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Abstract

This dissertation analyses the politics of British immigration policy formation by drawing upon the
disciplines of migration theory, political theory, cultural studies, international political economy,
history, and postcolonial theory. Employing a Foucauldian and Gramscian methodology, it presents an
analysis of British migration policy in the development of colonial capitalism as a framework for its
analysis of the contemporary dynamics of mobility control under conditions of neo-liberal
globalisation. While focussing on the movement of persons, it examines the articulation of different
forms of mobility control - those over the movements of people, labour, finance, trade, services, in
relation to the sphere of political discourse and policy formation. The thesis seeks to examine the
development of ‘political’ and ‘economic’ migration regimes in these periods. It offers a longue duree
analysis ofthe manner in which they have been articulated under liberal and neo-liberal constellations
of governance, governmentalities and discourse fields. The thesis thus seeks to investigate the manner
in which regimes based in colonial, liberal, and racialised ideologies relates to the contemporary
paradigm of ‘managed migration’ pertaining to conditions of globalisation, neo-liberalism, and a
corresponding communitarianism. Finally, it seeks to analyse the manner in which these articulated

mobility regimes have been necessary to British practices of statecraft.

Statement o f Originality
The work in this dissertation is, to the best o fmy knowledge and belief original, except as
acknowledgement in the text. The material has not been submitted, in whole or inpart, for a degree at

this or any other university.
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Introductioji

In the nineteenth century the location ofthe ‘dark heart’ of colonisation was to be found in the words
of Conrad’s narrator Marlow - an economic migrant of sorts - who told the story of Belgian colonial
violence in the African Congo from the mid-ship of a cargo boat on London’s River Thames.1 When,
for the European colonial imagination, the world’s dark heart seemed to lie in Africa, India, the
Caribbean, the Americas, and the Antipodes - its thythm could also be heard in the uneven footfall of
the mobile vulgate (the vulgar mob) that roamed the streets that ran like tributaries from the Thames.
As Marlow says of the colonial metropolis, this also ... has been one of the dark places of the
earth’2In the period of British colonial and capitalist domination (from the 1750’s onwards), the truth
regimes of modernity and ‘progress’ were constructed as being threatened from without and within,
and the threat from within was, in various forms, relayed through that which was thought to have arisen
from without. Here, the poor, whether in the form of the masses of displaced persons flooding the
British metropolis or in the form, for example, of the Bengali peasant who resisted her or his
impoverishment, could be represented as an ‘antinomy of Progress’.3 The British ‘pauper’, like the
colonial subject, could thus be represented as an uncivilised Other, as ‘foreign’ to the national

community, on whom new forms ofdiscipline or subjugation could legitimately be imposed.

Virginie Guiraudon has observed that in the post-Cold War context, the ideas that framed European
intergovernmental co-operation on asylum and immigration ‘hinged on linking migration and crime
and considering that they constituted the dark side of ‘globalisation’ requiring a supranational
response’4 The phrase ‘the dark side of globalisation’ belongs to a G7 statement on ‘south to north’
migrant trafficking, which is linked to other forms of international crime.5The logic of this statement
pertains to the contemporary British policy regime of ‘managed migration’, where globalisation has
been seen, from the point of view of elite policy makers and communitarian sectors of the media, to
incur the risk of ‘illegal’ immigration from the ‘South’.6 Here, for example, the UK Home Office
White Paper of 1998 titled Fairer, Faster and Firmer: A Modern Approach to Immigration and Asylum
and the subsequent Immigration and Asylum Act (1999) set out the government’s approach to
1Joseph Conrad, Heart of Darkness, London, Penguin, 1983.

2Joseph Conrad, ibid., p 29.

3John Marriott, The Other Empire: Metropolis, India and Progress in the Colonial Imagination, Manchester University Press,
2003.

4Virginie Guiraudon, The constitution of a European immigration policy domain: A political sociology approach’, Journal of
European Public Policy, Vol. 10, No. 2, April 2003; See also, Sharone Backers, Commentary, ‘Refugees: The dark side of
globalisation': the criminalisation of refugees’, Race and Class, Vol. 43, No. 1, January, 2002

5Morrison and Crossland, The Trafficking and Smuggling of Refugees: The End Game in European Asylum Policy? UNHCR
Working Paper No. 39, April 2001.

6The 1998 UK Home Office White Paper Fairer, Faster, and Firmer- A Modern Approach to Immigration and Asylum
and the Immigration and Asylum Act of 1999 begins to set out the globalisation-as-risk thesis.
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immigration and asylum in terms ofthe risks, as well as the benefits, of globalisation. In this primarily
utilitarian approach, globalisation’s ‘dark side’ is located in the instability of the ‘South’ (and the
‘East’), and in the ‘criminal’ border-crossings that have seen that instability migrate to the North (in the
processes of trafficking, ‘bogus’ migration, and the growth of the ‘black’ economy). The ‘southern’
location of instability is situated in the discursive space of European modernity, wherein, for example,
global IMF regulations have become a form of neo-colonial governance seeking to discipline
‘southern’ nations.7 This neo-colonialist ideology governs the flows of finance, trade, workers and
people between north and south, functioning as the broader paradigm in which the ‘bogus’ asylum

seeker figures as an embodiment ofthe risks of globalisation.

Western European governments have thus come to problematise asylum-based immigration, on the
basis that economic migrants are making inappropriate use of the limited access to refuge provided to
political refugees. These ‘people flows’ are sometimes represented as a flood ofthreatening difference,
particularly in the tabloid media where they figure in the scenario of a ‘siege’ waged against the
‘haven’ of British liberal society, a ‘haven’ constructed in the midst of global conflicts and
insecurities.8 This sense of the need for ‘securitisation’ is addressed and promoted in the Home Office
White Paper titled Secure Haven, Safe Borders: Integration with Diversity in Modern Europe (2002).9
The securitisation ofthe community imagined as a haven takes the form ofa process of enfortressment
that works as a series of strategies designed to facilitate and manage flows and stasis of finance, trade,
and people in the interests ofthe globalised and globalising “West’. It is within the realms of this neo-

liberal and communitarian process that we should more properly locate globalisation’s ‘dark heart’.

Linda Colley makes the general point that ‘the history of Britain and the histories of its various
overseas adventures cannot be adequately approached separately.’101 follow this approach in arguing
that a correlation should be drawn between the production of colonial ‘others’ - those British and
foreign subjects whose mobility was found to be threatening in the period of colonial-capitalism, and
‘global ‘others’ - those ‘foreign’ persons who are framed as threatening the British nation in their

‘economic’ or ‘political’ migrations. The relationship between the migration regimes of British

7 Sundhya Pahuja, ‘Global formations: IMF conditionality and the South as a legal subject, in Peter Fitzpatrick and Patricia
Tuitt, Critical Beings: Law, Nation and the Global Subject, Ashgate, Aldershot, 2004: Mark Duffieid, Global Governance and
the New Wars: The Merging of Development and Security, London and New York, Zed Books, 2001

8 Open Democracy, ‘People Flow: Migration in Europe’, http://opendemocracv.net/DeoDle-miarationeuroDe/issue.isD.
accessed October 28th, 2005; For an analysis of media representations of asylum seekers see R. Kaye, ‘Redefining the
Refugee: The UK media portrayal of Asylum seekers’, in Khalid Koser and Helma Lutz, (eds.), The New Migration in Europe:
Social constructions and Social Realities; Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1998

9Jeff Huysmans, The European Union and the Securitization of Migration’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No.
5,2000; Adam Edwards, ‘The Politics of Transnational Organised Crime: Discourse, Reflexivity, and the Narration of Threat’;
Both authors taken a Foucauldian approach to the construction of securitisation as a ‘political rationality or governmentality’
(Edwards, p 1) that works through a governmental ‘probiematisation’ of perceived threats (Huysmans, pp., 756-7.)

10Linda Colley, Captives: Britain, Empire and the World 1600- 1850, Jonathon Cape, London, 2002, p 345.


http://opendemocracv.net/DeoDle-miarationeuroDe/issue.isD

colonial-capitalism and British globalisation should be contextualised within a framework that
recognises that colonisation was central to the rise of the British capitalist state in the world system,
and that the infra-national and extra-national control of mobilities, including those of people, finance,
goods, and politics, was essential to that development.1l Correspondingly, while British neo-liberalism
takes the form of national-globalisation and a securitising communitarianism, the extension of British
neo-liberalism constitutes a form of neo-colonial capitalism in which the control of mobilities is once

again essential to the dominant position ofthe neo-liberal state-society complex.12

In this longue duree approach the forced migration and stasis (immobility) of asylum and refugee
regimes are analysed in relation to a series of colonial regimes including those of pauperised British,
Irish and Indian subjects, as well as the forced migration and stasis of African slaves. A central focus
here is on the relationship between the criminalisation and pauperisation ofBritish migrants, and on the
extent to which the British poor in the period of colonial capitalism should be considered to have been
what migration analysts refer to as internally displaced persons and forced and coerced migrants. The
displacements and stasis of'the British poor are correlated to those of colonised subjects throughout the
regions of British colonial endeavour. Herein I seek to analyse the regimes governing the migration
and stasis of these populations in relation to the contested incorporation of their labour power within
the developing discourse and governmentalities of liberal progress and colonial capitalism. The thesis
thus investigates the degree to which a biopolitical governmentality emerges to produce, legitimate and
maintain the hegemonic dominance ofthe British state-society complex. Migration, furthermore, is one
form of mobility that needs to be thought of in relation to commercial and financial mobility regimes.
My primary focus, however, is to analyse the production of regimes governing the movement and
stasis ofpersons, and to contextualise these by reference to the flows of finance and goods and services
with which they are articulated. This approach assists the analysis of the historical relationships
between economic and political liberalism (and thus imperialism, pauperisation, and peripheralisation),
and the contemporary relations between neo-liberalism, north-south relations, and ‘development’ as

frameworks governing the construction of migratory regimes.

While the longue duree analysis ofBritish mobility regimes demonstrates the neo-colonial character of
neo-liberal mobility regimes, the dissertation takes the problematisation of refugee and asylum-based

immigration as its touchstone, and focuses on the contemporary form of the re-construction of the

111develop this argument in the first chapter.

121am drawing, in part, on the central insights of Immanuel Wallerstein, Modern World System: Capitalist Agriculture and the
Origins of the European World Economy in the Sixteenth Century, Vol. 1, London, Academic Press, 1976b; Modern World
System: Mercantilism and the Consolidation of the European World Economy, 1600-1750, Vol. 2, London, Academic Press,
1980; The Modern World System: The Second Era of Great Expansion ofthe Capitalist World Economy, 1730-1840's, Vol. 3,
London, Academic Press, 1989



refugee as a ‘genuinely political” migrant whose political persecution distinguishes him from the self-
interested and rationally acting ‘economic’ migrant.3 Conversely, the thesis seeks to demonstrate the
extent to which the ‘disguised economic’ migration identified in governmental discourse consists ofthe
movement of people from pauperised and conflict-ridden countries is a product of previous colonial-
liberal and contemporary neo-liberal practices and ideologies. The effect ofthese practices requires one
form of recognition of the political character of the so-called ‘economic’ migrant. The bogus asylum
seeker is a political subject whose migration constitutes a resistant act of exodus from the conditions of
his (and their) subjection. ¥ The migrant here resists the imposition of stasis (immobility).
Simultaneously, as a self-interested economic actor, he is the paradigmatic rational and autonomous
subject of liberal discourse. Thus the ‘bogus-migrant’ occupies a liminal sphere and his presence is
manifest not just in the form ofan undesirable other but as an unheimlich form ofthe liberal self.15The
presence of this litigious other-self, it will be argued, troubles the dominant form of govemment-as-

policing by threatening the sovereign and disciplinary constitution ofthe well-ordered population.6

Section One: ‘R ace ’ , Class, and”’

Comparative and Globalised Modes of Analysis.

The approach of the thesis draws upon and yet differs from some of the major critical and historical
accounts of British migration policy formation in several aspects.l7Because it seeks to problematise
the liberal border constructed between ‘political’ and ‘economic’ forms of migration, the thesis draws
upon a broad range of historical sources that enable the construction of a longue duree approach. Thus,

whilst drawing upon Tony Kushner and Katherine Knox’s admirable twentieth century social history of

13Following Robin Cohen, | trace the originating moment of this reconstruction to Douglas Hurd’s deployment of the term
‘disguised economic migrant’ in 1985. Frontiers of Identity: The British and the Others, Longman, New York and London,
1994, p 82

¥ Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire, Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 2001, pp 212-4. Hardt
and Negri write that ‘mobility and mass worker nomadism always express a refusal and a search for liberation: the resistance
against the horrible conditions of exploitation and the search for freedom and new conditions of life’, p 212; See also
Amblavaner Sivanandan’s argument that the ‘economic migrant is the political refugee’. A. Sivanandan, ‘Refugees from
Globalism’, CARF, No. 57, August-September, 2000

1B Freud’s term the ‘unheimlich’ is often translated as ‘uncanny’, but that definition needs to be supplemented with the sense
of being at home and yet not at home that Freud intends.

