in the field of migrants’ human rights and take a central part in
the campaign for ratification of the MWC. The third category contains
the networks of NGOs that have been established in order to
strengthen the voice of civil society. One example is the Hague Process
described above, another is the International NGO Platform on the
Migrant Workers Convention IPMWC), a coalition of NGOs which
was set up in 2005 with the purpose of promoting the MWC and
facilitating its implementation and monitoring (December 18 2007).

Emerging forums of cooperation

The lack of a central organization and the unwillingness on part of
states to enter into binding agreements can be seen as indicative of the
“missing regime” in the field of international migration. However, the

29 At the occasions of the High-Level Dialogue (HLD) as well as the Global Forum on
Migration and Development (GFMD) — to be introduced below — consultations with
civil society organizations wete organized separately from governmental discussions (cf.
United Nations 2006k; GFMD 2008) something which has caused some irritation. In
connection to the GFMD 2007, representatives of global trade unions delivered a
statement in which they deplored the Forum’s limited opportunities for engaging in
dialogue with state governments (Council of Global Unions 2007).

30 This categorization follows Thouez (2004: 4-5) and UNFPA (2004c: 42-43), but has
been somewhat modified and updated.
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past few years have seen the appearance of new forums for interstate
cooperation and dialogue, to which we will now turn.

The first attempt at instigating international cooperation over
migration was the Cairo International Conference on Population and
Development (ICPD) in 199431, Here, alongside issues of
reproduction, health, urbanization and gender equality, migration was
for the first time included on the agenda of a major international
political forum. Chapter X of its Programme of Action (United Nations
19952) recognized the positive developmental potentials of migration
for both sending and receiving countries. It also sketched a
comprehensive set of actions in the migration policy area, which
included the opening up for temporary labour migration. In order to
maximize the benefits of migration, it also advocated more dialogue
and cooperation between countries of origin and countries of
destination. While the Programme of Action was endorsed by 160
governments, it did not lead anywhere in practice, as far as cooperation
over migration was concerned. Between 1994 and 20006, the only time
that migration was discussed in an international forum was at the five-
year follow-up of the ICPD. In a special session of the General
Assembly, migration was discussed along with other population issues,
resulting in the adoption of a range of “Key Actions” (United Nations
1999). The ICPD was followed by several General Assembly
resolutions calling for the organization of a UN conference on
migration and development, but this initiative did not materialize.
Scholars have suggested that it was blocked by the major destination
countries who feared North-South conflicts over access to their labour
matkets and territories (Ghosh 2005: 128; Newland 2005: 1). Another
suggested reason is that that Northern governments at the time felt that

the era of great conferences was over (interview Klein Solomon, April
10 2000).

31 This conference is often thought of a milestone in the development of population
policies, since it turned away from the previous understanding of population as a
macroeconomic variable for policy planning. Instead, the Cairo conference put
emphasis on reproductive rights and individual choice as regards family planning, and
the empowerment of women as essential for the attainment of developmental goals
(UNFPA 2004b: 1-9). See Schultz (2005) for a critical reading of the “Cairo consensus”
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Nevertheless, the importance of enhancing international
cooperation has since been restated as several international
conferences, among them the World Conference against Racism in
Durban 2001 (United Nations 2001)32, as well as by a number of
commissions33, For instance, the ILO World Commission on the Social
Dimension of Globalization underscores the need for increased
dialogue between sending and receiving countries and urges countries
to initiate the process towards a general framework on migration:

The ultimate goal would be to create a multilateral framework for
immigration laws and consular practices, to be negotiated by
governments, that would govern cross-border movements of people.
This would be similar to multilateral frameworks that already exist, or
are currently under discussion, concerning the cross-border movement
of goods, services, technology, investment and information (ILO
2004a: 99).

In 2002, then UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan included in his
proposals to reform the United Nations the need to “take a more
comprehensive look at the various dimensions of the migration issue”
(United Nations 2002a: 10; cf. 2005b). After a working group under
Assistant Secretary-General Michael Doyle had concluded that further
analysis was needed, the independent Global Commission on
International Migration (GCIM) was launched in 2003 on the Secretary-
General’s initiative by a number of governments3*. The Commission
contained representatives from governments as well as elements from
civil society, and was co-chaired by Jan O. Karlsson and Mamphela

32 The World Summit for Social Development 1995 (United Nations 1995b)
encouraged inter-state cooperation, the 4 World Conference on Women 1995 (United
Nations 1995¢) paid attention to the plight of women, and the World Conference on
Human Rights 1993 (United Nations 1993) insisted on the ratification of the MWC.

3 The Commission on Global Governance (CGG 1995), the Commission on Human
Security (CHS 2003), the ILO World Commission on the Social Dimension of
Globalization (ILO 2004a), and the Global Commission on International Migration
(GCIM 2005).

3 Switzerland and Sweden took the lead, and developed a draft of the Commission’s
mandate together with Brazil, Morocco and the Philippines. Later, the “core group of
states” was expanded to include 34 governments.
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Ramphele. Its mandate was to place international migration on the
global agenda, to analyze gaps in current policy-making and examine
linkages between migration and other issue areas, and lastly, to present
recommendations on how the governance of migration should be
strengthened. After several consultations with governments and other
stakeholders and five regional hearings in different corners of the globe,
the Commission presented its report Migration in an Interconnected World:
New directions for Action in October 2005 (GCIM 2005). It consists of six
principle for action and thirty-three recommendations on various issues
related to international migration (cf. Martin — Martin 20006).

The High-1evel Dialogne on Migration and Development

About the same time that the GCIM was appointed, the General
Assembly decided to arrange a High-Level Dialogue (HLD) on
Migration and Development in September 2006 (United Nations 2004).
The purpose of the HLD was to provide member states with an
opportunity to discuss at “ministerial level or highest level possible”,
the “multidimensional aspects of international migration and
development in order to identify appropriate ways and means to
maximize its development benefits and minimize its negative impacts”
(United Nations 2006). The work of the GCIM and the preparations of
the HLD then ran parallel courses as relatively separate processes —
something which in itself is quite telling of the organizational overlaps
that mark the governance of international migration (interview Crisp,
April 6 2000).

A series of preparatory events were held around the world in
anticipation of the HLD?%. Perhaps most important was the 39t
session of the Commission on Population and Development3®. Its 39t

35 Among them the “Informal Interactive Hearings with NGOs, Civil Society and the
Private Sector” in New York (United Nations 2006k), two different “Panel Discussions
on International Migration and Development” in New York and Geneva, and the
“International Symposium on International Migration and Development” in Turin.

36 The Commission was established by the UN Economic and Social Council
(ECOSOC), and it consists of representatives of 47 countries on a rotating basis. It is
mandated to monitor the implementation of the ICPD Programme of Action and to
provide the ECOSOC with related recommendations.
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session in 2006 was devoted exclusively to migration and development,
and it resulted in the Resolution on Migration and Development (United
Nations 20006;).

A “Special Representative of the Secretary-General for
Migration”, Peter Sutherland, was appointed to make preparations for
the HLD. This was carried out through hearings and consultations with
government representatives and other stakeholders. The central
document that was produced during the course of these preparations,
and which was to provide the basis for discussions at the HLD, was the
International Migration and Development: Report of the Secretary General
(United Nations 2006i). One of the central recommendations in this
report was for member governments to set up a consultative forum for
continued multilateral discussions on the subject of migration and
development. The general idea for the forum as explained in the report
was to create an arena for structured discussions so as to enhance a
“holistic” approach to the migration-development nexus. It was hoped
that the forum would improve coherence in migration policy both at
national and international levels, and that it would allow governments
to develop a
migration policy-making that had the greatest potential for contributing
to development (ibid: 11).

The main outcome of the HLD was that participants decided to
establish such a forum for continued discussions. Deciding on the
status and the organizational details on the Forum was however not
without difficulties. In their overview of the discussions at the HLD,
Martin et al (2007: 21) found that “by and large, countries share similar
views on the challenges posed by and potential strategies to address
international migration and development”. The discussions revealed
that countries generally were positive to encouraging more international

113

common understanding” concerning the areas of

cooperation and dialogue. But there were significant disagreements
concerning the organizational forms for such cooperation, “such as
whether the forum would be conducted within or outside of the UN,
who should be involved, how much to build on existing (primarily
regional) efforts, and whether and how to link the forum to other
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migration-related entities and programmes” (ibid)37. The Secretary-
General noted in his concluding address of the HLD that

Cleatrly, there is no consensus on making international migration the
subject of formal, norm-setting negotiations. There is little appetite for
any norm-setting intergovernmental commission on migration. But, as
I understand the thinking of the countries that back it, the Forum
would be the opposite of that. It would be informal, voluntary,
consultative. Above all, it would not make binding decisions (United
Nations 2006a).