16 Michel Foucault, 'Securite, territoire et population’, Cours au College de France, 1977-1978. Paris, Gallimard/Seuil

17 Firstly, much of the important historical work on British political discourse and migration policy formation has focussed on
the post-1948 period of ‘New Commonwealth’ immigration and subsequent restrictions in terms of ‘race’, class, or liberalism.
For examples of accounts that privilege the category of ‘race’, see Zig Layton-Henry, The Politics of Immigration, Race’and
‘Race’ Relations in Post-War Britain, Oxford, Blackwell, 1992; Kathleen Paul, Whitewashing Britain: Race and Citizenship in
the Post-war Era, Ithaca and London, Cornell University Press, 1997; Examples of the class-based approach link analysis of
racial and class-based discrimination include Stephen Castles and Godula Kosack, Immigrant Workers and Class Structure in
Western Europe, London, Oxford University Press, 1973. Robert Miles gives a broad (Marxist) historical persepective. See
Robert Miles, Racism and Migrant Labour, London, Routledge, 1982; Examples of accounts of the state's liberalism in this
period include Randall Hansen, Citizenship and Immigration in Post-War Britain, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2000
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the local, national and global dynamics of refugees in Britain, the postcolonial Foucauldian and
Gramscian approach employed requires a different constellation of historical sources, and a broader
range of historical subjects.l8Kushner and Knox are concerned with the neglected domain ofthe local
histories ofrefugees and the communities in which they settled, and in addressing this neglect produce
a history that provides an effective critique ofrestrictive policy formation and discriminatory media in

relation to refugees.

By way of contrast, I seek to draw out some of the correlations that exist between colonial forms of
political-<m/-economic migration, and to provide a critique of the colonial and liberal political
frameworks that governed particular mobility regimes. I am concerned to draw out the relationships
between, for example, colonial slavery, the coolie system, and the transportation system with the
modern regimes of managed migration. In this sense, whilst drawing upon a range of histories that
focus on specific or broadly conceived periods of immigration and refugee policy formation such as
Louise London’s Whitehall and the Jews, or Ann Dummett and Andrew Nicol’s Subjects, Citizens,
Aliens and Others, the historical approach differs from accounts that are more directly focussed on

immigration and refugees per se.

A wide range of historical sources are drawn upon for the archaeological account of the relationship
between the political form ofthe English and subsequently British state-society complex, political and
economic liberalism, and several indicative colonial migration regimes. Several of these texts are
primarily histories ofthe development of liberal and colonial ideologies. Thus, for example, the works
of Bernard Semmel and David Armitagel9enables an understanding ofthe centrality of imperialism to
the development of British political liberalism. The development of this relationship is further pursued
by drawing upon critical postcolonial histories, as well as histories of the theories and practices of
economic liberalism. In the first instance, I draw upon the work of Uday Sing Mehta and Gyan Prakash
to examine the inclusive and exclusive dynamics of political liberalism in relation to the incorporation
of colonial subjects as ‘free’ or ‘unfree’ labour in the imperial economy.20 The postcolonial critiques of
the construction of ‘freedom’ within liberal imperialism is used in conjunction with the continuum set

out by the labour historian David Etlis that works between the negative pole of ‘unfree’ labour

1B8Tony Kushner and Katherine Knox, Refugees in an Age of Genocide: Global, National and Local Perspectives during the
Twentieth Century, London and Portland, Oregon, Frank Cass, 2001.

19 Bernard Semmel, The Liberal Ideal and the Demons of Empire: Theories of Imperialism from Adam Smith to Lenin,
Baltimore and London, John Hopkins University Press, 1993; David Armitage, The Ideological Origins of the British Empire,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000.

2Uday Singh Mehta, Liberalism and Empire: A Study of Nineteenth-Century Biritish Liberal Thought, University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, 1999; Gyan Prakash, ‘Introduction: the discourse of freedom’, in Bonded Histories: Genealogies of Labour
Servitude in Colonial India, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2002



migration and ‘free’ labour migration.2l The thesis also draws upon some of the key insights of the
historian of world labour migration, Lydia Potts, and of the world-systems analysis of Immanuel
Wallerstein.2 The frameworks provided by these authors enables an analysis of colonial labour
migration within the emergent and changing global division oflabour between the core, periphery, and
semi-periphery. This global perspective facilitates a problematisation ofthe binary opposition between
‘voluntary’ or ‘free’ and ‘forced’ or ‘unfree’ migrations, insofar as both ofthese have been subject to
incorporation within the world economy. Understanding the role of the British economy as a
locomotive ofthe world economy helps to provide the analysis ofthe relationship between ‘economic’

and ‘political’ migrations within colonial liberalism and, subsequently, neo-liberal globalisation.

The account of economic liberalism and imperialism employs a wide range of sources. Bernard
Semmel’s The Rise ofFree Trade Imperialism provides a useful account of the relationship between
the theory of classical political economy and its use in political discourse and policy formation. The
works ofP. J. Cain and Anthony Hopkins, H.V. Bowen, and Linda Colley all help to analyse the rise of
a capitalist state-society complex via formal and militant and informal {laissezfaire) imperialism, and
to account for the importance of financial flows and the financial service sector in the socio-political
dominance of British elites.23 These works also help to establish the importance of colonialism for
British capitalism and the rise ofthe British nation-state to the status ofa global hegemon. The concept
of ‘gentlemanly capitalism’ given in the Cain and Hopkins’ work is the subject of ongoing historical
debate, particularly in relation to the relative importance of industrialisation, and the relative
importance of colonial (rather than metropolitan) dynamics in the development of British capitalism.
While I recognise the merit of these reservations, the critical engagement offered in the first chapter
seeks to suggest that these criticisms do not substantially revoke the inter-relationships between
colonialism, the financial service sector, and the aristocracy that Cain and Hopkins demonstrate. The
thesis is thus situated amongst the /ongue duree historical works that address imperialism and
colonisation as central aspects ofthe development ofthe British liberal and capitalist state, and brings
together a range of diverse historical material in order to support its arguments in regards to the
articulation of mobility flows (of people, commerce, and finance) with the political form ofthe British

state-society complex.

21 David Etlis, ‘Labour and Coercion in the English Atlantic World from the Seventeenth to the Early Twentieth Century’, in
Michael Twaddle: The Wages of Slavery: From Chattel Slavery to Wage Labour in Africa, the Caribbean, and England’,
London, Frank Cass, 1993, p 207.

2Lydia Potts, The World Labour Market: A History of Migration, trans. Terry Bond, London, Zed Books, 1990; Immanuel
Wallerstein, ibid.

23P.J. Cain, and A.G. Hopkins, British Imperialism: Innovation and Expansion, 1688-1914, Longman, London, 1993a; H.V.
Bowen, Elites, Enterprise and the Making of the British Overseas Empire, 1688-1775, London, Palgrave Macmillan; Linda
Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 1992



Beyond the historical focus, an important approach to the politics of migration has been the
comparative focus on migration policy formation in the context ofthe differing political frameworks of
Western democratic nation-states, in terms of the issues of ‘control, security, and integration’.4 This
approach overlaps, at points, with a focus on the ‘problem’ of immigration for Britain and other
Western nation-states in the context of an analysis of regionalisation and globalisation. These
approaches to the politics of immigration have given rise to a series ofproblematisations and debates in
contemporary migration theory and policy formation. Amongst these, I will address those that revolve
around the validity (or lack thereof) ofthe ‘race relations paradigm’ and the use of ‘race and class’ as
categories of analysis; the ‘problem’ of maintaining Western democratic states’ sovereignty25 (or, as
Doty argues, the problem of changing practices of statecraft)2in the face of an immigration ‘crisis’27,
the problematisation of migration policy formation as either a ‘liberal paradox’28 between the
conflicting requirements of economic and political liberalism, or as a reconfiguration of the balance
between liberalism and illiberalism; the constitution and legitimation of a regime of ‘managed
migration’ appropriate to the qualitatively distinct migrations of the period of globalisation, and
consequently, a utilitarian problematisation of both the rights-based ‘northern regime’2 of asylum
migration and settlement, and of so-called ‘economic migration’; the corresponding securitisation and
re-borderments of globalised migration;30and the re-elaboration of ‘migration-development nexus’ in

terms ofregimes of forced migration.3l

Whilst seeking to engage with these contemporary approaches and the related debates and
problematisations (see below), my approach is situated within an analysis of British migration regimes

whose origins lie in the seventeenth century development ofthe hegemonic articulation of colonialism,

2 James Hollifield, The politics of international migration: How can we ‘bring the state back in"?" in Caroline B. Brettell and
James F. Hollifield, (eds.), Migration Theory: Talking Across Disciplines, New York and London, Routledge, 2000. See for
example, Christian Joppke, (ed.), Challenge to the Nation-State: Immigration in Western Europe and the United States,
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1998; Christian Joppke, Immigration and the Nation State: The United States, Germany, and
Great Britain, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1999

25 See, for example, Wayne Cornelius, Phillip Martin and James Hollifield, Controlling Immigration: A Global Perspective,
Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1994; James Hollifield, Immigrants, Markets, and States: The Political Economy of
Postwar Europe, Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1992

2. Roxanne Lynn Doty, Anti-Immigrantism in Western Democracies: Statecraft, Desire, and the Politics of Exclusion, London
and New York, Routledge, 2003

27 Myron Weiner, The Global Migration Crisis, Challenges to States and to Human Rights, 1995

BJames Hollifield, ‘Migration and International relations: the ‘liberal paradox’, Royal Society of British Geographers, draft
copy, January 14th, 2001.

D Charles Keely, The international refugee regime(s): the end of the Cold War matters’, International Migration Review, Vol.
35, No. 1,2000, pp., 303-314.

P Ole. Waever, B. Buzan, M. Kelstrup, and P. Lemaitre, Identity, Migration, and the New Security Agenda in Europe, London,
Pinter, 1993; Jeff Huysmans, The European Union and the Securitization of Migration’, Journal of Common Market Studies,
Vol. 38, No. 5, 2000; Adam Edwards, The Politics of Transnational Organised Crime: Discourse, Reflexivity, and the
Narration of Threat’

31 Amongst a growing literature, see Stephen Castles et al., ‘Developing DFiD’s Policy Approach to Refugees and Internally
Displaced Persons, Vols. 1&ll, Oxford, Refugees Studies Centre, February 2005.



capitalism, and liberalism, and whose contemporary ‘end-point’ lies in the articulation of globalisation,
neo-liberalism, and communitarianism. The critique of the contemporary British politics of migration
proceeds by examining the place of mobility regimes within the rise of Britain within the colonial
global order, and to map the development ofthe political governmentalities that constituted disciplined
populations of national citizen-subjects and colonial subjects in the process of the incorporating

extension ofliberal capitalism.

This archaeological approach focuses on the forms of power constituting the production of forced and
coerced mobility regimes. Where critical and historical accounts of the politics of immigration policy
formation have focussed on the refugee and asylum-migration, the dissertation focuses on the forced
and coerced production of political-a«<i-economic migration regimes as means of engaging with the
politics of asylum and immigration policy formation.32Here my approach is in accordance with the
recent broadening of academic and policy-based research that seeks to analyse refugee and asylum-
based immigration within an understanding of the production and management of the larger field of
forced migration, as well as with the contemporary focus on analysis ofutilitarian regimes of ‘managed

migration’ that manifest an ‘economic’ stratification of migration categories.3

Several of these issues have been addressed in the recent works of the ‘comparitivist’ school of the
politics of migration. Adrian Favell cites the emergence of issues of national identity, sovereignty and
politics, regional geopolitics, transnationalism and globalization within the field of the politics of
migration. Favell describes the development of a school of comparative Europeanists in the post 70°’s
period.34 These comparativist theorists can be broadly placed within Randall Hansen’s description of
‘schools’ concerned with institutional realism, or within ‘schools’ whose major focus is upon the

effects of globalization on migration.35 Situated within the realist vein, the recent works of Freeman,

PTony Kushner and Katherine Knox, Refugees in an Age of Genocide: Global, National and Local Perspectives during the
Twentieth Century, London and Portland, Oregon, Frank Cass, 2001: Liza Schuster, ‘Asylum and the lessons of history’,
Race and Class, Vol. 44, No. 2,2000, pp., 40-56

3B See, for example, the approach to forced migration set out in Stephen Castles and Nicholas Van Hear, et al., ‘Developing
DFID’s Policy Approach to Refugees and Internally Displaced Persons’, Vols. | and Il, Oxford, Oxford University, Refugees
Studies Centre, Compas, February 2005; For useful accounts of British ‘managed migration’ policies, see Sarah Spencer,
(ed.), The Politics of Migration: Managing Opportunity, Conflict, and Change, Oxford, Blackwell, 2003; Bill Jordan, Migration:
The Boundaries of Equality and Justice, Cambridge, Polity Press, 2003; Heaven Crawley, ‘Managing migration: current entry
routes into the UK labour market’, London, Institute of Public Policy Research, 2002; Stephen Castles, ‘Why migration
policies fail’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 27, No. 2, March 2004; Don Flynn, ‘New borders, new management: the
dilemmas of modern immigration policies’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 28, No. 3, May 2005; Don Flynn, ‘Tough as old
boots? Asylum and immigration and the paradox of New Labour’, Discussion paper, Immigration Rights Project, London, Joint
Council for the Welfare of Immigrants, November 2003.

3 Favell identifies the foremost amongst them as Rogers Brubaker, Gary Freeman, Peter Hall, James Hollifield, Martin
Schain, Sydney Tarrow, and Yasemin Soysal. Others working within or against this 'new paradigm’ include Virginie
Guiraudon,, Matthew Gibney, Randall Hansen, James Joppke, and Liza Schuster.

3P Randall Hansen, ‘Globalization, Embedded Realism, and Path Dependence: The Other Immigrant's to Europe’,
Comparative Political Studies. Vol. 35, No 3, April 2002, p 259-283.
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Hollifield and Joppke have forwarded major new directions in migration research. Hollifield’s work
has produced the ‘gap’ thesis, which accounts for the gap between the rhetoric of control and the
actual, albeit relative, liberalization of immigration into the EU in the contemporary (global) period.%
Hollifield argues that nation states have evolved into trading states and that under the new conditions
of global trading competition are caught within the liberal paradox, where ‘open’ economic and
‘closed’ political liberalism produce conflicting effects on migration regimes. Hollifield’s ‘gap thesis’
points to the importance oftensions between the market and the state. While his state-centred argument
intervenes in the sovereignty debate in pointing to the importance of the domestic and international
political structures that operate within ‘globalisation’, Gary Freeman, working from an embedded
realist institutionalist approach, argues that immigration policies in the contemporary liberal Western
states amounts to a ‘modest expansiveness’ produced by the ‘domestic political processes’ which
marginally favour pro-migration interest groups.37Freeman’s account of interest groups includes the
state desire for sovereignty and anti-migrant tendencies amongst the weaker social forces (those that
bear the brunt ofthe detrimental effects of immigration). While Freeman argues that these forces lose
out to the domestic coalition ofanti-racist and pro-labour business groups, it remains important to note
that the primary ‘interest’ group is that of migrants themselves, whilst the informal and service sectors
of the British economy should be considered as producing a major ‘pull effect’. In addition, the
trafficking and smuggling ‘industries’ should be considered as a major ‘interest group’ that, whilst
acting as a brake on the state’s sovereignty, does not fit the model of Freeman’s politics ofrecognition.
Joppke’s analysis of processes of ‘limited sovereignty’ furthered the emphasis on domestic factors,
arguing that the courts’ use of international jurisprudence and domestic constitutional jurisprudence
strengthened the rights of immigrants, subsequently making it extremely difficult for states to pursue
policies of expulsion or to produce substantial disincentives for guest workers and migrants seeking to
remain.38 These authors, whilst generalising their theories from the examination of German and French
situations, also acknowledge limits to their theories’ breadth; Britain in particular is commonly noted
as an exceptional case. This is particularly true in terms ofthe domestic influence ofthe judiciary, and

similarly due to the lack ofa rights-ensuring constitution.39

3 Hollifield introduced the ‘gap’ thesis in James Hollifield, ‘Immigration Policy in France and Germany: Outputs versus
Qutcomes’, Annals, 485, p 113-128,1986.

3 Gary Freeman, ‘Modes of Immigration Politics in Liberal Democratic States’, International Migration Review, 29(4), pp.,
881-902,1995; ‘The Decline of Sovereignty? Politics and Immigration in Liberal States’, in Christian Joppke, (ed), Challenges
to the Nation-State, pp 86-108, Oxford, Oxford University Press.

3B Christian Joppke, ‘Why liberal states accept unwanted immigration’, World Politics, 50, 266-293,1998; Immigration and the
Nation-State, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1999.

P See, for example, Gary Freeman, ‘Britain, the deviant Case’, in W.A. Cornelius, P.L. Martin, and J.F. Hollifield, (eds.,),
Controlling Immigration, pp 297-300, Stanford California, Stanford University Press, 1994: Hansen (2000), Christian Joppke,
‘Asylum and State Sovereignty: A Comparison of the United States, Germany, and Britain’, in Christian Joppke, (Ed.),
Challenges to the Nation State, pp 109-152, Oxford University Press.



Each of the above theorists shares the belief that neither globalisation nor the subsequent growth in
market-driven immigration has caused the (normatively conceived) state to be supplanted by a system
of post-nationalism. The second stream of theory identified by Favell and Hansen as the ‘globalisation
thesis’ problematises the normative conception ofthe sovereign state. Yasemin Soysal, Saskia Sassen
and Virginie Guiraudon have all produced important new directions in migration research. While
Sassen, in Hansen’s reckoning, is the chiefprotagonist in the making ofthe globalisation thesis, Soysal
is largely responsible for the ‘post-national’ thesis, and Guiraudon provides evidence of important
limitations to the post-national thesis. Soysal’s main argument is that new regional, international and
supranational developments in law and institutions have bolstered the rights of migrants and third
country nationals at the expense of nation-state sovereignty. Unlike James Hollifield, who focuses on
the national sphere of rights creation and acknowledges that international norms only hold validity
when ratified at the national level, Soysal sees the embedding of a new range of rights as the
emergence of a new form of citizenship - one given at the European level. Regional citizenship, for
Soysal, points to the emergence of a post-national system based on the supranational institution of
Human Rights legislation. Virginie Guiraudon, on the other hand, uses a genealogical analysis oflegal
developments in the European Union to describe how the rhetoric ofrights-based norms is checked by
the strength of the intergovernmental structure of policy formation. In Guiraudon’s analysis, the
security bias ofthe EU’s Third Pillar (Justice and Home Affairs) successfully restricts the more liberal
tendencies of the European Parliament and the European Court of Justice.40 Within the political
structure of the developing European Union it seems that dominant nation states have managed to
maintain a large degree of control over migration policy formation. In preferring the executive security
focussed structures ofthe Third Pillar to the democratic orjudicial venues ofthe EU, the dominant EU

states have managed to inoculate the process of migration policy formation from post-nationalism.

Saskia Sassen’s work on the transnational circuits of migration is more market-focussed than the legal
and institutional approach of Soysal or Guiraudon. In Sassen’s analysis of globalisation as the
workings of integrated international capital and the growth of service markets, the normatively-
conceived state’s control of immigration has become redundant.4l Hansen describes Sassen’s argument
as being based on a combination of rights-based supranationalism, the uptake of international rights
based norms by domestic legislation and its subsequent use by domestic judiciary, and ‘a sort of

unstable tension between the increasingly free movement of services, capital, and goods, on the one

4>Virginie Guiraudon, ‘International Human Rights Norms and their Incorporation: The Protection of Aliens in Europe’,
European University Institute Working paper EUF No. 98/4, Badia Fiesolana, San Domenico, Italy, 1998.
41 Saskia Sassen, ‘The de facto transnationalizing of immigration policy’, in Christian Joppke, (ed.), ibid, 1998



hand, and the maintenance of limits on the movements of labourers on the other’.42 While the limits
that Guiraudon finds in institutional resistance to supranationalism apply to Sassen’s argument as well
as Soysal’s, Sassen is right to point to the judicial uptake of nationally ratified internal norms and
conventions. Reading Guiraudon and Sassen together, it seems the developments of supranationalism
and national uptake take the form of a reciprocity in which the extra-national effects the infranational
while the infranational effects the extra-national policy formation. Subsequently, their articulation

represents elements belonging to the regional process ofglobalisation rather than post-nationalism.

One of Sassen’s major theoretical contributions is the study oftransnational processes that has led her
to argue for ‘the declining significance ofthe national economy as a unitary category’ and to be critical
of ‘economic globalisation’ to the extent to which it has been ‘represented in terms of the duality of
national-global where the global gains power and advantages at the expense of the national’.43 For
Sassen, ‘immigration is one major process through which a transnational political economy is being
based’#4 Here Sassen argues that globalisation produces the rise of a global-city informal economy
into which third world migrants are inevitably drawn. Governments gearing their economies to
transnational processes thus create the conditions for the need for formal and informal immigration,
particularly to their global cities. Taken together, the three elements of Sassen’s argument demonstrate
that insofar as the state has participated in the implementation of many ofthese new arrangements, the
state itself has been transformed, and so has the interstate system. Globalised migration has therefore
been a productive element in the changes that neo-Gramscians describe as the fransformismo of the

state and interstate system.45

Subsequently, Sassen’s account demonstrates substantial drawbacks in the realist analysis of
institutional pathways operating within liberal democratic restraints. The first ofthese is the role ofthe
state in the production ofthe important correspondence that Sassen draws between formal and informal
economies. If, as Sassen argues, informal economies can be correlated with irregular immigration, then
there is more to market liberalisation of mobility than state facilitation of self-selecting high-skill
labour. Secondly, despite Hansen’s conflation of the ‘globalisation thesis’ with a form of post-
nationalism, her research bears comparison with the position adopted by Favell and Hansen (2002)

calling for liberal and Marxist readings of the ‘market’ as the dominating factor in the politics of

£ Randall Hansen, ‘Globalization, Embedded Realism, and Path Dependence: The Other Immigrant's to Europe’,
Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 35, No 3, April 2002, p 262. Hansen bases this interpretation on Saskia Sassen, Losing
Control: The Decline of Sovereignty in an Age of Globalization, New York, Columbia University Press, 1996.

43 Saskia Sassen, Globalization and its Discontents: Essays on the New Mobility of People and Money, The New Press, New
York, 1998. pxix.

44 Saskia Sassen, ibid, 1998, p xxi.

45 Robert Cox, 'Gramsci, hegemony and international relations: an essay in method’, in Stephen Gill, Gramsci, Historical
Materialism, and International Relations, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1993, p 55



contemporary European immigration.46 Thirdly, in attending to the trans-nationalisation of the state
Sassen’s approach is a critical theory of globalisation, just as Guiraudon’s work brings a critical
approach to regionalisation. Each ofthese approaches helps to deconstruct the realist approach with its

attendant separation of market and ‘politics’ and subsequent normative depiction ofthe sovereign state.

Advocating the ‘wide range of mainstream comparative and theoretical research agendas, especially

work in a new institutionalist vein,’47 Favell has argued that

In the past, the accumulation ofknowledge on the subject was often hampered by nationally bounded,
context-specific perspectives, and an ignorance of the comparative subtleties of other countries.
Debates were also distorted by the activist involvement of many academics writing about race or
ethnicity, who used academic research (inappropriately) as a vehicle for denouncing racism in

governmentpolicies on immigration or the treatment o fethnic minorities4

Explicit in Favell’s argument is a rejection ofa ‘redundant’ focus on the discourse ofrace in migration
policy for an examination of the institutional framework of policy formation such as that of Randal
Hansen’s path-dependency methodology.49 The British-based school of ‘race-and-class’ based analysis
that Favell rejects would include works by migration theorists such as Sivanandan, Fekete, Foot,
Layton-Henry, Miles, and Paul.90 These authors have shared a focus on the linkages between
institutional and cultural racism. Hansen also rejects the ‘race-school’ approach, and cites the work of
Carter, Harris and Joshi as providing a precedent setting example of the racialisation thesis in the
context of post second world war immigration. Carter et al, have argued that the presence of black
immigrants was used by the state in the creation of the ‘race problem’ which subsequently worked to
justify the necessary exclusion of ‘unassimilable’ forms of immigration.5l Their arguments place the
state at the centre ofthe creation ofracism, rather than as democratically responding to popular racism,
or attempting to depoliticise the ‘problem’ as it affected health, housing, welfare, and employment. For

Hansen, the general position adopted by the ‘race and class’ school finds its concise expression in

46 Adrian Favell and Randall Hansen, ‘Markets against politics: EU enlargement and the idea of Europe’, Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies, Vol. 24, No. 4, October, 2002, pp., 581-601.

47 Adrian Favell, ‘Introduction: Immigration Politics in Europe,” Special Issue of ECPR news, Vol. 11, No. 2, Spring 2000.