The Global Forum on Migration and Development
The objective of the Global Forum on Migration and Development
(GFMD), as decided at the HLD, is to “make new policy ideas more
widely known, add value to existing regional consultations, and
encourage an integrated approach to migration and development at
both the national and international levels” (United Nations News
Centre 2006). As indicated by the Secretary-General’s address quoted
above, it is established as a voluntary, informal and state-led arena for
policy-makers’ to discuss, exchange information and express ideas
concerning migration and development, and it is hence 7o intended to
take binding decisions®. However, its precise organizational forms

37 According to Martin et al, the differences in position did not follow the North-South
divide or any other existing fault line. Yet, they also note that the Group of 77 together
with China tended to want to keep the Forum within the UN. Two major destination
countries — USA and Australia — opposed any kind of forum, while most EU countries
were in favour of establishing one. One group of states wanted to increase cooperation
but to keep it informal and outside of the UN. Another one was noncommittal,
expressing a general interest in continued dialogue but indicating no specific preference
as to its forms (Martin et al 2007).

38 See GFMD’s webpage: http://www.gfmd-fmmd.otg. It can be noted that the
informal, voluntary and non-binding characteristics of the Forum reflect the Regional
Consultative Processes (RCPs) — a form for cooperation that has developed at the
regional level. The first RCP was the Intergovernmental Consultations on Asylum,
Refugee and Migration Policies (IGC) which was the outcome of an informal meeting
for government representatives hosted by the Swedish government in 1985. There are
now RCPs in all major world regions. The RCPs can be understood as arenas for
discussion, access to which is usually restricted to government representatives only. The
discussions in the RCPs are informal in character, fostering a high degree of
confidentiality. Governments participate on a voluntary basis and adopt consensus
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were not formalized beforehand, but were defined throughout the
preparatory process for the first meeting, with some gaps still remaining
even after that occasion (Matsas 2008: 5-6)%.

Its first meeting took place in Brussels in July 2007 and the
second is planned to be held in Manila in October 2008. The GFMD
stands formally outside the UN system, something which has caused
reactions among civil society groups. At the time of the first meeting in
2007, the International Trade Union Confederation (ITUC), Migrants’
Rights International and December 18 wrote an open letter to the now
UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon, where they pressed for the
incorporation of global discussions on migration and development into
the UN framework. One of the concerns was that present discussions
in the Forum focussed excessively on the economic gains that could be
made from migration, and less on the subject of migrants’ human
rights. The organizations felt that if global discussions on migration
were re-incorporated into the UN system, this would ensure that UN
human rights instruments would be integrated into the evolving global
migration governance. Apart from the human rights dimension, the
organizations also favoured the UN system since it provides
arrangements for consultations with civil society and migrants’

recommendations that are non-binding (Thouez — Channac 2005; 2006; Channac 2002;
Klein Solomon 2005; von Koppenfels 2001; Hansen 2005; Diivell 2003).

3 For an overview of GFMD’s organization and governance challenges, see Matsas
(2008). Matsas argues, among other things, that the relationship between the GFMD
and the UN needs to be strengthened, in order not to create the impression that global
issues generally are better handled outside of the UN. In his vision, a new governance
structure for migration should be in the form of a triangular partnership between the
UN, the GFMD and relevant international organizations. The UN’s role would be that
of a legitimizing body setting the long-term agenda and providing normative decisions.
The GFMD would provide a more flexible arena outside the UN framework where
states could discuss detailed approached, exchange best practices etc. The international
organizations for their part, would help with implementation. Matsas sees in this
arrangement a prototype for a new form of managing global issues: “Inspiring this
triangular framework, the GFMD process could perhaps open a new path for global
governance, which would be better adapted to the challenges of globalisation and,
ultimately, to the needs and expectations of the world population in the 21st century”
(2008: 13).
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organizations (MRI-December 18-ITUC 2007; cf. Council of Global
Unions 2007; Amnesty International 2007).

The “developmentalization” of migration?
As migration is now gradually becoming a subject for international
dialogue, it is being framed as a development issue#. This issue linkage
was established already at the Cairo Conference on population and
development in 1994, and it has marked subsequent discussions at the
global level: most importantly, the HLD was explicitly concerned with
the migration-development nexus, as is the newly established Forum.
This contrasts sharply with the “securitization of migration”, that is, the
tendency in many (especially Northern) countries to frame migration as
well as asylum as security concerns — a tendency which was
strengthened but not initiated by September 11 (Bigo 2006; Buzan et al
1998; Huysmans 2000; 2006; Gammeltoft Hansen 2006; Karyotis 2007;
Ibrahim 2005). To one of my interviewees, this new framing might be
indicative of a paradigm change towards viewing migration from a
more positive and constructive side (interview Klein Solomon, April 10
20006). However, it seems most definitely premature to conclude that
the securitization of migration is now being replaced by a
“developmentalization” of migration. At the regional level, and at the
level of individual states, the concerns about security ate still highly
prioritized. Moreover, security concerns have recently motivated the
adoption of the two international Protocols on smuggling and
trafficking. Instead, the issue linkage with development in global arenas
might instead be explained by the fact that it offers a less controversial
way of framing discussions and thus make them more acceptable —
given that states as a rule do not want to cooperate over national

40 While the migration-development nexus has risen on the global agenda, it could be
noted, however, that when UN member states developed the “Millennium Goals” in
order to bring about development and progress for the world’s poorest people, none of
these goals, nor their specific targets, explicitly addressed migration. It has been
suggested that this is because migration was considered too controversial and too
politically divisive, or perhaps because it is impossible to set specific targets in this area
(UNFPA 2005b: 3).
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security matters. This means that there are some migration-related
matters that governments are willing to discuss (such as development),
and others that they are not and that are consequently off the agenda
for international discussions (interview Koser, April 7 2006)#1. Hence,
while the material used for this study is largely marked by the policy-
linkage between migration and development, this does not necessarily
indicate that other framings of the migration issue are not operating at
the same time.

Summing up
This chapter has offered an overview of what is now often referred to
as the global governance of migration. Green and Thouez (2005: 3)
have pointed out three characteristics of this nascent governance
structure: it is unstructured in its organization and suffering from an
unclear relationship with the UNj it is uncoordinated as it lacks a
central organization and a broad range of actors are approaching the
question simultaneously; and while it is often acknowledged that other
actors have important roles to play, states still dominate migration
policy at all levels. The above overview has shown that significant
developments have occurred since the time of their writing; the Global
Migration Group has been set up to improve coordination among
international organizations, and the Global Forum on Migration and
Development has been established to provide a recurrent forum for
discussions among state governments. Nevertheless, the characteristics
they identify still seem to be largely valid: First, the relationship
between the GFMD and the UN is still not clear-cut. Now established
outside of the UN, a range of states along with civil society actors press
for incorporating it within the UN system. Second, while the Global
Migration Group aims to enhance coordination, there is still no single

41 In his survey over what fields migration experts thought most suitable for
international cooperation, Tanner (2006) found that emigration/development and to
some extent labour migration were at the top. Comments Tanner: “Emigration and
general migration matters are “safer” as they less directly impinge upon national
sovereignty” (ibid: 142). In contrast, next to no one believed in cooperating over
security.
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international organization with overarching responsibility for migration
issues. Third, as concerns different actors, it appears as though civil
society has become more active in advocacy but states atre still
paramount.

Since the global governance of migration is still dominated by
state actors, a question which usually arises in this context is whether or
not states are likely to engage in deepened forms of cooperation.
Tallberg (2006: 199) has noted that there is an overall trend in post-
World War II international cooperation towards — greater
institutionalization — towards binding agreements, international
bureaucratic structures, and delegation of power to supranational
organs. As we have seen, migration seems to diverge from this
tendency. This chapter has demonstrated that the level of states’
commitments in the sphere of voluntary migration is so far very low.
Among scholarly commentators, there is a wide agreement that chances
are very slim that states will choose to engage in more binding forms of
cooperation over migration any time soon are slim (Newland 2005;
Hollifield 2000b; Martin 2005). This has also been confirmed in my
interviews. For instance, one person involved in the Global
Commission on International Migration said that the overall message
that emerged from discussions within the Commission and from their
regional hearings, was that states were #of interested in the creation of
any new UN agency, nor in any new international migration law
(interview Crisp, April 6 2006). A general impression from my
interviews is that there is a substantial resistance to top-down
institutions and binding agreements in this area which states regard as
central to state sovereignty. This resistance is especially, but not
exclusively, pronounced among countries in the North (interviews
Klein Solomon, April 10; Koser, April 7; Edelenbos, April 7; Carlander,
May 31; November 23; Awad, April 10; Cholewinski, April 10 2000).

Yet at the same time, there is definitely something occurring in
the field. Some scholars have emphasised that the specifics of the
current period — such as the oncoming demogtaphic crisis and labour
market demands in the North — may spur interest among those
countries to engage in cooperation and dialogue (Ghosh 2005; Taylor
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2005). International activities have intensified as demonstrated by the
HLD, the establishment of the GFMD, and the increased involvement
by international organizations and initiatives. However, these
developments show that the tendency is towards informal, voluntary,
non-committing forums of cooperation, and to the adoption of non-
binding principles and vague guidelines — of “soft law” instruments
rather than binding international standards. Among my interviewees,
some were convinced that as migratory movements were sure to
continue, the topic would stay at the global agenda (interviews Ketelers,
April 6; Carlander, May 31 2006). One suggested that migration, just
like gender and the environment, would gradually be incorporated into
all discussions on development, by virtue of being a cross-cutting issue
which is difficult to address in isolation (interview Boncour, April 10
2006).  One  interpreted  current  developments  towards
intergovernmental dialogue*? as an acknowledgement on part of states
that migration is a transnational problem which cannot be handled
unilaterally — hence, they need to come together occasionally and talk
about it (interview Crisp, April 6 20006). Another characterised the
current moment as one in which states have left the phase of denial and
started to recognize existing problems and conflicts (interview
Karlsson, April 21 2006). The general impression from these interviews
is that ongoing developments may be interpreted as representing an
evolution in global migration governance, although it is so far not very
substantial.