48 Adrian Favell, op cit.

4 Randall Hansen, ibid, 2000.

5 Paul Foot, ibid, 1965; Stephen Castles and Gosulda Kosak, ibid; Robert Miles, ibid, 1982; Zig Layton-Henry, ibid, 1992; A.
Sivanandan, A Different Hunger, Writings on Black Resistance, London, Pluto Press, 1982; Kathleen Paul, Whitewashing
Britain: Race and Citizenship in the Postwar Era, Ithaca and London, Cornell University Press, 1997

51 B Carter, C. Harris, and S. Joshi, ,The 1951-1955 Conservative Government and the Racialisation of Black Immigration’,
Immigrants and Minorities, 6, No. 3,1987,335-47; B. Carter, .Immigration Policy and the Racialisation of Migrant Labour: The
Construction of National Identities in the USA and Britain’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, 19. No 1,1996,135-57.



Kathleen Paul’s formulation regarding the govermnent’s policies of the 1950’s. Paul writes that the

governments created

a variety of administrative devices to control migration and an educative campaign designed to
inoculate among the resident UK public the dangers ofunconti'olled inward colonial migration. There
were noformal directives or official offerings o fhate literature. Rather, the campaign revolved around
the reconstruction o fBritish subjects as immigrants, the transformation o fimmigrants into coloureds’,

and theproblematisation of coloured’immigration.?

Other accounts that engage with the racialisation of ‘New Commonwealth’ immigration situate
immigration policy within the political economy, examining the interaction of race and class. The
Marxist works of Robert Miles and Stephen Castles were concerned to analyse the place of migrant
labour in England and Europe in the 1960’s and 1970’s. For Miles, the racialisation of labouring

migrants was dependent on ideological, economic, and political relations. In his formulation,

The process ofracial categorisation or racialisation is simultaneously the historical consequence and
the site of subsequent struggles between classes and of the formation and reproduction of class
fractions. The ideology ofracism and the practice ofracial discrimination are central components of
this process of racialisation which had determinate effects on ideological, political, and social

relations,3

If, in Miles’ formulation, state racialisation of migrant labour serves to cement ideological class
relations within the host community, while these, in turn, form the contingent precondition for
racialisation, Castles’ and Kosak’s study of migrant labour in Europe showed how capitalist labour
relations were being managed in the 1970’s through a dual process. The dual labour theory was largely
based on the example of the German guestworker system and demonstrated the manner in which
capitalist expansion required the production of new working class labour; under conditions of full or
high employment the disappearance of an industrial workforce saw governments turning to immigrant

labour. Castles and Kosak argued that

The problems experienced by all immigrants to Europe and their impact on society are very similar to

those o fcoloured immigrants in Britain. 1fthat is the case, race and racialisation cannot be regarded

% Randail Hansen, ibid, p 13; Kathleen Paul, ibid, p xiii.
3 Robert Miles, Racism and Migrant Labour, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1982 p 184.
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as the determinants ofimmigrants’social position. Instead ... the basic determinant is the function

which immigrants have in the socio-economic structure. ¥

For Castles and Kosak, a Marxist understanding of class stratification was a more appropriate mode of
analysis than approaches based on an analysis of ethnic, social, and cultural differences.55 While
Castle’s and Kosak’s emphasis o011 the position of the post-war labour immigrant within the
reconfigured international division of labour is a useful approach, their dismissal ofthe significance of
the ‘cultural’ categories o f‘race’ or ‘ethnicity’ is overdrawn in the service of an economic determinism.
Adrian Favell is equally critical ofthe focus of ‘race’ in academic discourse surrounding the politics of
immigration. In Favell’s argument, the ‘race’ standpoint tends to produce work that focuses on
discourse and ideology to the detriment of ‘actual’ institutional practice, while also neglecting to make
valid comparisons with European and other Western counterparts. These claims are linked, as research
based on the examples of Germany and France show factors others than racism to be at work in
European immigration policy formation. As I will discuss in further detail below, a key example ofthe
first of these criticisms would be arguments ofthe ‘rivers of blood’ type. Here, critics working within
the racialisation thesis are supposed to have given undue weight to the racist rhetoric of figures such as
Enoch Powell, conflating Powellite political discourse with the formation of immigration policy.
Instead, as Hansen argues, figures such as Powell were peripheral to the structures and politics of
policy formation. Thus, the restriction of the early 1960s were actually based in the realpolitik of
changing Commonwealth relations including the declining British hegemony and the repositioning of
the British state after the post-second world war emergence ofthe United States as the world’s western
‘superpower’. Subsequently, while the liberal British state might have to make policy in a context of
popular and political racism, the formation of policy has been made on the basis of strategic choices
considered necessary to the health of the national economy. Racism, where it does affect policy, does
so in the form ofa popular racism which states have to respond to in the degree to which the pursuit of
the national good seems to discriminate against the host community. The ‘race school’ is therefore
either reductive or simply erroneous in describing governmental policies as the site ofthe production of

racism.

Of'these two criticisms, it is the dichotomies presented between institutional practice and popular or
public discourse o11 which Favell and Hansen largely rely for legitimacy. To reject the ‘race school’s’
focus on discourse, which allows the argument linking immigration policy to issues of race-and-class

in the manner put forward by Hansen is to operate under the framework ofa false dichotomy between

54 Stephen Castles and Gosulda Kosak, ibid, p 2.
% Stephen Castles and Gosulda Kosak, ibid, p 5. The authors go on to argue that while prejudice becomes entrenched (in
policy as well as attitudes), it serves as a defence of economic and social interests, (p 430)
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governmentality and discourse and to misapprehend the political relationship between these categories.
Here, I mean to suggest that institutional pathways can be thought of as forms of governmentality
(Foucault’s combination of the concept of governance and mentality), and need to be examined as
governing mentalities that have been articulated with fields of discourse such as (neo)liberalism,

ethnicity, and race.%

In order to understand the problems created by the realist misapprehension ofthe relationship between
governmentality and discourse, we need to look at Hansen’s key arguments set out in Citizenship and
Immigration in Post-war Britain. Hansen argues against the dominant position of the ‘race school’,
where new developments in immigration policy are to be simply added to the existing framing of
policy making frameworks as structured by institutional racism. The governmentality of immigration in
the ‘race school’ discourse that Hansen critiques is represented as having been grounded in an elite and
governmental racism; in a nutshell, the state problematises immigration as a matter of ‘race’.57 Hansen
seeks to reverse this formula, arguing that liberal politicians and administrators worked to mitigate the
effects of a dominant popular national racism, citing the production of a ‘multicultural’ Britain in the
post-war period as proof of benign liberal governance. Hansen argues that the race school is guilty of
selective reading, of over-emphasizing the effects of the racist discourse of figures such as Enoch
Powell who were marginal to the decision making process, and of underplaying the anti-racist or pro-
migrant elements amongst elite policy makers; in doing so they disregard the concrete evidence ofthe

institutional pathways that his work traces.

Hansen marks the post war admittance of New commonwealth migrants as the beginning of

‘multicultural’ Britain and claims that the fact that

a nation of 50,000,000 would indefinitely keep its doors open to 600,000,000 individuals from
developing countries was always incredible; it was doubly so in light of the manifest opposition of
British public opinion and the 1945-50 Labour governments explicit rejection of Commonwealth

migration as a solution topost-war labour shortages.8

% Randall Hansen, ‘introduction’, ibid, 2000. This is one of the problems with Hansen’s analysis. The ‘unpolitical’ methodology
leads this text to a conclusion of state liberality, a negation of the ‘consensus’ regarding the racism of the state in regard to
immigration in this period. These problems will be addressed in the dissertation. Nonetheless, Hansen’s method produces a
finely detailed institutional history of the period.

5 Randall Hansen, ibid, 2000, p Hansen writes that according to the ,race school’, British politicians and civil servants,
unanimous in their hostility to black immigration, undertook the task of reconstructing conceptions of British nationality and
belonging on racist lines, and then used this .racialisation’ conception of Britishness as the pretence for unnecessary
immigration controls that they sought from the start’.

8B Randall Hansen, ibid, 2000, p 5.



This would indeed have been remarkable if true, but as his own analysis shows, it was only ever
formerly the case, and substantially false. Hansen argues that the timing ofthe 1948 British Nationality
Act shows that it occurred under conditions in which the British government had no reason to suspect
that it would result in large-scale New Commonwealth immigration, that only the logic of British ties
to the Old Commonwealth effectively legitimized the opening to Commonwealth immigration that
followed the 1948 British Nationality Act, and that once the waves of independence occurred along
with the unexpected size of New Commonwealth immigration then the only surprising thing about the
following restrictions was that they didn’t happen sooner. This belatedness is in turn, a matter of the
particular political structure - or of the relationship of politics to the political - ofthe British system:
under a managerial system lacking democratic accountability governmental departments and their
ministers pursued a course of unofficial or ‘informal’ restrictions on black immigration. Their
collective miscalculation was based on the failure to adjust for the wailing sphere of influence the
Commonwealth Office had over New Commonwealth governments and subjects; thus while they failed
to gain the acquiescence necessary for successful informal control the period 1948-62 represents the
time it took British governmental processes to adjust to this relative loss of international
‘administrative’ influence. Policy oversight and gaps between differing policy agendas, rather than
deliberative multiculturalism, was the instigation for the opening of post-war immigration policy, and
industrial and service sectors used the gap to fill labour market needs in the absence of any coherent

pro-migrant policy direction.

When making comparisons between British and other liberal states’ immigration regimes the general
consensus has been and remains that British policy formation owns an exceptional degree of
restrictiveness. In Hansen’s argument however, British exceptionalism is here explained away in an
argument that sees Britain to be exceptional primarily in terms of its failure to have defined citizenship
until 1981. The reason that the period of openness lasted as long as it did (1948-62) is given to have
been the innate liberalism of the political elite (as opposed to the popular national illiberalism) and the
late remaining influence of the Commonwealth Office. Rather than being generative of racist policy
formation, officials and politicians were caught in the ‘democratic dilemma’, ‘trapped, much to their

discomfort, between liberal impulses and an illiberal public’. 9

While, for Hansen, racism belonged to the illiberal public, for policy makers, a degree of New
Commonwealth immigration was accepted as the price to be paid for the relationship with the Old
Commonwealth. In Hansen’s nuanced argument the opening of immigration to New Commonwealth

subjects was only incidentally related to race; it was primarily an effect ofthe attempt to maintain open

P Randall Hansen, ibid, 2000, p vi.

21



migration and British allegiance amongst Old Commonwealth subjects. This argument falls short
where it doesn’t recognize that this institutional policy, along with the reluctance to look to European
migration for post-war labour, was already part of a racist episteme, just as he overlooks the
significance ofthe visa scheme introduced in 1961, which was overtly colour-blind and simultaneously
racist in effect. That is to say that the privileging of the Old Commonwealth was both racist and
geopolitical, and the economic and political fall-out of New British colonialism is given as something
exterior to questions ofliberalism ofthe political variety in policy formation. Similarly Hansen sees in
the postcolonial independence of the post-war era a severing of ties of allegiance to the British
monarch. Under such conditions, he argues, the British government would have been absurd to have
continued in offering the rights ofresidential subjects to post-subjective aliens. Hansen fails to read the
articulation of colonial suppression, racial and classed suppression, with the normative popular national
imaginary and the policy formations in which it was grounded. Because of this, he fails to read the
attention that policy makers gave to rendering racist policies presentably colour-blind, and to inquire
sufficiently into their reasons for doing so. Policy makers were able to shift the burden ofracism onto
the populace and legitimize their own position by reference to national cohesion and social security:
this could only be achieved with a Hobbesian view ofthe populace in which the lines between race and
class were all too mixed and in need of representational separation. A more appropriate analysis of
these developments would therefore make use of Miles’ insights into the articulation of ideological,
political, and economics relations. In this vein, the elite liberalism that Hansen values for the resistance
it has provided to the illiberal tendencies held at the ‘popular democratic’ level of immigration politics
demonstrates, by analogy, the false dichotomy of the argument regarding the tradition of liberal
tolerance: Historical analysis ofthe emergence of welfare and immigration policies through the forced
emigration of British penal labour in the 18th and 19th centuries, in the complex development of poor
laws around the problem of 18k and 19th century British and Irish labour immigration, and in the
reaction to the immigration of Polish and East-Russian Jews at the turn ofthe 20thcentury (culminating
in the 1905 Aliens Act) show the extent to which popular and governmental race and class prejudice
and oppression have been co-dependant. Thus, to suggest that the race-and-class school focuses on
discourse over institutional matters is, at best, a misapprehension. To suggest that the liberal
governmental position has been one of ‘tolerance’ is to misread the discourse of elite politicians, as

Van Dijk and Wodak’s recent discourse analysis clearly demonstrates.

The focus of recent writing on immigration from the ‘materialist’ position also seems to generally
emphasize regional, global, and local issues. This is particularly true ofthe Institute of Race Relations

school (Sivanandan and Fekete) which Favell elsewhere describes as the epitome ofthe faults he finds

& Ruth Wodak and T.A. Van Dijk, Racism at the Top: Parliamentary Discourse on Ethnic Relations in Three European States,
Klagenfurt, Austria, Drava Verlay, 2000.



in the ‘old school’ linking of Marxism, race, nation, and immigration.6l One of the strengths of the
approach taken by the Institute of Race Relations has been its ability to make sense of the changing
place of racism in the changing historical conditions under which immigration policy is produced.
Fekete has made use of the recognition of the development of new forms of racism which focus on
cultural and economic rather than biological differences in formulating the concept of xeno-racism.
While it is difficult to accept the difference that ‘new racism’& marks between biological and cultural
racism if only because these forms of discrimination have always worked in articulation, Fekete rightly
points out that the construction of undesirable others in immigration policy formation and political
discourse in the contemporary period of enfortressment is a contingent matter that ‘responds’ to the
perception of demands made on invisibly coloured (white) host communities, and that this processing
of othering is not necessarily dependent on skin colour as a sign of undesirability. Thus, ‘white’
coloured Roma or Eastern Europeans are just as valid targets of scape-goating as ‘bogus’ asylum
seekers as are ‘black’ coloured Somalians. What signifies their undesirability is the ‘unwarranted’
demand they would place on ‘our’ national common wealth. The universal assumption of (Hobbesian)
economic selves renders these immigrants with the newly discoloured discourse and governance of
xeno-racism. ‘Race’ thus remains a useful framing concept, given that theorists attend to the

historically contingent forms within which it is said to be or have been working.

Xeno-racism is the Western response to the changing world order after the demise of the Cold War
threat of communism. The sheer scale ofthe approximately 125 million displaced people, living either
temporarily or permanently outside their country of origin, is said to constitute a threat to the
constitution of a stable new world order. The potentially hostile threat posed by this degree ofunstable
mobility constitutes a threat grounded in poverty rather than bipolar ideology. The synechdocal figure
representing this threat is the (illegitimate) asylum seeker or ‘economic migrant’, for which a new
array of governance amounting to an ad hoc system of global migration management has been

arraigned. Fekete formulates this emergence in the following terms:

As western security agencies, supranational global bodies, intergovernmental agencies and national
governments mobilise against migratory movements fi'om over-populated’ and $ocially insecure
countries with weaker economies, a whole new anti-refugee discourse has emerged in popular

culture .

61 Adrian Favell. ‘Multi-Ethnic Britain: an Exception in Europe?’ Patterns of Prejudice. Vol 35. No 1. 2001, pp., 35-59; Liz
Fekete, 'Inside Racist Europe’, in T. Bunyan, (ed.), Statewatching the New Europe: A Handbook on the European State)
Nottingham, Statewatch, 993; Institute of Race Relations, Race and Class, Special Issue: The Three Faces of British Racism,
Vol. 43, No. 2,2001.

& Martin Barker, The New Racism: Conservatives and the Ideology ofthe Tribe, London, Junction Books, 1981
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While Fekete elaborates the concept of xeno-racism from the work or Amblavaner Sivanandan, who
demonstrates the utility of the categories of race and class in linking colonial practices of racism to

globalised practices ofxeno-racism. For Sivanandan, the new form ofracist practice is

racism that is notjust directed at those with darker skinsfrom theformer colonial territories, but at the
newer categories of the displaced, the dispossessed and the uprooted, who are beating at western
Europe’ doors, the Europe that helped displace them in the first place. It is a racism, that is, that
cannot be colour-coded, directed as it is at poor whites as well, and therefore passed off as
xenophobia, a hnatural 'fear of sfrangers. But in the way it denigrates and reifies people before
segregating and/or expelling them, it is a xenophobia that bears all the marks ofthe old racism. It is
racism in substance, but xeno' inform. It is a racism that is meted out to impoverished strangers, even

ifthey are white. It is Xeno-racism \ 6

Sivanandan makes good use oftheories of colonisation and globalisation in describing the artificiality
of the separation of asylum seekers into political and economic categories. Sivanandan’s approach
takes the longue duree perspective on colonisation and globalisation, in which globalisation began with
the onset of colonisation, and the effects of European colonisation have given structure to the

contemporary form ofwhat Wallerstein argues is a world-system.

While Favell& and Hansen have criticized the (1980°s)6% ‘race school’ framing of British immigration
policy for its particular and contingent standpoint - that of post-war ‘black’ immigrants to Britain - the

importance ofthe colonial heritage is nonetheless evident where Favell writes that

the key thing ... in identifying the specificities of, say, the British solution to its post-war immigration
- and in pinpointing the internal pathologies that cause it to respond poorly to present-day policy
dilemmas, is to searchfor most similar cases 'against which to compare it. What we are lookingfor,
in other words, are old, established, postcolonial nations of a certain size, with a certain migratory
history and a certain pattern of ethnic minority settlement, that have dealt with their own ethnic

dilemmas at a similar moment in history. Clearly, from this perspective, other old European nation-

64 Ambiavaner Sivanandan quoted in Liz Fekete, ibid, p 24.

& Adrian Favell, ibid, 2001.

@ The racialist approach is given as a 1980’s phenomenon by Hansen, as the Home Office documentation from the 1950’s
then became available under the 30 years rule for the release of government paper’s said to be sensitive for reasons of
security. (Randall Hansen, 2000, p /).



states are the nearest in kind to the British experience. In my work, it is France that has provided the

most similar case. 67

France and Britain, according to Favell, ‘simply internalized ... tried and tested - albeit peculiar -
colonial methods for managing the ‘natives’, methods which are ‘proving highly anachronistic in the
modern world’.8 In Philosophies ofIntegration: Immigration and the Ideal of Citizenship in France
and Britain, Favell studies the actually existing systems of liberalism in each nation, and argues that
both systems are caught within colonial ‘pathologies’. While the French system emphasises ‘the
universalist idea of integration, of transforming immigrants into full French cifoyens, Britain sees
integration as a question of managing public order and relations between majority and minority
populations, and allowing ethnic cultures and practices to moderate the process’.® Favell’s path
dependent approach leads him to argue that the British approach seeking to depoliticise race relations,
based on its history of having sought to honour the colonial legacy is anachronistic. This ‘pathology’,
according to Favell, limits the state’s ability to deal with immigration issues that fall outside of the
race/colonial legacy paradigm. These issues include the dominant factor of non-coloured asylum
seekers and refugees, and the supplementary problem of culturally (rather than racially) different

Muslim immigration.

Favell shares with Fekete and Sivanandan the observation that asylum and refugee immigration has
changed the dynamics of immigration policy formation in as much as restrictions and inclusions are no
longer solely based on the question of colour. However, where the Institute of Race Relations approach
establishes a re-elaboration of colonial processes in globalisation as a paradigm within which
immigration issues should be placed, Favell argues that the colonial-race paradigm is redundant and
restrictive both for migration theorists and policy makers. The British colonial pathology, according to
Favell, limits the extent to which the state and migration research can usefully engage with the
developments of universal rights and processes at the European level. Subsequently, while one strand
of'this argument is that racism is an erroneous paradigm for approaching immigration, particularly the
sort of ‘colourless’ immigration presenting as seeking asylum, a further implication is that the
governmental logic of integration predicated on exclusion is wrong to the extent that it relies on the

colonial-race paradigm.

67 Adrian Favell, ‘Multi-ethnic Britain: an exception in Europe?’ Patterns of Prejudice, Vol. 35, No. 1, January, 2001, p 50.

@ Adrian Favell, op cit.

@ Adrian Favell, Philosophies of Integration: Immigration and the Ideal of Citizenship in France and Britain, Palgrave
Macmillan, London, 2000, p 4.



This thesis argues that the ‘race relations paradigm’s’ problematisation of immigration is, indeed,
redundant. Paul Gilroy’s argues that ‘the fascination with the figure of the migrant must be made part
of Europe’s history rather than its contemporary geography’. Gilroy goes on to state that ‘if there has
to be one single concept, a solitary unifying idea around which the history of postcolonial settlement in
twentieth century Europe should revolve, that place of glory should be given not to migrancy, but to
racism’.7l Following Gilroy’s lead, I argue that a useful mode of analysis can be based on the
unearthing the archaeology of the articulations of the categories of ‘race’, class, nation, and

colonisation in order to understanding the neo-racist framing of contemporary migrancy in Britain.

Where Favell’s object of criticism is the limits he sees in cultural studies’ new ethnicities approach,
colonial-race approaches and the multicultural nationalism these are framed both against and within,
the antidote he offers a turn to comparative studies of immigration in European cases in terms of
institutional histories of citizenship and nationhood. This dissertation accepts the argument for the need
for a comparative European approach while arguing that particular studies of British migration policy
such as that given in this thesis can problematise or supplement the realist assumptions made in
comparative studies. The thesis argues that critical globalisation theory as given in Sassen’s work
provides a useful contribution towards understanding the role of the trans-nationalising of the state in
the production of immigration, and the re-elaboration of racial and colonial processes as given in the
Institute of Race Relations’ work on helps to make sense ofthe re-nationalisation of global processes.
In order to be able to offer a critical account of the dynamics of colonisation and globalisation in the
production of British migration regimes, the dissertation employs an interdisciplinary approach, and it

is to that approach that the introduction now turns.

Section Two. Theory and Method: an interdisciplinary

approach to the Politics of Immigration.

Several contemporary migration theorists have observed that the study of migration within conditions
of globalisation calls for an increasingly cross-disciplinary or ‘syncretic’ approach.’2 When discussing

the study ofthe contemporary rise of forced migration and refugees within a global dis/order, Stephen

0 Paul Gilroy, After Empire: Melancholia or Convivial Culture? Routledge, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, 2004, p 165

7 Paul Gilroy, op cit.

TXBrettell, B, and Hollifield, J, Migration Theory: Talking Across Disciplines, London, Routledge, 2000; Stephen Castles,
Towards a sociology of forced migration and social transformation, Sociology, Vol. 37, No. 1,2003. Other theorists also argue
for a ‘syncretic’ or inter-disciplinary approach. See, for example, Michael Samers, ‘Invisible Capitalism: Political Economy and
the Regulation of Undocumented Immigration in France’, Economy and Society, Vol. 32, No. 4, November 2003; Alexander
Betts, ‘The International Relations of the ‘New’ Extra-territorial Approach to Refugee Protection: Explaining the Policy
Initiatives of the UK Government and UNHCR’, 2004: Saskia Sassen, ‘Globalisation or De-nationalisation’, Review of
International Political Economy, Vol. 10, No. 1, 2003.
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Castles suggests that an analysis of the dynamics of forced migration and the social transformations
that are inherent to globalisation requires the use of an assemblage of different methodologico-
theoretical approaches.731 discuss British immigration policy and discourse and the production of
forced mobilities and stasis in terms of the articulation of the cultural, material, political and social
realms. This approach requires an examination ofthe articulation of different categories of mobilities
and stasis and bears a correspondence to Appadurai’s conceptualisation of different ‘scapes’ - ethno-
scapes, fmance-scapes, media-scapes, techno-scapes, and culture-scapes.? This framework for the
cultural dynamics ofthe global economy corresponds to this thesis’s use ofthe concept of mobilities -
the flows and stasis of persons, finance, goods, and politics. However, where Appadurai uses his
framework to reject the neo-Marxist model of the core, periphery, and semi-periphery, the mobility
framework allows the thesis to account for the production of re-borderments and the operation of

circuits instead ofviewing globalisation as purely de-territorialising.”

A particular form of inter-disciplinary approach is required in order to construct an archaeology of the
development of migration policy and the control of mobility. The thesis recognizes two broad phases
of policy development, that belonging to the period of colonial modernity, and that belonging to the
period of globalisation following the post-war demise of the Keynesian welfare state (in Britain). In
making this demarcation | draw upon work done in the fields of postcolonial cultural studies, history,
international relations and political economy, political geography, poststructuralist political theory and
migration theory. Each ofthese fields is valuable in developing an argument regarding the relationship
between ‘core’ and ‘periphery’ in the framing of national policy formation. These phases are regarded

as being both qualitatively distinct and overlapping.

‘Globalisation’ is a contested concept both in terms of its qualities and also in terms of its actual
existence.7 Postcolonial cultural and historical studies tend to frame globalisation within a longue
duree conception, drawing out its affinities with the period of colonisation, and, in stronger terms,

analysing it as a process of re-colonisation.7/ The discipline of International Relations is divided over

73 Castles, ibid, pp., 22-3. Castles gives an indicative list that includes varying combinations of several of the following:
history, anthropology, demography, political economy, economics, political science, law, psychology, cultural studies, and
social policy studies.