The aim is now to move from a “governance” to developing a
“governmentality” perspective. Sending and Neumann have criticised
governance studies for failing to properly account for the processes of
governing: “their ontology and concomitant analytical tools are not
equipped to grasp the content of the processes of governance itself”
(2006: 653). Hence, they argue, “new insights can be generated if we
study the socio-political functions of governance in their own right and
seek to identify their rationality as governmental practices (ibid: 652, ital. in

42 At the time of my interviews, preparations for the High-Level Dialogue were intense.
The Forum existed as a suggestion, but no-one could know for sure whether states at
the HLLD would choose to establish it or not.
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orig.). From now on, this study will no longer focus on institutional
structures or the relative powers between different types of actors.
When we return to the global governance of migration in chapter 6, it
will be through a reading of the description of migration and migration
politics that emerges from these different actors, from which I aim to
detect what I will refer to as the “political rationality of global migration
management”.
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CHAPTER THREE

Governmentality

The overall concern of this study is to explore the global regulative
function of migration politics. It does so by rethinking migration
politics through an engagement with the Foucauldian governmentality
perspective at three different levels of abstraction that correspond to
the following chapters. The current chapter introduces the
governmentality perspective and specifies in what ways it will
subsequently be used. Its metatheoretical assumptions were introduced
in chapter 1, and will therefore not be further discussed here.

As Dean (1999: 16) has noted, the term “governmentality” is
currently used in two different ways within the existing literature. In its
broader sense, it outlines a general understanding of the exercise of
power which is focused on the relationship between government and
thought — “government” here being understood in the widest possible
sense, denoting all efforts at guiding and directing any aspect of human
behaviour. In its more specific sense, governmentality refers to a
particular (modern) form of power which emerged in 18% century
Europe and which takes the population as its main target (Foucault
1991: 102).

In the present study, governmentality is with some modification
used in both senses. Governmentality in the broader sense provides a
range of general considerations and conceptual tools for analyzing the
global description of migration and migration politics. As will be
explained below, it offers a few different concepts with which to
approach the global governance of migration as an instance in which
migration is being approached as a global issue, requiring global action
(“problematization”) and the material under investigation
(“programmes”). It also provides a tool for analyzing this material in
terms of the mentality of government that it expresses (“political
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rationality”). The second and more specific sense of governmentality
highlights how population rather than territory gradually became the
centre of modern governmental thought and intervention. Much
governmentality research has since been concerned with the
correspondence between forms of government and the changing ways
in which the government of population has subsequently been
conceptualized. However, a weakness in this literature is that so far it
has taken the nation state as an explicit or implicit frame of reference.
Thereby, such studies have failed to take into account the ways in
which forms of government correspond to conceptualizations and
regulations of the glbal population (Hindess 2005). While this study
retains the centrality of population from governmentality in the specific
sense, it argues that it needs to be complemented in order to
understand the global regulatory function of migration politics. This
will mainly be dealt with in the two subsequent chapters, whereas the
current one provides an introduction to the governmentality
perspective.

This chapter is organized into three subsections. The first one
provides a general introduction to the study of governmentality. The
second offers an overview of the different forms of power that were
identified by Foucault in his genealogy of the modern state. The third
one presents the concepts that are being used in order to analyze that
global description of migration and migration management which
emerges with the developments towards global governance of
migration.

Mentalities of government

Governmentality is a term which was introduced by Michel Foucault
during his investigations into political power and the modern state in
the 1970s (Foucault 1991a; 2003; 2004; 2007) 43. It has since been

4 Foucault never published any major work on governmentality. Instead, he presented
his thoughts on this subject in a series of lectures, most of which were given at the
College de France between 1975 and 1979. For a long time, the only available material
from this period were a small number of lectures (1991a; 1994bb) and a number of
minor texts and interviews (see Foucault 1994a; 1994b; 1980, passim), which had the
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developed by a range of scholars within various fields of the social
sciences (Rose et al 20006).

In its broader sense, governmentality provides a general
framework for political analysis, one that explores the “relation
between government and thought” (Dean 1999: 19). Just as other
theories and methods have their privileged objects or variables for
study, for instance class struggles, institutional dynamics or rational-
choice making individuals governmentality studies focus on
“mentalities of government” (Walters — Haahr 2005: 5). Mentalities, or
rationalities, of government (the terms are used interchangeably) can be
understood as relatively systematic ways of thinking of the practice of
governing ourselves or others in a broad range of contexts (Dean 1999:
211). Governmentality studies concern themselves with how authorities
of different kinds have #hought about governing; what they have wanted
to happen, how they have defined and delimited the problems to be
solved, what objectives they have set for themselves and what
techniques they have developed and deemed suitable for these
purposes (Rose 1999: 20; Raffnsoe — Gudmand-Heyer 2005: 163).

Governmentality is a composite term of “government” and
“mentality”. Let us begin by looking at the two in turn. First, the
meaning of “government” in the Foucauldian sense is distinct from its
common usage in political science. Political scientists often take
government to refer to the highest authority in a state, thus equating
government with a single centre of control — although this is one that
may be divided between federal, state and local levels or between the
executive, legislature and judiciary (Hindess 2006: 118). In Foucault’s
vocabulary, the term is much wider. He did not himself expand it but
instead retrieved the meaning that it was invested with in the 16t
century. Foucault recognized that even in those early modern times, the
“form of governing that can be applied to the state as a whole” was

result that “Foucault’s contribution to understanding the mechanisms of modern state
power and modern political thought...remained largely unacknowledged, not only
during his life but for more than a decade afterwards” (Valverde 2007: 162). Only
recently have these lecture series in their totality started to become published and
translated (Foucault 2003; 2004; 2007), spurring academic interest in governmentality
studies and Foucault’s theotization of the state.
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given a special status in political thought (Foucault 1991a: 91), but
demonstrated that in that era it was also used to refer to broader ways
of directing human behaviour: one talked of the government of
children, of souls and consciences, of a household, of a state, or of
oneself (Foucault 1994ad: 81; 2007: 121-122)#. While Foucault in his
lectures on governmentality was principally concerned with the political
domain, a central point was that government not only referred to forms
of political or economic subjection, but to all more or less conscious
and calculated attempts at guiding and influencing actions and
behaviours. Government in this wider sense is understood as “the
conduct of conduct”, emphasising that conduct is both a verb, as in
trying to lead someone, and a noun which denotes ways of behaving
(1994ba: 341; cf. 2007: 193).

Defining government as the “conduct of conduct” has at least
two important implications. First, it widens the definition of power
from one equated simply with domination. Government in this sense is
not so much concerned with a form of exercise of power that acts
directly or immediately upon others, for instance by the use of violence
and coercion. Instead, it is concerned with the more indirect
“management of possibilities”, and with structuring the “possible field
of actions of others” (Foucault 1994ba: 341). This does not mean that
Foucault did not recognize the existence of forms of domination or
oppression — those “that people ordinarily call ‘power™ —only that he
saw power as operating also in their absence. Government, therefore,
includes not only those measures of influence that affect the behaviour
of individuals directly and that are backed by force or law, but also
those indirect and less visible techniques which act on the modes of
self-regulation of individuals, techniques that are all the more important
to study as it is often through them that forms of domination are
established and maintained (Foucault 1994ac: 299)4.

4Hindess (2005: 391-392) notes that Aristotle similarly used “government” in this
expanded sense. To Aristotle, government referred to the supreme authority in a state,
but also to the activity of governing a wife, children, the household and slaves.

4 See Lemke (2000: 5-6) for a fuller discussion on Foucault’s understanding of power,
government and domination.
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A second implication of Foucault’s wide conceptualization of
government is that it highlights that power does not emanate from a
single centre but is exercised in a long range of different relations and
in interactions between different actors (Serensen — Torfing 2005: 123).
The “conduct of conduct” is not only practiced by state institutions but
also by a range of other actors and associations, for instance religious
organizations, employers, legal, medical and other types of
professionals, voluntary associations, NGOs, the market, as well as by
individuals themselves*.