TAA. Appadurai, ‘Disjuncture and Difference in the Global Cultural Economy’, in Simon During (ed.), The Cultural Studies
Reader, Routledge, London, 1993, pp., 220-230

®A. Appadurai, ibid, 1993, p 220.

76 Paul Hirst and Graham Thompson, Globalization in Question: The International Economy and the Possibilities of
Governance, Cambridge, Polity Press, 1996.

77 Linebaugh and Rediker, for example, work within the long duree approach in The Many-Headed Hydra: Sailors, Slaves,
Commoners, and the Hidden History of the Revolutionary Atlantic, Beacon Press, Boston, 2000.



the existence of globalisation;78 sceptics such as Hirst argue that nothing substantial has changed and
that international trade exchange hasn’t increased proportionally in relation to its levels at the turn of
the last century. Neo-Gramscian theorists position it within the post Keynesian changes that occurred
between 1968 and 1975, identifying it as a qualitative shift in modes ofproduction (by which they refer
to neo-liberal cultural and material modes of production, and developments described as post-
Fordism).® This approach broadens the definition of globalisation from the scale and diversity of
exchange in which Hirst’s measurement works, and allows for an analysis ofthe shift from regimes of
liberal capitalism in the nineteenth century, to regimes of neo-liberal capitalism in the post-war period.
Apparatuses established in the post-war period to regulate and manage the economy and geo-political
interests internationally, such as the World Bank, The International Monetary Fund, World Trade
Organization, various United Nations bodies and Global NGOs, all operate within the imaginary ofthe

global as well as participate in constituting the global; they are part of the new regimes.

Political geographers focus on the spatialisation of globalisation and are divided over the degree to
which it is considered useful to draw on theories in which globalisation is thought to manifest de-
territorialisations, re-territorialisations, and de- and re-borderments.8) This set of problems is closely
related to the questions surrounding the degree to which the sovereignty ofthe state can be said to be
threatened by globalisation and the forms in which it is manifest, including that ofwidespread politico-
economic immigration into Western states.8 In addition, as Saskia Sassen (amongst others) observes,
the discipline of geography has been responsible for the important idea that the dynamics of any
articulation of the national and globalisation requires a critical level of analysis that attends to the

historicity oftheir operation across different scales and amongst diverse institutional venues.&

78 David Held, D, Mcgrew, A, Goldblatt, D, and Perraton, J, (eds.), Global Transformations: Politics, Economics, and Culture,
Cambridge, Polity Press, 1999

‘P Robert Cox, ‘Political economy and world order: problems of power and knowledge at the turn of the millennium’, in Richard
Stubbs and Geoffrey Underhill, (eds.), Political Economy and the Changing Global Order, Ontario, Oxford University Press,
2000, p 26; Stephen Gill, ‘Knowledge, politics, and neo-liberal political economy’, in Richard Stubbs and Geoffrey Underhill,
ibid, pp., 49-57.

& Eleonore Kofman, ‘Political Geography and Globalisation as we enter the Twenty-first Century’, in Eleonore Kofman and
Gillian Youngs (eds.), Globalisation: Theory and Practice, 2rd Edition, Continuum, London and New York, 2003: Hyper-
globalisers include Castells (1996), Ohmae (1995) and O'Brien (1992). Kofman notes that more critical and radical strains of
political geography draw on the work of Henri Lefebrve (1991), including works by Agnew (Agnew and Corbridge, 1995),
Brenner (1997,1999a, 199b), Harvey (1989), and Smith (1984). Lefebrve’s key contribution contains the notion that space
and scale are produced in strategic forms; space is simultaneously hierarchical, fragmented, and homogenised.

81 Stephen Castles, ‘Globalization and Citizenship: an Australian Dilemma’, Patterns of Prejudice, Vol. 35, No. 1, January
2001, p 96. See Chapter 5, fn., 27.

& Saskia Sassen, ‘Globalisation or De-nationalisation’, Review of International Political Economy, Vol. 10, No. 1,2003, p 2; A.
Amin, ‘Spatialities of globalisation’, Environment and Planning, Vol. 34, No. 3,2002, pp., 358-99; Kevin Howitt, ‘A world in a
grain of sand: towards a reconceptualisation of geographical scale’, Australian Geographer, Vol. 24, No. 1, pp., 1993, pp., 33-
44; Kevin Cox, (ed.), Spaces of Globalisation: Reasserting the Power ofthe Local, New York, Guilford, 1998



I have already observed that migration theorists take a variety of positions on the relationship between
globalisation and migration.& This thesis, as I have stated, is concerned with the production of forced
and coerced migrations and stasis, and the mamier in which these can be considered to be political and
economic. In this context, whilst extending the proposition to an analysis of stasis as well as movement,

I want to refer to Stephen Castles’ statement that

Understanding that forced migration is not the result of a string of unconnected emergencies, but
rather an integral part ofNorth-South relationships makes it necessary to theorise forced migration
and link it to economic migration. They are closely related and indeed often indistinguishable) forms of
expression ofglobal inequality and societal crises, which have gained in volume and importance since

the superseding o fthe bipolar world order.84

In this vein, several migration theorists have focussed on the global political economy and on the
structured inequality of North-South relationships as an appropriate framework for theorising the
politics of globalised migration, and, in particular, forced migration.8The thesis works within the
paradigms set out in these positions, mapping the development of the role of the British nation-state
from colonization to globalization as a re-claboration ofthe state’s facilitation of capitalism rather than
as a shift to a post-national system. As Robert Cox notes, ‘states make the framework for globalization,
just as Karl Polyani pointed out that states made the framework for the self-regulating market in the
nineteenth century’.8In Foucault’s terms this describes the shift from liberalism to neo-liberalism.
Where neo-liberalism redefines the social domain in economic terms, government becomes ‘a sort of
enterprise whose task it is to universalise competition, and invent market-shaped systems of action for
individuals, groups, and institutions’.87 Thus while ‘classical liberalism had called on government to

respect the form ofthe market, in the neo-liberal approach the market is no longer the principle of self-

831refer to several of the dominant schools of thought above, in section 2 of this introduction.

84 Stephen Castles, ibid, 2003, p 17. Castles elsewhere emphasises the increasingly important phenomenon of internal
displacement (at 25 million, the figure for internal displacement greatly exceeds the current global number of international
refugees). Internal displacement, | will argue, often involves forms of log-term encampment that are contemporary correlates
of previous forms of enforced stasis. See Stephen Castles and Nicholas Van Hear et al, ‘Developing DFID’s policy approach
to refugees and internally displaced persons’, Vol. 1, Consultancy Report and Policy Recommendations, Oxford, Refugees
Studies Centre, February 2005, pp., 11-16.

& See, for example, B.S. Chimni, The Geo-politics of refugee studies: a view from the South’, Journal of Refugee Studies,
Vol. 11, No. 4, pp., 350-74; Mark Duffield, Global Governance and the New Wars: The Merging of Development and Security,
London and New York, Zed Books, 2001; Mary Kaldor, New and Old Wars: Organized Violence in a Global Era, Cambridge,
Polity, 2001; A. Sivanandan, ‘Refugees from Globalism’, CARF, No. 57, August-September, 2000; Aristide Zolberg,
‘Introduction: beyond the crisis’, in Aristide Zolberg and Peter Benda, Global Migrants, Global Refugees: Problems and
Solutions, New York and Oxford, Berghahn, 2001, pp., 1-16.

& Robert Cox, ibid, 2000, p 25.

8 Thomas Lemke, ‘The birth of biopalitics’: Michel Foucault's lecture at the College de France on neo-liberal governmentality',
Economy and Society, Vol. 3, No. 2, p 196; Michel Foucault, ‘The birth of biopalitics’, in Paul Rabinow, (ed.), Michel Foucault,
Ethics, Subjectivity, and Truth, New York, The New Press, 1997,78-9.



limitation, but instead the principle against which it rubs’.8 Subsequently, I argue that the politics of
immigration needs to be contextualised within an understanding of national-globalisation wherein
borderment and de-borderment and territorialisation and de-territorialisation have worked within a

liberal and (subsequently) neo-liberal ideology.

Analysing the relationship between colonial and globalised migration regimes also requires an analysis
ofthe discursive and material interaction of ‘race’, nation and class. British cultural studies developed
in a manner that allowed the articulation of issues of ‘race’ and class and produced a strong vein of
postcolonial cultural studies that grew alongside postcolonial literary studies. While in the work of one
of the foremost cultural studies practitioners - Stuart Hall - the material and the cultural elements of
the articulation of race and class were both privileged, postcolonial cultural studies has tended to
emphasize the cultural aspects of politics in general, and of the migratory developments this thesis
maps. Theorists such as Edward Said, Homi Bhabha, and Paul Gilroy take a primarily textual
approach, mobilising theoretically useful concepts such as Orientalism, hybridity, cultural
transnationalism and post-imperial melancholia. Each of these concepts has explanatory power in
relation to its correlate material practice; Orientalism accounts for the European episteme supporting
colonisation:8) hybridity describes the ‘in-betweenness’ experienced in the postcolonial world by
subjects ofcolonies and colonisers,9 and notions of cultural transnationalism and diaspora describe the
hybrid processes that worked in the building ofthe Atlantic economy essential to British imperialism.9l
Furthermore, Gilroy’s conception of the projection of colonial and racialised perspectives onto the
‘new threat’ of globalised immigration helps to explain the contemporary problematisation of
immigration in terms of a post-imperial nostalgia.®2 Each foregrounds the discursive elements that
work to legitimate constructions of the national and its others, while opening up the suppressed
narratives that offer more complex alternatives to the binary construction of self and non-self, and
community and non-community. In their works, the figure of ‘the migrant’ is fore-grounded; by
drawing upon their theories the thesis is able to support the construction of the migrant as other to the

national imagined community, and as a site of ‘inbetweenness’ that problematises this binary division.

Operating at a primarily discursive and subjective level, they also help to conceptualise the place ofthe
colonial past in the postcolonial present. Here, they also draw upon Foucauldian concepts of
governmentality and discourse, genealogy and epistemes. In these senses, their theories point towards a

means of mapping the development of the governmental discourse of the control of immigration as it

8Thomas Lemke, ibid, p 197; Michel Foucault, The birth of biopolitics’, Lecture 21, College d France, 1979
& Edward Said, Orientalism, London, Penguin, 1995.

D Homi Bhabha, The Location of Culture, Routledge, London and New York, 1994.

91 Paul Gilroy, The Black Atlantic: Modernity and Double Consciousness, Verso, London and New York, 1993.
@ Paul Gilroy, After Empire: Melancholia or Convivial Culture? Routledge, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, 2004.



has shifted from an overtly racist use ofthe discourse and apparatus o f‘assimilation’ and ‘apartheid’ in
the colonial period through to the neo-racist mobilisation ofthe key terms ‘integration’ and ‘exclusion’.
In mapping the dynamics of these paradigmatic shifts the thesis also draws upon the work of the
political theorist Etienne Balibar, whose political analysis works to demonstrate the manner in which
Western racist and neo-racist discourses and practices have been manifest in the extension and
intension of universal forms of liberalism, and in the borderments of what Wallerstein calls the world-
system. Here too, we see the point at which a Foucauldian approach can work in tandem with a
Gramscian approach, for as Foucault puts it, discourses ‘form a practice which is articulated upon other
practices’, while a Gramscian approach reads social practices as articulated with and against each

other. 3

The thesis thus employs both Gramscian and Foucauldian frameworks in seeking to relate discursive
elements to their corresponding governmentalities. Foucault describes governmentality as ‘the
ensemble formed by the institutions, procedures, analyses and reflections, the calculations and tactics
that allow the exercise of this very specific albeit complex form of power, which has as its target
population, as its principal form of knowledge political economy, and as its essential technical means
apparatuses of security’. % A Foucauldian approach enables an analysis of the constitution of mobility

regimes within the governmental direction whose end is a particular social order.

The politics of migration, however, exceeds its governmentality. The fact that policy formation
requires the articulation of discourse fields, institutional frameworks, social groups and material
practice, requires the thesis to use an approach that is sensitive to historical contingency. Where it
refers to the state it recognizes that the state is manifest in policies that are part of an ongoing and
contested process. In the Gramscian approach, the state is one aspect of social relations and the
apparent separation between politics and economics is problematic. The Gramscian notion ofthe state-
society complex can be employed for thinking about the relation between state and society. This
complex consists ofboth political and civil society. Political society refers to the coercive apparatus of
the state including ministries and other state apparatus. Civil society is made up of political parties,
unions, employer’s associations, churches, etc, representing the realm of cultural institutions and

practices in which the hegemony of a class may be constructed or challenged.9% In addition to the

BMichel Foucault, ‘Politics and the Study of Discourse’, in Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon and Peter Miller, (eds.), The
Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, Hemel Hempstead, Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991, p 70.