Second, the term “mentality” in this context denotes how our
thinking of government is being immersed in existing knowledges,
philosophies, beliefs and opinions. It thus highlights how the exercised
of power depends on the deployment of knowledge (cf. Gottweiss
2003: 256). Mentalities are here understood not as individual
convictions but as collective understandings that are relatively taken for
granted (Dean 1999: 16). Importantly, the governmentality perspective
is not primarily concerned with the more abstract dimensions of
thought, which is the main interest for the study of the history of ideas.
The focus on government also distinguishes it from the study of
broader social or cultural “mentalities” as read off from media or
popular discourse. Instead, its focus lies with thought in its more
concrete dimensions, as embodied in authorities’ actual attempts at
reforming or reshaping a specific governmental field of practice
(Walters — Haahr 2005: 7).

This is exemplified by Foucault’s own work, which to a large
extent draws on obscure and largely forgotten thinkers who have
concerned themselves with the practical aspects of governing — for
instance, of regulating sexuality or reforming imprisonment in the most

4650, there are affinities between governmentality and the more common notion of
“governance” which is also taken to denote forms of government that operate by
formal and informal netwotks and by public/private partnerships in the absence of a
controlling centre. Although in many respects different traditions, both of these
literatures suggest that government cannot be properly grasped with a state-centric
framework (Hindess 2005: 406). For comparisons between governance and
governmentality, see Sending and Neumann (2006), Lemke (2007) and Crowley (2003).
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minute details. Thus, in governmentality studies the main research
interest is directed at the historically shifting ways in which authorities
have formulated and answered questions like: How should we govern?
What should we govern? Why do we need to govern? (Walters — Haahr
2005: 5).

Importantly, “authorities” does not necessarily translate into
“state authorities”, nor does it inevitably imply the possession of
formally recognized authority. Instead, as government is exercised in all
fields from childrearing or disciplining of one’s own body to matters of
state, the identity of the relevant authority varies according to context.
In this study, the authorities in question are those representatives of
international organizations, commissions, and independent initiatives
that have engaged themselves in the global governance of migration,
and that were introduced in the previous chapter.

The reason why governmentality has been selected as a
theoretical perspective with which to approach migration politics lies
precisely in its specific focus on governmental thought: how authorities
involved in the practicalities of governing reflect on their activities with
the objective of trying to improve and reform them. This allows for
placing the current global description on migration and migration
politics against the backdrop of previous concrete governmental
thought on migration. Even more importantly, with this perspective
this description appears important in and of itself: not only is it of
recent date, hence displaying current governmental thought on
migration. It are also noteworthy in representing the first time that
governmental practitioners take a global approach to the issue of
migration, debating existing questions and answers around migration
from a global rather than the national or regional approach.

We have now seen that governmentality can be understood quite
straightforwardly as the study of systematic thinking about the practice
of government, when government is defined in the widest possible
sense as the “conduct of conduct”. We have also seen that such studies
tend to focus on how authorities pose and answer questions concerning
the object, the aims and the forms of government. Next, we will turn to
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the different historical forms of power with which this perspective is
associated.

Forms of power

In what has been referred to as its specific, or historical, sense,
governmentality is one of several forms of power that Foucault
identified in his work on the modern state. In this endeavour, he
combined the view of power as micro-physical with the macro-political
question of the state (Lemke 2007: 17, see also chapter 1). The central
argument from this work is that the state has no inherent characteristics
or propensities — that is, the state has no essence*’. He thereby
criticised other analyses of the state, for instance those that approached
it as a juridico-political instance, as a calculating subject or an
instrument of class rule (Jessop 2007: 37). To Foucault, it is instead the
result of various and shifting relations of power that work on all levels
of society. Therefore, one “must not assume that the sovereignty of the
state, the form of the law, or the over-all unity of a domination are
given at the outset; rather, these are only the terminal forms power
takes...Power is everywhere, not because it embraces everything, but
because it comes from everywhere” (Foucault 1998: 92-93). The state
appears as lacking in unity, as “no more than a composite reality and a

47 Foucault’s focus on power relations, practices and knowledge rather than subjects
and objects as essential categories can be seen against the historical background.
Foucault initially took part in the structuralist movement which reacted against the
prevailing humanism in French postwar thinking. “Humanism” was an umbrella term
for the different theoretical schools (phenomenology, existentialism, strands of Marxist
and Catholic thinking) that all shared the assumption that a historically unchanging
“human nature” determined people’s actions and existence; and that all proposed that
this nature could be gradually discovered either empirically or through introspection.
Beginning in the 1950s, structuralism rejected this notion of a universal and conscious
human nature as the origin of all meaning and action. Largely inspired by Saussure’s
structural linguistics, researchers in this tradition instead wanted to uncover what they
saw as the stable and objective structures underlying culture and society without linking
them back to a central human agency, consciousness or individual psyches. Originally
sympathetic to this movement, Foucault later came to reject its formalism and
ahistorical essentialism (O’Farrell 2005: 25-29; Esmark et al 2005: 19-23; 33-35).
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mythicized abstraction, whose importance is a lot more limited than
many of us think” (1991a: 103).

Foucault approached the evolvement of the modern state as
resulting from transformations in practices of government (Gordon
1991: 4). In his genealogy of the state, he traces changing practices and
mentalities of government and the institutions to which these were
connected. In the process, he identifies and names a number of general
forms of power, which can be seen as different historical configurations
of the general power-knowledge nexus; as very general mentalities of
government (O’Farrell 2005: 101)#8. They can be understood as social
regularities or arrangements, which do not determine what people do or
what happens, but which make some social possibilities more likely
than others. (Raffnsoe — Gudmand-Heyer 2005: 155-156). They ate
approached as “intentional but non-subjective” (Foucault 1998: 95),
meaning that they shape and normalize certain behaviours and action-
orientations without being reducible to the effects of decisions of any
individual subject or group. When Foucault and others working in this
tradition identify different forms of power, they try to uncover the
systematicity which seems to have been prescriptive for specific
governmental thought and practices. Hence, they observe how new
imperatives for action emerge, but do not claim that people necessarily
acted according to these (Raffnsee — Gudmand-Heyer 2005: 163).

The following offers a brief overview, paying specific attention
to the central forms of power identified by Foucault in his genealogy of
the modern state: sovereignty, discipline, governmentality and
liberalism*’. The first is related to the medieval state concerned with

48 This is one example of terminological difficulties and overlaps within this literature.
Another concept used in this context is “dispositif’: a “heterogeneous ensemble
consisting of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws,
administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic
propositions” (Foucault 1980c: 194; Raffnsoe — Gudmand-Heyer 2005; Deleuze 1992).
While O’Farrell describes them as different “configurations of [the| general nexus of
power-knowledge” (2005: 101), she also notes that Foucault seldom uses this
hyphenated term. Following Larner and Walters (2004a: 3) and Walters — Haahr (2005:
9) I have chosen to refer to them simply as different “forms of power”.

#For fuller descriptions, see Foucault (1991a; 2003; 2004; 2007); Dean (1999); Valverde
(2007). For a useful table compating the different forms, see Oels (2005).
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control over territory and wealth. The emergence of the second is
linked to the rise of the administrative state in the 15% and 16®
centuries, and is associated with the training and regulation of
individual bodies in different institutional contexts. Governmentality,
thirdly, is concerned with controlling the mass of population by ways of
guiding people’s behaviour in mostly indirect manners in order to attain
a broad variety of goals. It came into fruition in the 19% century but
dates back to the late 16t (Jessop 2007: 38). Liberal and liberal
neoliberal forms of power gradually developed from governmentality
(Foucault 2004; Gordon 1991; Lemke 2001).

One may perhaps wonder in what ways it is relevant to provide
an outline of historical developments internal to states in a study which
is concerned with the current government of migration. The answer is
threefold. First, these historical transformations and the relationship
between these different forms of power are central to governmentality
theory, to which this study is quite heavily indebted. The distinction
between governmentality as a general approach to government and as a
specific historical form thereof — although analytically and pedagogically
useful — is something of a construction. The different concepts and
analytical tools that ate being used in this study have not been
developed outside of this reading of history but as an integral part of it,
hence they should not be presented in isolation. Second, the different
forms of power are not only of historical interest. Although Foucault
emphasises that the governmental state has acquired pre-eminence over
its predecessors, he does not consider the previous forms of power as
outdated or completely replaced by this form of power. Instead, he
talks of a “triangle” sovereignty-discipline-government (1991a: 102).
Scholars working within this tradition often seek to trace out how these
forms of power interrelate in different fields of government (cf. Dillon
1995; cf. Raffnsee — Gudmand-Heyer 2005: 159)%0. Third, the overview

50 Two well-known examples are Agamben (1998) and Hardt — Negri (2001). Although
in very different ways, they both tackle the relation between the forms of power
described by Foucault as sovereign power and biopower. However, in doing so, they re-
theorize these concepts quite radically, ending up far from Foucault and the
governmentality school. For discussions on the relation between these and the
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presented here provides a background for subsequent chapters. The
developments depicted by Foucault centre around the increasingly
central role of population as the target for modern forms of powet,
which are at once both individualizing and totalizing (1994bb: 311;
1991a: 102). In following chapters, we will partly diverge from and
partly further Foucault’s account of modern power.

Pastoral power and the city-citizenship game
In order to understand the developments between different forms of
powet, it is useful to begin with the pre-modern ones, referred to by
Foucault as pastoral power and the city-citizenship game. This is
because Foucault saw in the development towards modern societies a
gradual convergence of “pastoral power” with the “city-citizenship
game”. The result was a secular political pastorate, potentially
“demonic”, and at once both individualizing and totalizing (Foucault
1994bb: 311). Pastoral power is modelled on the relation between the
god-shepherd and his flock. Foucault notes that this metaphor for
government was common in ancient Judaic texts, and that it was later
taken over and infused with partially new meanings within Christianity.
Characteristic of this relation is that the shepherd wields power over a
flock of individuals rather than over land, and that his duty is to tend to
the needs of the flock — to care for it, both in whole and in detail.
Pastoral power is tied up with notions of the living individual with
needs, with obedience and a sense of duty, and with the relation
between the collective and the individual (Foucault 1994bb: 301-303).
It is a power which has its purpose for those over whom it is exercised,
and not for some kind of superior unit — like the city, state, territory or
sovereignty (Foucault 2007: 129). This idea of government was not
taken up in ancient Greece; in Plato’s The Statesman, the shepherd
metaphor was explicitly discarded as a model for the duties of the
politician. In what Foucault refers to as the “city-citizenship game” the
objective of the politician was to form and assure the city’s unity. The

Foucauldian version of biopower and sovereignty, see Ojakangas (2005) and Rabinow —
Rose (2000).
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relation between the one and the many was framed in the image of the
city and its citizens (seen as legal subjects) — not in the image of the
pastor concerned with fostering the lives of individuals (Foucault
1994bb: 307; cf. 2007: 144-147).

In the city-citizenship game the individual is understood as a
“citizen who exercises freedom and rights within the legal and political structure
of the political community on the basis of equality with other citizens”.
Pastoral power, on the other hand, conceives of the individual as a
“living being whose welfare is to be cared for as an individual and as a
part of a population, as one who must be integrated within complex
forms of social solidarity” (Dean 1999: 82, ital. in orig.). Moreover, the
polis is a community which is not only formed by free and equal
citizens but also by systematic exclusions from the rights of citizenship,
whereas pastoral rule may potentially be extended to include all
humankind. To Dean, a fundamental problem for welfare states is that
they seek to combine the rights of a limited community of citizens with
the universality implied in Christian almsgiving, thus fusing together
these two very different forms of motivations (ibid). The tension is
perhaps most conspicuous when it comes to irregular immigrants, who
usually enjoy very limited social rights, such as schooling and health
care, as a result of the lack of legal status that defines them. In
countries with highly developed welfare systems, the presence of
irregular immigrants thus poses a serious dilemma: while the level of
social benefits is such that it is usually thought impossible to extend it
beyond the limited community of citizens, the denial of these rights
may appear hypocritical if social solidarity is considered an important
value.

The Foucauldian understanding of the development of modern
societies can thus be understood in terms of a gradual coupling
between these pre-modern forms of power. The “governmentalization
of the state” (Foucault 1991a: 103) takes place as a result of
governmental practices associated with care and welfare getting
generalized within a framework of sovereign power.
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Sovereign power

When tracing the development towards the governmental state,
Foucault turns to the anti-Machiavellian literature produced between
the middle of the 16 century and the end of the 18%. This literature
displays a definitive shift from the eatlier thinking of government,
understood as “sovereign power”. Sovereign power was, in Foucault’s
understanding, essentially concerned with the preservation of the
principality and with the submission to the sovereign. As the prince was
considered to be in a position of externality to his principality, the link
between the two was not seen as natural or essential but fragile and
continuously under threat. The knowledge associated with this exercise
of power concerned the identification of threats, and with developing
the skills to preserve and strengthen the sovereign’s status. Hence,
treatises on government in this era were formulated in terms of “advice
to the prince”, as epitomized by Machiavelli’s The Prince (1532).
Moreover, sovereign power was essentially exercised over territory: it
was concerned with land and wealth much more than with the people,
who were in a sense only variables to the land in question, and whose
bond to the sovereign was formulated in terms of obedience (Foucault
1991a; 90-95; 2003: 36). Another characteristic of sovereignty was that
the final goal of power was, in a sense, internal to itself. The common
good was essentially understood as obedience to the law (the
sovereign’s and/or God’s) meaning that the finality of sovereignty was
circular: the end of sovereignty was the exercise of sovereignty
(Foucault 1991a: 94-95). Furthermore, the instrument utilized to reach
its aim (obedience to the law) was the law itself — sovereignty and law
were inseparable (Foucault 1991a: 95).

Disciplinary power
In contrast to these characteristics of sovereign power, the anti-
Machiavellian literature was presented as treatises on the “art of
government”. Guillaume de La Perriere wrote in his Miroir Politigne
(1567) that “government is the right disposition of things, arranged so
as to lead to a convenient end”. This quote signals a transformation in
thinking concerning both the target and the end of power. Government
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was now understood not only as exercised over territory but concerned
with “things” — perceived as the complex of men and their
surroundings, including for instance wealth, climate and customs. This
means that government now has a plurality of ends: it becomes the task
of government, for instance, to produce wealth, to provide for the
subsistence of the population, allowing it to reproduce and so on.
Government must also be concerned with the arrangement of things, it
has to be dispositional (Foucault 1991a: 93-95). The dispositional
ambition was often thought of in terms of managed circulation: “[t]he
art of government concerns the proper distribution of all its objects
(households, persons, things) and the fostering of circulation between
them” (Dean 1999: 93-94; cf. Foucault 2007: 325-326; Valverde 2007:
170). In chapter 5, we will return to the notion of circulation, which
Foucault understood as a generic governmental concern for modern
forms of government, locating migration politics within the historically
shifting practices of managing circulation.

The art of government first took the form of the “reason of
state”, according to which the state had its own intrinsic rationality
which could not be derived from divine law or the principles of
prudence and wisdom. Accordingly, the art of government had to be
founded not on transcendental rules or philosophical ideals but on this
specific reality of the state — it had to be rational: “The art of
government is rational if reflection causes it to observe the nature of
what is governed — here, the state” (Foucault 1994bb: 315). When the
state was now seen as a sort of “natural object”, this government
required a new form of knowledge: the precise and concrete knowledge
of the state itself and its strengths. This era saw the rise of sciences
such as Polizeiwissenschaft,>! statistics, political arithmethic, mercantilism
and political economy (ibid). But in “reason of state”, the art of

51 Foucault dedicated substantial parts of his lecture series to this 18% century German
“science of police” (Foucault 2007; 1994bb: 317-325). The meaning of “police” is here
more closely telated to “policy” than to the current usage of the term “police”. The
objective of police was to maintain order, and to ensure the prospetity of the
community. It did so by striving to regulate every domain of society, paying little
respect to “private spheres” but instead extending regulations to the minute details of
the lives of individuals (see also Dean 1999: 90-93).
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government was still merged with sovereignty, as the essential objective
was still to augment the might of the sovereign and the instruments
used were laws and regulations imposed from above (Foucault 1991a:
98; cf. Dean 1999: 93-95).

In doing so, these new sciences and techniques increasingly
come to centre their effort on the new object of “population” which
now emerges as the fundamental element of power. However,
population is not yet seen primarily in biological or autonomous terms
but mainly in terms of numbers, and as a productive force in the strict
sense: since the population is the labour power of agriculture and
manufacture, it is the basis of the richness of the state. The relationship
between population and wealth now became a privileged object of
governmental reason. Both mercantilism and political arithmetic were
based on the notion that the population was the wealth of the nation.
The ambition to increase it was paramount, but so were the goals to
regulate it: to train, arrange and distribute it to where individuals were
most useful. Within the framework of the administrative state of the
15t and 16t centuries, a whole new set of what Foucault referred to as
disciplinary regulations and techniques were developed. These included
the enclosute of people into institutionalized spaces, mass organization
of activities, surveillance, and the establishment of norms (Foucault
2003: 34-40; 2007: 68-69).

Governmental power

The transformation from discipline to governmental power was
connected with a change in the conceptualization of the population.

...the population is not just the sum of people who lives in a
territory... it is a variable that depends on a number of factors. Not all
of these factors are natural (the tax system, activity of circulation,
distribution of profits), but the dependence can be rationally analyzed
so that the population appeats “naturally” dependent on a number of
factors that are artificially alterable... The population is not conceived
as a collection of legal subjects, nor as a mass of human arms intended
for labour, it is analyzed as a set of elements that is connected with the
general system of living beings (the “human race” as opposed to
“humankind”), and as an object for interventions (laws, attitudes,

campaigns) (Foucault 1994aa: 70).
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The population no longer appears as a collection of legal subjects,
subjects who must obey the will of the sovereign through laws and
regulations. It appears as an entity with its own laws and regularities: its
scarcities, its rates of deaths and diseases, and its economic effects.
There is simultaneously a transformation in the notion of the economy.
Whereas older versions of political economy had been modelled on the
management of a household, it is now concerned with the complex
relations between population, territory and wealth. The economy is
now understood as a semi-autonomous, largely self-regulating sphere in
which one should only carefully intervene. Importantly, whereas earlier
forms of knowledge had presupposed an identity between state and
society, the modern version of political economy now separates the two
and makes the latter an object of intervention (Foucault 1991a: 98-101).
The idea of a separate sphere of society presupposes that the objects of
government are “specified in such a way that the regulations they need
are, in a sense, self-indicated and limited to the end of securing the
conditions for an optimal, but natural and self-regulating function”
(Burchell 1991: 127).