% Michel Foucault, ‘Governmentality’, in Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, and Peter Miller, (eds.), The Foucault Effect: Studies
in Governmentality, Hemel Hempstead, Harvester Wheatsheaf, p 102. Foucault further refers to the ‘sovereignty-discipline-
government’ triangle, ‘which has as its primary target the population and as its essential mechanism the apparatuses of
security’.

% Mark Rupert, Producing Hegemony: Politics of Mass Production and American Global Power, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1995, p 27.
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crucial role of the media we can further add that intergovernmental and non-governmental institutions
and practices are also part of civil society in relation to hegemonic constructions and their
contestations, and form an increasingly important part under conditions of globalisation and
regionalisation. Taken together these assemblages refer to the concept of'the state-society complex that
I will use throughout the thesis. In Gramsci’s conception, the private (civil) and the public (state) are
integrated in the formation of a historical bloc. The historical bloc is the term applied to ‘the particular
framework configuration of social classes and ideology that gives rise to a historical state’,9% and which
may, under historically contingent conditions of an open ended struggle, become hegemonic, at infra,

inter, and transnational levels.

While the major focus of my account is given to the role of the state in policy formation, I seek to
situate that role in its wider political context. As Stuart Hall indicates, this approach enables the
conceptualisation of the realm of ideologies, common sense, and the national popular, with the
direction of social forces and material practice. Foucauldian theories provide a necessary supplement to
the Gramscian approach, in that the archacological approach allows a mapping of the development of
changing epistemes, discourse fields, disciplines and governmentalities. These tools enable the thesis to
articulate institutional developments with the construction of subjectivities; thus, for example, the
production and maintenance ofthe problematisation, or rather, series of problematisations that figures
as the migration-security nexus with the evolution of the citizen-subject. For Foucault,
problematisation is ‘the totality of discursive and non-discursive practices that introduce something
into the play oftrue and false and constitutes it as an object for thought (whether in the form ofmoral
reflection, scientific analysis, political analysis, etc’.97 The work of the practice of problematisation is
transformative, as it acts upon and establishes the ground or conditions within which a problem is to be
defined, and - in a supplementary relationship to the contextualising discourse, institutionalises the

practices that address the ‘problem’ that has been ‘identified’.

An understanding of this level of articulation is, in turn, necessary to the analysis of the relationship
between core and periphery, which structures both immigration control and the control of mobility.
Here, 1 develop a postcolonial Foucauldian approach, by examining the different forms of the
governmental and discursive constitution of national, colonial, postcolonial and global subjects and
populations as elements of a shifting bio-politics belonging to liberalism and neo-liberalism. Although

migration regimes are analysed in terms of the operation of the mechanisms of regulation, formation

% Robert Cox, Production Power and World Order: Social Forces in the Making of History (Political Economy of International
Change), Columbia University Press, 1987, p 409.

97 Michel Foucault, The Political Technology of Individuals’, in Luther H. Martin, Huck Gutman and Patrick H. Hutton, (eds.,),
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and disciplining of categories ofpeople that operationalise governmentalities, the thesis recognises that
the politics of migration is also the result ofhistorically specific agonistic contests and forces. The way
these forces have shaped policy and strategies of control regarding the movement of people, capital,
and goods is analysed in terms of an economic and political history. Thus the Foucauldian political
analysis is supplemented by the use of a Gramscian approach to analyse the historically contingent and
unstable political formation of hegemonic and counter-hegemonic discursive formations in the
construction of mobility regimes. The Foucauldian and Gramscian methodology is employed to
investigate the political dynamics of mobility within colonial capitalism and globalisation, and to

excavate the relationship between the two.

The dissertation takes the problematisation ofrefugee and asylum-based immigration as its touchstone,
and focuses on the contemporary form of the re-construction of the refugee as a ‘genuinely political’
migrant whose political persecution distinguishes him from the self-interested and rationally acting
‘economic’ migrant.® Conversely, the thesis seeks to demonstrate the extent to which the ‘disguised
economic’ migration identified in governmental discourse consists of the movement of people from
pauperised and conflict-ridden countries is a product of previous colonial-liberal and contemporary
neo-liberal practices and ideologies. The effect of these practices requires one form of recognition of
the political character of the so-called ‘economic’ migrant. The bogus asylum seeker is a political
subject whose migration constitutes a resistant act of exodus from the conditions of his (and their)
subjection.9 The migrant here resists the imposition of stasis (immobility). Simultaneously, as a self-
interested economic actor, he is the paradigmatic rational and autonomous subject of liberal discourse.
Thus the ‘bogus-migrant’ occupies a liminal sphere and his presence is manifest notjust in the form of
an undesirable other but as an unheimlich form of the liberal self.100 The presence of this litigious
other-self, it will be argued, troubles the dominant form of government-as-policing by threatening the

sovereign and disciplinary constitution ofthe population.10l

In this context I want to briefly refer to Hannah Arendt’s famous description ofthe stateless person’s

lack ofthe ‘right to have rights’ which consists ofa minimum ‘“framework’ in which ‘one is judged by

B Following Robin Cohen, | trace the originating moment of this reconstruction to Douglas Hurd’s deployment of the term
‘disguised economic migrant’ in 1985. Frontiers of Identity: The British and the Others, Longman, New York and London,
1994,p 82
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of being at home and yet not at home that Freud intends.
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one’s actions and opinions’.12In the British governments’ increasingly restrictive policies regarding
asylum-based entry, application and settlement we have the constitution of the asylum secker as a
subject who, increasingly lacking the ‘right to claim rights’, is re-constituted as an illegitimate migrant.
The narrative on the basis of which he seeks to present his claim becomes subject to the discourse and
governmentality of policing whose rationale is the restriction, derogation, and deterrence of pauperised
immigration.18B In this act of ‘rough translation’ from the discursive space of human rights the act of

claiming asylum is criminalised, and the litigation ofthe applicant is de-politicised. 104

The thesis argues that British political rationalities, governmentalities, technologies and strategies
together work to construct and isolate so-called ‘disguised economic migration’, ‘bogus’ and ‘illegal’
immigration from the legitimate realm ofa pure victimhood that, in as much as it is void ofthe rational
pursuit of selfinterest, and requires the recognition ofthe universal aspect of liberal values, belongs to
subjects constituted as ‘genuine refugees’. 16 Chantal Mouffe and Ernesto Laclau broadly define
politics as consisting ofthe contest over the definition of what can, and what cannot be included as a
matter of Jegitimate political consideration. Mouffe further distinguishes politics - the sphere of
parliamentary debate and policy formation - from the political, the discursive conditions in which the
discourse of politics is framed.106 In the case of the formation of regimes governing asylum and
immigration, policy and legislation belong to both the realms of politics and to the broader realm ofthe
political. The regime of managed migration that legislates and executes the asylum seeker as

‘illegitimate’ is both constituted by and constitutive ofa constellation ofpolitical discursive formations.

This construction of illegitimacy works at the intersection of several contemporary and historical
governmental truth regimes that the thesis will examine. In the first place, the asylum migration is
constituted within the paradigm set out by the discourse of human rights recognised in the 1951
Geneva Convention on Refugees and the subsequent Protocol of 1967. The second regime lies in the
discursive formation and political institutions and technologies of ‘securitisation’ that (collectively)

work to problematise the asylum seeker as a threat to the national community in terms of both welfare

1®Hannah Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, Harvest Books, San Diego, New York, London, 1994, p 296-7.

13 Patricia Tuitt gives an exemplary analysis of the mis-translation of an immigrant’s narrative in the asylum process in Phil
Cohen and Stuart Hall, (eds.), New Ethnicities, Old Racisms, London, Zed Books, 1999, pp.,; The concept of government as
policing belongs to Michel Foucault, and subsequently, Jacques Ranciere. See Michel Foucault, ‘Omnes et singulatim: vers
une critique de la raison politique’, Dits et Ecrits, Vol. IV, pp. 134-161. Jacques Ranciere, Disagreement: Politics and
Philosophy, trans. Julie Rose, Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1999, pp., 28-42.

134 The phrase ‘rough translation’ belongs to Dipesh Chakrabarty, ‘Realist prose and the problem of difference: the rational
and the magical in subaltern history’, in The Unworking of History, forthcoming.

105Slavoj Zizek, ‘Human Rights and its Discontents’, Bard College Lecture, Human Rights Project, November 16th, 1999;
http://www.bard.edu/hrD/zizektranscript.htm. Accessed January 2nd, 2001.

16 Chantal Mouffe, On the Political, Routledge, London and New York, 2005, pp., 8-9,
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provision and identity,107 The third regime lies in the ‘third way’ articulation of neo-liberalism and
communitarianism which constitutes a utilitarian and securitising approach to the management of
globalised migrations. The fourth truth regime lies in the contemporary neo-liberal and neo-Orientalist
reinvention of Britain’s role in the world as the enactment of ‘civilising mission’, which legitimates a
bifurcation between northern and southern regimes governing notjust refugee migration, but economic
migration in general. The thesis thus seeks to trace the emergence of these articulated discursive
formations in the prior articulation of liberalism, colonial-capitalism, ‘race’, class, and the constitution

of'the national citizen-subject within a politics ofresentment.

The thesis analyses the manner in which a globalised and globalising British state-society complex
works within a neo-liberal episteme that governs the production and segregation of ‘political’ and
‘economic’ migrations towards both a securitisation of the core (trans)national elite, and towards a
virtual securitisation of the national ‘community’ of ‘citizen-subjects’. 18 In both the colonial and
global periods, the thesis seeks to examine the relationship between the production of forms ofnational,
imperial and globalised subjection and ‘citizenship’. The thesis thus seeks to argue that the (neo)liberal
form ofthe control of mobilities is and has been necessary to the ‘core’s’ dominance ofthe periphery,
but that the relationship between a ‘core’ and ‘periphery’ can not be directly mapped in terms of
geography, but needs to be considered in its temporal and social dimensions. The European ‘core’ is
thus thought of in terms of its partial peripheralisation, and a corresponding neo-colonial imaginary,
and that peripheralisation is analysed in terms of the production of a politics of resentment that
underpins the production of contemporary migration regimes. This argument can then be used to
problematise the political and economic ‘liberal’ paradigms in which the regime ofmanaged migration

is represented.

In addition to these approaches, an analysis ofthe politics ofthe control of mobility requires a specific
focus on the political economy. The period of policy formation that the second section of this thesis
examines occurs within the context of the evolution of globalisation. In James liollifield’s conception
the effects of globalisation are referred to in terms of the nation - state and sovereignty, where an

increase in trade, finance, and migration threatens states with a diminution of their territorial

107 Jeff Huysmans, The European Union and the Securitization of Migration’, Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 38, No.
5, 2000; pp., 751-2; the centrality of the place of security in asylum and immigration policy formation is evident in the Home
Secretary David Blunkett's ‘preface’ to the White Paper, Secure Haven, Safe Borders: Integration with Diversity in Modern
Britain, 2002; the British government’s involved in European intergovernmental approaches to immigration as a problem of
security can be traced to the mid 1980s, when it brought immigration within the remit of the security-focussed Trevi process.
1081 draw from Michael Samer's use of Daniel Miller's concept of virtualism, which bears a close correspondence to
Foucault's concept of ‘problematisation’. See Michael Samers, ‘Invisible capitalism; political economy and the regulation of
undocumented immigration in France’, Economy and Society, Vol. 32, No. 4, November 2003, p 576. Cf. Daniel Miller,
‘Conclusion: a theory of virtualism’, in Daniel Miller and J. Carrier, (eds.), Virtualism: A New Political Economy, Oxford,
Berghahn, 1998.



sovereignty.l® According to Hollifield, globalisation was produced through the rise of the United
States in the post-war era, while its ascendancy over Britain after the end of the Second World War
ushered in a new phase of liberalisation. In the neo-Gramscian account of Andreas Bieler and Adam
Morton, globalisation is defined as the transnationalisation of production and finance at the material

level and the shift from Keynesianism to neo-liberalism at the ideological level.110

According to Pellerin and Overbeek globalisation involves the following: the commodification of
social relations through the expansion of market practices; their coherent and purposeful guidance
through the neo-liberal concept of control; and ‘changes in the spatial structuration of capitalist
production and reproduction affecting territorially defined social relations’. 111 These aspects are
interrelated insofar as the ascendancy of commodification proceeded through the geographical and
social expansion of capitalist social relations, which was made possible through the spatial

reconfiguring ofsocial forces around transnational historic blocs’. 112

Pellerin and Overbeek argue that within neo-liberalism, ‘migration controls constitute a series of
mechanisms through which particular state forms and processes of economic structuring are imposed
on countries that originate migrants,” and form ‘integral components ofneo-liberal regional integration
projects’. 13 The first ofthese is the fact that migration control is an element of globalisation involving
a process of regionalisation of economic and political activity. Secondly, regionalised migration
policies are articulated with neo-liberalism. Thirdly, migration is a form of controlled mobility, along
with others that are being restructured within the regional level. Fourthly, mobility control has to be
correlated with fixity.l4 Mobility in this sense is a broader term than migration, referring to
movements of finance, capital, information, and people. “‘When attributed to persons, mobility refers to
both a movement in space and time across sectors and social strata, without necessarily involving a
change in residence.’ 115 Within this framework Pellerin and Overbeek elaborate an argument about the
tight connection between emerging migration control frameworks and measures for labour market

restructuring, economic re-localisation and the logic of capital expansion that characterise neo-liberal

108James Hollifield, ibid, 2001, p 2. For the purposes of this article, Hollifield refers to globalisation as,’simply increasing levels
of international exchange'.