An important implication of this reading is the dissolution of the
distinction between state and society®?; between political and non-
political domains. Whereas the traditional liberal conceptualization
poses society as a more or less natural sphere where free individuals
engage in interaction and exchange, society is here seen as resulting
from “a peculiar technique of power that proceeds by autonomization
of individual subjects as well as of society as a whole” (Bartelson 2001:
177)%3.

The end of government now becomes to protect and maximise
the processes which are already inherent in the population and the
economy. In contrast to discipline, which had the ambition to regulate

52 Foucault and other scholars in this tradition write of “civil society” in this context. I
have chosen to use the term society” throughout, in order to avoid mix-up with
NGOs etc., that are now often described by the term civil society. See Sending-
Neumann (2006) on how this change in conceptualization of civil society implies a
change in governmental rationality whereby civil society is now seen as not merely an
inactive target but an active government agent).

53 This will be returned to in somewhat greater detail in chapter 5.
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every aspect of social life, it now becomes vital to allow for a certain
amount of /laissez-faire, to permit some free play for the desires of
individuals in order to maximise the general interest (Foucault 2007:
45). Government now comes to use a whole range of techniques
concerned with guiding and fostering the economic, demographic and
social processes that are found within the population as a whole — not
only including armies, police forces etc, but extending to health,
education and welfare systems (Foucault 2007: 72-75). The
“governmentalization of the state” amounts to the different processes
whereby the state grows increasingly concerned with regulating
populations (rather than territories) and the economic, social, biological
and sociological processes that constitute them (Foucault 1991a: 104).
While this entails a widening of the notion of “care” it is simultaneously
a dangerous form of power. The transformation into a state of
population put the health and biological life of the nation at centre
stage, but is was also an era of aggressive nationalism and colonialism,
and one in which the science of eugenics developed into an art of
heredity and human breeding,.

Liberal power
Over time, governmental power merges into liberal and neoliberal
forms of power (Gordon 1991). Liberalism is in this theoretical
tradition not seen as an ideology concerned with the liberty of
individuals as an end in itself. Instead, it is seen as a practical
governmental activity which is distinguished by the promotion of
certain kinds of free activity and the cultivation among the governed of
suitable habits of self-regulation. It is also characterised by its insistence
on the limitations on government — relegating government to a specific
sphere which is distinct to both the economic sphere and the sphere of
civil society. Increasingly, government takes place “at a distance” by
mobilizing and steering the free action of individuals rather than trying
to suppress it, by relying on other authorities than that of the state
itself, and by stimulating appropriate forms of self-regulation (Rose
1999: 49). The market is referred to as an exemplary form of how free
interaction plays an important part in liberal political thought,
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demonstrating how activities of numerous individuals are regulated in
the absence of a single controlling centre, and setving as a model for
liberalism’s governmental uses of freedom in a variety of spheres.
Governmentality scholars have tended to analyze such things as the use
of market or auditing regimes, and the different forms of promotion of
individual choice, empowerment and self-entrepreneurship in spheres
which have previously been subject to more direct regulation (e.g.,
Dean 1999; Rose 1999; Cruikshank 1999; Brown 2003).

The main points in Foucault’s genealogy of the state have now
been outlined. We have seen that changes in governmental techniques
and objectives have occurred simultaneously with transformations in
knowledge. We have also seen how the population rises to a central
governmental concern — providing both the ends and the means for
government — and how the understanding of this entity has altered over
time, in conjunction with transformations in the understandings of the
economy.

As has already been suggested, this perspective holds that
concerns over mobility — or “circulation” — have been a central feature
of governmental thought since the modern art of government
developed. Chapter 5 develops a way of addressing migration politics as
continuous with former practices of managing circulation. Hence, in
that chapter these various forms of power will be returned to in that
more specific sense.

Approaching the global description
of migration and migration politics

As has already been mentioned, governmentality also denotes a general
approach to government. In the broader sense of the term,
governmentality offers a range of concepts with which to analyse any
attempt at governing human conduct. In this section, I present the
concepts that are relevant for approaching the mentality of governing
migration from the global description of migration and migration
politics.
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Problematization
Foucault explained that he meant to study “not behaviour or ideas, nor
societies and their “ideologies”, but the problematizations through which
being offers itself to be, necessarily, thought — and the practices on the
basis of which these problematizations are formed” (Foucault 1992:
11). This study takes the evolving global governance of migration as an
instance of “problematization” in the Foucauldian sense.

Problematization doesn’t mean the representation of a pre-existing
object, nor the creation through discourse of an object that doesn’t
exist. It’s the set of discursive or nondiscursive practices that makes
something enter into the play of true and false, and constitutes it as an
object for thought (whether under the form of moral reflection,
scientific knowledge, political analysis, etc.) (Foucault 1996b: 456-457).

There is a certain doubleness to the notion of problematization in
Foucauldian terminology, as it suggests both rupture and normalization.
In the first sense, a problematization signifies the moment when a field
of government is called into question by its practitioners. It thus
contrasts with what is referred to as a “regime of practices” in the given
area. The term denotes a taken-for-granted way of doing things, of
organizing a particular aspect of governing human behaviour. There are
regimes of practices operating in many areas of social life: for instance,
there are regimes of practices concerned with punishing, with relieving
poverty, with curing diseases, with controlling borders and so on. These
regimes are often connected with institutions, so that, for instance, we
talk of a “criminal justice system” and the “prison” as the most
important institutional expressions for the regime of practices
concerned with punishment. But it is not the institutions themselves
that are at the heart of regimes of practices. Foucault explained that his
main target of analysis was not institutions, theories or ideology but
“practices”, and that his aim was to grasp the conditions which make
specific practices acceptable at a given point in time. Hence, his
research on the prison was not a history of that institution, but a history
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of the “practice of imprisonment” — of which the prison is only one
element (Foucault 1991b: 75; cf. 2007: 116)54.

Regimes of practices are linked to various kinds of knowledges
and expertise (such as criminology, social work and medicine) that
define the object of practice (the criminal, the poor, the sick), develop
appropriate ways of dealing with them, and outline goals and
objectives. As Dean emphasises, regimes of practices correspond to the
more or less stable, ongoing and usually unquestioned way of “doing
things”, including routinized behaviours in given contexts (Dean 1999:
21-22).

Problematization is the instance when this stable state of affairs
is interrupted. Governmentality studies often begin by identifying such
a moment, in which the ongoing ways of governing some aspect of our
own conduct or that of others is called into question in thought (Dean
1999: 27). “Thought” should here be understood in the specific,
Foucauldian sense of the word, as that which allows one to take a step
back from the existing and often unquestioned ways of acting and
reacting and make that action itself into an object of analysis. “Thought
is freedom in relation to what one does, the motion by which one
detaches oneself from it, establishes it as an object, and reflects on it as
a problem” (Foucault 1996a: 421). In problematizations, sets of
practices that have earlier been accepted without question hence
suddenly appear problematic, raise debates and call for new reactions
and reorientations (Foucault 2001: 74). A problematization may
concern both the behaviour and goals of “governors” (such as
politicians, parents, professions or corporations) and the conduct of
“the governed” (for example, citizens, children, clients or consumers)

5 In this vein, William Walters has studied the history of the practice of forcibly
removing individuals, which allowed him to link modern-day deportation with eatlier
forms of expulsion. He traces how this practice has transformed from eliminating
dangerous or unwanted elements of the population, often by replacing them within the
borders of the nation or empire, through the early 20 century population transfers
which aimed to create ethnically homogenous nations, to current deportation which is a
practice occurring between states and exclusively concerns the removal of aliens
(Walters 2002).
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(Dean — Hindess 1998: 8). They occur in specific social or institutional
locales, and can consequently be assigned a particular time and place
(Dean 1999: 27).

I take the developments towards global governance of migration
as indicating an instance of “problematization” in this sense of the
term. Admittedly, it could not be argued that the day-to-day practices
of migration politics have not previously been questioned and debated,
or that new approaches for handling immigration and emigration ate
not continuously evolving. But what is “new” or at least specific about
current developments is the ambition to understand migration as a
global concern — as a problem in need of globally coordinated
solutions. Inherent in all calls for cooperation and coordination is the
contention that the current ways of handling migration is insufficient,
inefficient or in some other sense found wanting. Hence, the work that
is done by organizations and initiatives with the objective of enhancing
cooperation and of developing and strengthening common norms on
the subject can be seen as a moment when authorities are reconsidering
migration as well as the aims and means of migration politics — and
thereby shaping it as a global issue.

An instance of problematization occurs when a given regime of
practices is faced by a number of difficulties which make ongoing
activities lose their familiarity and appear uncertain. These difficulties
are often related to economic and social processes, but from this
perspective, such processes — appearing in a sense externally to thought
— only have the role of instigation. Sometimes these processes are
present for a long time before a governmental practice gets
problematized in thought. Moreover, there is no necessary relationship
between these processes and the forms that problematization eventually
takes. That is, you cannot determine what kind of solution will follow
from a concrete set of difficulties: problematization cannot be reduced
to simply an effeer of the historical context. In that sense,
problematization is always “a kind of creation” (Foucault 2001: 172-
173). In the case at hand, there are a few immediate social and
economic processes that one can think of as going some way towards
explaining the impetus for insisting on cooperation at the international
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level. The expected demographic crisis in many countries in the
developed North which may increase the demand for labour migration,
the realization of the high dependence on remittances in an increasing
number of countries in the South, and the high and increasing levels of
irregular forms of migration are three such examples. The point from
the perspective of problematization is not that such processes are not
important; only that one cannot determine in what ways questions
related to migration will be solved solely on the basis of the difficulties
stemming from these processes. Problematization

...responds to these difficulties, but by doing something quite other
than expressing them or manifesting them: in connection with them it
develops the conditions in which possible responses can be given; it
defines the elements that will constitute what the different solutions
will attempt to respond to. This development of a given into a
question, this transformation of a group of obstacles and difficulties
into problems to which the diverse solutions will attempt to produce a
response, this is what constitutes the point of problematization and the
specific work of thought (Foucault 1996a: 421).

Hence, a moment of problematization occurs as a result of difficulties
facing a particular practice. But problematization also signals a moment
of normalization, as it turns these difficulties into specific problems to
which solutions can be designed. In so doing, problematization
“conforms to the objectives which it presupposes” (Foucault 1996a:
418); it absorbs, and in a sense neutralizes, these difficulties by
conceptualizing them as problems within the ontological and
epistemological realm of the practice itself. Nevzat Soguk explains that
“Problematization...then, is a normalization — the conceptualization of
difficulties as amenable and manageable problems (as in problem-
solving theory) within a posited framework of practice” (1999: 50).
Hence, while problematization denotes an instance in which certain
governmental difficulties cause the practices governing a given issue to
be opened up for questioning, it is also an instance in which this issue
gets re-accommodated as manageable within the existing framework of
categories and techniques. Although problematization does have a
creative moment, one should not therefore overstate the extent to
which it represents an instant in which a genuinely “new” way of
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approaching a problem is articulated. While international organizations,
initiatives and commissions shape migration as a global issue, but they
do not invent it as such — the way that migration is being understood
and its government conceptualized are enabled and constrained by the
ways that problem of migrations have previously been understood and

handled.

Programmes
The concept of “programmes” or “programmatic texts”’ offers an
understanding of the material under analysis, that is, the vatious
documents concerning the government of migration that are produced
at the global level.

Scholars have studied discursive constructions of migration and
its various subcategories such as refugees and illegal immigrants in a
variety of locales, and by making use of different kinds of material: for
instance, popular media, parliamentary debates and political speeches
(see, for instance, Hier-Greenberg 2002; Hellstrém 2006; Brune 2004;
Van Dijk 1993; Klitgaard Holm 2006; Petersson 20006).

But, as we have seen at the beginning of this chapter,
governmentality studies are characterised by their focus on the concrete
dimensions of thought, as when authorities want to reshape or improve
a particular practice. This narrower focus directs attention to a specific
sort of material which is often overlooked in studies that seck to
account for broader cultural or popular discourses. In the second
volume of the History of Sexuality, Foucault explained that his main
material consisted not in theoretical or doctrinal sources but in
prescriptive and practical texts that were themselves part of a larger
governmental practice. Concretely, this led him to focus on those more
“modest” texts — speeches, treatises, dialogues etc — that had been
written with the purpose of offering rules, opinions and advice on how
to behave properly (1992: 12-13). While this specific example
concerned the government of the self in the area of sexual conduct, it
indicates the interest within governmentality studies in precisely these
practical and often quite unpretentious documents (cf. Valverde 2007:
163). With a general term, these documents are referred to as
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“programmes” and include prescriptive texts that are written with the
intent of reforming some aspect of a given regime of practices.
Programmes can be thought of as “sets of calculated, reasoned
prescriptions in terms of which institutions are meant to be
reorganized, spaces arranged, behaviours regulated” (Foucault 1991b:
80). Hence they always express an idea about how something should be
governed, what society should be like or how people ought to behave.
What Rose et al (2006: 95) refer to as the “grey” sciences of economics,
accounting and management, along with other theories from social
science, provide an important “intellectual machinery” for government
in that they provide “procedures for rendering the world thinkable,
taming its intractable reality by subjecting it to the disciplined analyses
of thought” (Rose — Miller 1992: 182; cf. Gottweiss 1998: 28-29).
Programmatic texts therefore often constitute a link between this
theoretical knowledge on the one hand, and practical concerns or
immediate goals on the other.

To historical governmentality studies, even failed or never
implemented programmes are of interest, since the focus lies not
primarily on what “actually happened” (O’Farrell 2005: 77). This is
because “a programme is always something more than a formulation of
wishes and intentions. Every programme also either articulates or
presupposes a Anowledge of the field of reality upon which it is to
intervene and/or which it is calculated to bring into being. The
common axiom of programmes is that an effective power is and must
be a power which knows the objects upon which it is exercised”.
Moreover, “...the condition that programmatic knowledge must satisfy
is that it renders reality in the form of an object which is programmable’
(Gordon 1980: 248, ital. in orig.). Thus, programmatic texts or models
are all sources that express a will to reform a particular practice, that
build upon a specific knowledge of that which is to be governed, and
that are practical in the sense that the proposed reforms are posed as
possible to carry out in practice. Within any institution, or any wider
regime of practices, there are incessant streams of such proposals, most
of which are fairly modest in character: they can for instance be policy
papers, official publications, legal and academic texts, or technical
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representations in the forms of charts, tables, graphs, numbers or
reports. These sources are not just seen as the “dull ephemera of
bureaucracy” but as tools with which some aspects of the world appear
as visible, calculable and amenable to government (Walters — Haahr
2005: 5-7).

However, some programmatic texts are highly sophisticated. The
one that Foucault is most famously associated with is no doubt the
Panopticon, a prison reform proposal originally formulated by Jeremy
Bentham in the 1790s. It described a ring-shaped building with a central
tower with cells distributed around it, in a way which allowed the
observer in the tower to see into the cells, while those in the cells could
not see into the central tower. The idea was that the prisoners in time
would change their behaviour to act as if they were being watched all
the time. The Panopticon was thus a self-regulating mechanism, in
which those governed came to incorporate a norm of behaviour
without the need of force or physical violence; over time, the
surveillance would be interiorized by prisoners to the point where they
became their own overseers (Foucault 1980a). Although never
implemented in its entirety within the prison system, aspects of the
Panopticon model came to be adopted as a general form for social
regulation in the eatly 19% century, for instance in the contexts of
overseeing schools or factories. To Foucault, it provided a model of
how modern societies worked, and other scholars have since detected
panopticism operating in a wide range of social spaces such as schools,
shopping malls and airports (O’Farrell 2005: 104; Ritzer 2007: 222-
224)55,

5% In contrast to Pangpticon which indicates that surveillance is continuous and
generalized, Didier Bigo (2006) introduces the term Ban-opticon to argue that current
social surveillance targets only a feared and unwelcome minority, such as irregular
migrants and suspected terrorists. Bigo takes the old German term Ban to signify “what
is excluded from sovereignty on high as exception to the rule and what is excluded
from below as discrimination, rejection, repulsion, and banishment” (ibid: 152, n31).
With Ban-opticon, the author describes how a general sense of insecurity at the
transnational level is connected to a network of different practices. It connects a variety
of discourses (on threats, immigration, the “enemy within”), with institutions (public
agencies, international organizations), architectural structures (detention centres,
waiting zones, video camera surveillence), laws (or terrorism, organized crime,
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We have previously seen that academic attention has so far
mainly concerned the question of whether states will choose to engage
in more binding forms of cooperation in the future. From a
governmentality perspective, research interest is instead directed to the
ways that migration is thought of and expressed in the various
documents that argue the case for cooperation — here conceived of as
programmatic texts. They as they are all written with the aim to
ameliorate the current government of migration, and they are united
not only by their discontent with how migration is presently being
handled but also in that they all find at least a part of the solution in
increased cooperation and dialogue. Moreover, they articulate a specific
knowledge of the phenomenon of migration, and they express their
proposals on improvement in a way which assumes that this
phenomenon is governable. When we perceive the document
approaching migration and migration politics from a global perspective
as programmes — expressive of a specific knowledge concerning the
nature of the objects to be governed as well as of the fitting forms for
governing — they are of interest regardless of whether the wishes for
intensified cooperation are realized in practice.

Political rationalities

As was explained at the beginning of this chapter, “mentalities of
government” are the main objects of analysis in governmentality
studies. Mentalities of government denote the more or less systematic
ways of thinking about and reflecting on the activity of government —
understood in the wide sense as any attempt at guiding or steering some
aspect of one’s own conduct or that of others. So far, however, we
have not said anything about how one should go about studying such
mentalities. Here, the notion of “political rationality” is introduced for
that purpose.

Rose and Miller argue that government has two separate but
interdependent dimensions: political rationalities and governmental

immigration) and administative measures (regulation of irregular migrants, transnational
agreements on deportation etc.).
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technologies. Governmental technologies tepresent the practical, operative
side of government: it covers the various means, calculations,
techniques, apparatuses and procedures through which governmental
thought is effected and deployed (1992: 183; cf. Dean 1999: 31). Since
“I[tthought becomes governmental to the extent that it becomes
technical” (Rose 1999: 51), such technologies are indispensable for the
practical activity of government. However, this study deals with how
the government of migration is being thought or conceptualized in the
programmatic texts that are produced at the global level — that is, it is
only concerned with the political rationality of governing migration.

If government is approached as a practical activity, then a
rationality® of government refers to

...a way or system of thinking about the nature of the practice of
government (who can govern; what governing is; what or who is
governed), capable of making some form of that activity thinkable and
practicable both to its practitioners and to those upon whom it was
practiced (Gordon 1991: 3).

Explicitly or implicitly, programmatic texts always refer to such
rationalities In fact they depend on the prior existence of such
systematic thinking of government for their emergence (Foucault
1991b: 80). The notion of “rationality” should not be misinterpreted as
indicating an absolute Reason against which different practices can be
measured and evaluated. Instead, to Foucault, rationalities are manifold
and relative, continually inscribing themselves in systems of
governmental practices (1991b: 79)°7. The main objective, therefore, is
not to determine whether a given practice conforms to rationalities, but

5 Most scholars within this tradition simply use the term “rationality” (cf. Flyvbjerg
1991: 121-135). I will use “political rationality” in my analysis in chapter 6, since I use
Rose and Rose and Miller’s specific definition. However, it refers to essentially the same
thing.

57 As an example, he turns to penal practices, and denies the view that imprisonment
represents a rational progress from older forms of punishment: “The ceremony of
public torture isn’t in itself more irrational than imprisonment in a cell; but it’s irrational
in terms of a type of penal practice which involves new ways of envisaging the effects
to be produced by the penalty imposed, new ways of calculating its utility, justifying it,
graduating it...”” (Foucault 1991b: 79).
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to “discover which kind of rationality they are using” (Foucault 1994bb:
299). Hence, “rationality” does not refer to a transcendental reason but
to historical practices and the knowledge that is part of those practices.
A rationality, Lemke explains, is therefore “not pure, neutral knowledge
which simply “represents” the governed reality. It is not an exterior
instance, but an element of government itself which helps to create a
discursive field in which exercising power is “rational””. So, when you
analyze a mentality of government, the main focus is not to see whether
it presents an adequate representation of society, but to see how it
functions in producing new knowledge, inventing new concepts and
notions that contribute to the government of a concrete domain of
intervention (Lemke 2000: 8).

Rose and Miller describe political rationalities as “the changing
discursive fields within which the exercise of power is conceptualized,
the moral justifications for particular ways of exercising power by
diverse authorities, notions of the appropriate forms, objects and limits
of politics, and conceptions of the proper distributions of such tasks
among secular, spiritual, military and familial sectors” (1992: 175). Rose
has since pointed out that a political rationality can be understood as a
“broader discourse”, distinguished by a shared vocabulary, the
existence of generally accepted facts, and agteement on central
problems to be solved (Rose 1999: 28). It is not necessarily uniform, in
the sense that everybody agrees on each aspect of how something or
someone should be governed. However, it is sufficiently consistent so
that differing ethical principles can communicate with each other, and
so political rationalities ate characterized by a certain regularity (Rose
1999: 26-28). This means that when tracing out a rationality, one
engages in a certain level of generalization: one tries to find the general
points of convergence rather than mapping out different positions.

In the case at hand, this means that the study will concentrate on
some points on which there is broad agreement, hence focussing on
similarities rather than dissimilarities. Thus, one invariably opens up for
at least two forms of critique. First, this general approach largely
overlooks more detailed suggestions. The programmatic texts that
constitute the material for this study are often quite practically oriented,
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offering a range of concrete recommendations on everything from
precise institutional arrangements for dialogue to the portability of
migrants’ pension funds — and such specific measures fall out of the
purview of this study. Second, and more importantly, a focus on the
broad rationality of governing migration tends to downplay internal
differences that exist at a less general level between the various sources.
No doubt, an alternative study, concerned with tracing out the
diverging positions on, say, migrants’ rights or migration and
development, would be of great value and empirical interest. However,
this study is concerned with the broader characteristics of the mentality
of governing migration globally, and its focus hence lies at a higher
level of abstraction.

Then, what should one look for when tracing the political
rationality of global migration management? Rose and Miller (1992:
178-179) specify that there are three dimensions of rationalities. First,
political rationalities have an epistennological character as they are always
articulated on the basis of some form of knowledge of the nature of the
objects, spaces, or persons that are to be governed. Conceptualizations
of such entities as the economy, society and population have changed
considerably over time in close relation to the transformations in the
rationalities that seck to govern them. In particular, political rationalities
always embody an understanding of the people who are to be
governed. With the notion of productive power, we have already seen
that Foucault and governmentality studies generally approach
subjectivities as the effects of power rather than the originators or
holders of power. Another way of formulating this idea is that each
rationality of government has its correlate in a specific form of
individual and/or collective identity (cf. Bartelson 2001: 174). People
are governed, for instance, as members of a flock to be led, as legal
subjects with rights, as children to be educated, as a resource to be
exploited, or as elements of a population to be managed (Veyne 1997).
Although government does not determine them, it fosters and
facilitates the formation of certain identities by either presupposing
them or trying to bring them about. One can think, for instance, of the
differing subjectivities and corresponding differing capabilities, duties
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and rights presupposed by such notions as “economic man”, “the
active citizen”, or “the poor” (cf. Dean 1999: 32).

The second dimension of political rationalities that Rose and
Miller (1992) mention but not particularly specify is that they are
expressed in a specific idiom. Language is here not seen as merely
reflecting an underlying reality, nor as “mere rhetoric” aimed to delude.
Instead, it is considered an intellectual apparatus through which reality
is made conceivable and amenable to governmental interventions. The
idiomatic dimension thus indicates that rationalities are made thinkable
through the medium of language (ibid: 179).

Thirdly, political rationalities have what Rose and Miller call a
moral form. This does not necessarily mean that they are normative in
the usual sense of the term, but that they are concerned with the
appropriate duties of authorities (if, when and how to intervene) and
the distribution of tasks between different types of authorities
(religious, political, pedagogic etc). They are also moral in that they are
concerned with the goals or ideals which government should strive to
attain (freedom, justice, equality, active citizens, economic efficiency,
growth, an entrepreneurial government etc). Furthermore, all political
rationalities have a utopian element — a vision of a kind of person,
society, organization or world that it wants to realize — even if this is
sometimes merely presupposed rather than explicitly spelled out in
documents (Rose and Miller 1992: 178-179; cf. Dean 1999: 33).

In chapter 6, I will use these three dimensions for analyzing the
political rationality of the global description of migration and migration
management which emerges with the global governance. As it is very
much marked by its use of management language, I have chosen to call
it the political rationality of global migration management.

Summing up
This chapter has provided an introduction to the governmentality
perspective and specified in what ways it will be used in the rest of this
study.
From governmentality as a general approach to government, a
few different concepts have been presented that will guide the
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approach to the global description of migration and migration politics
in chapter 6. I argue that one can understand the efforts to reformulate
migration as an international issue in terms of “problematization” — as
an instance when ongoing ways of governing migration encounter
difficulties and are opened up for questioning. Such a situation
threatens to reveal the contingency of a given issue; however new
questions and answers are usually sought and formulated in a way
which accommodates the difficulties within established frameworks for
handling it. Furthermore, I argue that the documents that are produced
by actors at the global level and that constitute this study’s empirical
material can be approached as “programmes”, i.e. texts that are written
with the objective of reforming a particular governmental practice. To
this end, programmes express a particular knowledge of the reality
which is to be governed in a way which presents this reality as
amenable to intervention. Programmes are also characterised as
depicting a discrepancy between this reality and the reality the proposed
reform intends to bring about. In order to analyze the mentality for
governing migration, I propose to explore the global description of
migration by tracing out its “political rationality”. A political rationality
can be understood as a broader discourse which may be heterogeneous
but which nevertheless displays a regularity in commonly accepted facts
and agreements on central problems. Such rationalities can be analyzed
in terms of the knowledge of the object they set out to govern (the
epistemological dimension), of the language in which it is expressed
(the idiomatic dimension), and in terms of its stated means and goals
(the moral dimension).

In the more specific sense, governmentality highlights how the
population in its manifold dimensions has taken centre stage for
modern exercises of power. While the sovereign form of power is
mainly exercised over territory and only conceives of subjects in legal
terms, discipline and governmental forms of power are primarily
exercised over populations: discipline approaches populations as
individuals which can and should be regularized and disciplined in
order to bring about the greatest benefits for the state, whereas
government addre