110Andreas Bieler and Adam David Morton, 'Neo-Gramscian Perspectives: IPE and European Integration,” in Andreas Bieler
and Adam David Morton, Social Forces in the Making ofthe New Europe: The Restructuring of European Social Relations in
the Global Political Economy. Palgrave, London, 2001, p 5.

111 Helene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek , ‘Neo-Liberal Regionalism and the Management of People’s Mobility,” in Andreas
Bieler and Adam David Morton, (Eds.,), ibid, 2001. P 138.

12 Helene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek, op cit.

113 Helene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek, op cit.

14 Helene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek, ibid, p 137.

15 Helene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek, op cit..



regional integration processes,ll6 concluding that ‘these frameworks serve, on the one hand, to project
the standards, regimes and specific state-civil society configurations of hegemonic formations into the
circuits of metropolitan capital; on the other hand, such frameworks redraw and fortify boundaries,

beyond capitalist hegemonic formations and the outlining peripheries. 117

British mobility regimes should be situated within a critique of the neo-liberal framework, and
considered as a hegemonic response to and production of global regionalisation. Mobility should be
thought of in the broader terms outlined by Pellerin and Overbeek, referring to the control of stasis as
well as movement, and migration as one element amongst other controlled movements, including
finance, capital, culture, information, labour, and politics itself. Different but comparable regimes of
mobility control belong to the colonial and post-colonial periods of governance and discourse, the
former being governed by the controlling idea of liberalism, and the latter being governed by the
controlling idea of neo-liberalism. Stasis, in the former, can be thought of as having been primarily
controlled within the institutions of slavery, and at the secondary level, within infranational and
international structures of control such as the Poor Laws and transportation. In the latter, its
predominant form occurs within the managed relationship between core and peripheral labour forces,
while those categories - both the core and the periphery cannot be simply reduced to their most
obvious geographical designations - the binary division of inside and outside. In both cases, an
analysis ofpolicy formation should be broadened to consider the integral state, that is, the historically
contingent articulations of civil and political society, and the material and symbolic levels at which

control has been and is exercised.

The Neo-Gramscian approach of International Political Economy allows this thesis to return to the
cultural politics of immigration via a historically contingent description of the material and political
aspects of mobility control, and to discuss the model of politics that is appropriate to this cultural and
materialist understanding. The thesis will criticise the paradigm in which the politics of migration
figures as a ‘problem’ or series of problems that recur on the political level via figures such as Enoch
Powell and movements such as the British National Party, demonstrating a nationalist popular
illiberalism.1I8 Here, the threat of immigration is represented as lying in the potential rise of the far
right, and the possible resurgence of ethnic-nationalism. The thesis will argue that the error in this
model lies in the manner in which it conflates the dominant articulation of representative and
administrative politics with the broader sphere ofthe political, reifying a process so that the democratic

liberalism ofthe ‘popular masses’ is in need of limitation by the elite liberalism of elected and non-

16 Helene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek, ibid, p 137.
11Melene Pellerin and Henk Overbeek, ibid, p 138.
118 David Blunkett, The far right is the enemy', The Guardian, April 11%, 2002
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elected politicians.119 Having described the politics of mobility control via neo-Gramscian and
Foucauldian approaches, the thesis will demonstrate that the model of enfortressment gives a more
adequate explanation of the politics of migration control, and, therefore, a substantial critique of the
governmentality and discourse o f ‘integration’ guaranteed by ‘exclusion’ that follows the precedent set
out in the 1960s ‘race relations paradigm’. In pursuing the dissertation’s arguments and analysis, I will
position the role of legislation/law as part of the mechanisms of governance, and as authorising and

legitimating devices.

Section T hree. Structu re of T hesis

.The first (historical) chapters of the thesis focuses on the manner in which the forced movement and
stasis of persons was essential to the development of colonial-capitalism and the dominant position of
the British state in the world-system. In providing a postcolonial and structuralist account of the
relationship between political and economic forms of migration and immobility (stasis) in these
periods, the thesis relates these movements to the production and maintenance of the fiscal-military
state ofthe liberal and imperial period. These chapters map the development ofthe militant-fiscal state-
society complex in British colonial capitalism (chapter one), and seek to correlate the contest over
infra-national mobilities with the contests played out in the ‘peripheral’ Atlantic, Asian, and
Antipodean regions where Britain competed with and eventually defeated its European rivals (chapter
two).10In the first chapter I first seek to argue that the rise of the British capitalist elite was, in part,
both productive of and dependent on the forced stasis and mobility of infra-national pauperised
subjects. Secondly, I argue that the landed and commercial elites of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries were £r<msnational in nature; the capitalist state society complex of this period was involved
in transnational flows of finance, goods, and persons. Thirdly, I argue that that the militant economic-
political process of British colonial-capitalism was dependent on Liberal and Utilitarian regimes
governing the mobility and stasis of colonial subjects, and their social, economic, and political

121
structures.

In the second chapter the thesis analyses the manner in which the application of mercantilist-free trade

principles from the late eighteenth century onwards came to be articulated to developing

19 Randal Hansen, ibid, 2000, p 5.

10John Brewer, The Sinews of Power: War, Money and the English State, 1688-1783, Unwin Hyman, London, 1989; H.V.
Bowen, Elites, Enterprise, and the Making of the British Overseas Empire, 1688-1775, Macmillan, Houndsmills, Basingstoke,
1996, pp., 13-16.

P1 Uday Singh Mehta, Liberalism and Empire: A study in 19th century British Liberal Thought, Chicago University Press,
Chicago, 1999; Uday Singh Mehta, ‘Bentham’s Legacy in Imperial India’, Bentham 250: A dialogue, Conference paper
presented at the University of Texas, Austin, Texas, February 16th, 1998; Eric Stokes, The English Utilitarians in India, Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1959.
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governmentalities that were primarily directed towards subjects and non-subjects who had been
pauperised through the ex-proprietary developments ofthe capitalist system (see chapter one). I argue
that the infranational mobile vulgate subsequently became the subject of the late-Hanoverian
governmentalities that Foucault cites as marking the passing of the ‘ancien regim eincluding, in
particular, strategies of incarceration and ‘excorporations’. 12 The systems of the poor laws, the
workhouse, the factory, and the late-Georgian disciplinary laws surrounding the Transportation Act
developed in Britain as supplements to the forced or voluntary migration of colonial and foreign
subjects, where mercantilist-free trade worked through the production of expropriation and the forced
stasis and mobility of colonial and foreign persons, goods, and finances. In describing the ad hoc
assemblage oflegislation constructing the pauperisation ofthe mobile poor which is correlated with the
forced movements of colonial subjects and ‘aliens’ throughout the 17thto 19th centuries, I will seek to
demonstrate that the control of British financial flows and the (trans)national elite’s dominance ofthe
British political system were dependent on the of suppressive control of the movement of persons,
goods and finances in the national, Asian, Atlantic, and Antipodean colonial-capitalist societies within

the British system ofcolonial-capitalism. I3

The third chapter provides an analysis ofthe developments o f nationality in relation to the categories of
‘race’ and class in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Here I am concerned to develop an analytic
framework in terms of a dialectics of colonial modernity. This chapter thus develops an account ofthe
conflictual hybridities that governed the development of liberal colonial-and-national subjectivities,
and traces the process of dis/identification that worked between the oppositions of freedom and
unfreedom, subjection and ‘citizenship’, and ‘race’ and class. The chapter traces the emergence ofthe
hegemonic governmentality of ‘national imperialism’ in relation to a politics of resentment in the mid

to late nineteenth century.

The fourth chapter begins by giving a critical account ofthe liberal ‘tradition oftolerance’ in which the
state’s engagement with refugee migration has come to be placed In contrast to this reinvention I trace
the institutional and governmental origins of modern regimes of mobility control. Here I locate these
origins within the police-focussed organs of the state in the late eighteenth century, and seek to
establish the trans and infra-national mobility that the state-society complex seeks to govern in the
development ofnascent forms of immigration control. I subsequently provide an account ofthe British

response to the Jewish refugee crisis in the lead-up to the Second World War, and argue that the history

12 Michei Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, Penguin, London, 1991.

123 In doing so, | draw upon the works of several historians, including Robin Blackburn P. J. Cain, Linda Colley, David Brion
Davis, David Etlis, Catherine Gallagher, Catherine Hall; Anthony Hopkins Peter Linebaugh, Marcus Rediker, William Quigley,
Eric Williams.



of this engagement demonstrates that it represents a continuation and transformation of the emergent

liberal governmentality of colonial capitalism.

The British response to the Jewish refugee crisis provides a precedent for the gradual emergence ofthe
‘race relations paradigm’ in the post-war period ofthe 1960s. In chapter five I trace the development of
this governmentality in the context of the post-war government’s strategies of neo-imperial
regeneration and, subsequently, decline. Here again I seek to draw out some ofthe major continuities
and transformations from the liberal governmentality of colonial capitalism and the modem (post-war)
period. The chapter subjects the liberal construction of the emergent paradigm to a geo-political
Foucauldian and Gramscian critique, and draws out the underlying affinity that lies between the liberal

integrative and conservative assimilative framings of ‘coloured’ immigration.

In chapter six I discuss the emergence of a neo-liberal and neo-imperial governmentality in the period
of the Thatcherite opening to globalisation in the late 1970s and 1980s. The first part of the chapter
gives an account of the restrictive discourse and policy developments targeting New Commonwealth
immigrants and immigrant populations. The second section of the chapter gives a comparatively
theoretical account of the development of utilitarian and neo-colonial forms of borderment and
deborderment that have targeted ‘South’ to ‘North’ migration under conditions of neo-liberal

globalisation from the mid-1980s onwards.

Chapter seven maps the emergence and development of a restrictive asylum-immigration regime under
the Conservative and (then) New Labour governments. Here I examine the problematisation of
political-and-economic South to North immigration under the Conservative government from the mid-
1980s onwards. The chapter gives a theoretical account of the Labour government’s approach to
globalisation, and critiques the neo-liberal and ‘liberal imperialism’ of this approach. The chapter’s
account the period of Third Way governmentality leads to a consideration of the problematising
depoliticisation of the New Labour’s regime of ‘managed migration’, and considers the manner in

which that approach has led to further forms ofre- and de-bordering neo-colonialism.



Chapter 1: British Colonial Capitalism.

This chapter will describe several features of the development of British colonial capitalism and
political liberalism in order to provide a context for the following chapter’s account ofthe articulation
of the control of flows and stasis of persons with those of finance and trade.12In doing so, it is
intended to provide a mirror for the second section of chapter 6, which provides a contextualising
discussion of globalisation and neo-liberalism for the contemporary section of this thesis’ analysis of
mobility regimes. The first section ofthe chapter (1.1) describes the emergence and development of a
colonial-capitalist state society complex and the second section (1.2) examines the relationship
between imperialism and liberalism in the example of British India in order to establish the political
character of colonial mobility regimes. The third section ofthe chapter (1.3) describes the importance
of colonial-capitalism and the redirection of mobility (primarily, that of trade and finance) for the rise
of the British state as a world power. The first three sections of this chapter thus provide a
contextualising account ofthe articulation of colonial capitalism and liberalism. The final section (1.4)
offers a theoretical basis for the incorporation of labour-power within colonial capitalist regimes of

migration and stasis.

This chapter provides a context in terms of the hegemonic discourse fields, politics and political
economy involved in the process of British colonial capitalism. The following chapter begins to make
use of the framework established herein in terms of the mobility of people. Chapter two consists of
four case studies, which will map several of the colonial and capitalist networks through which

mobility and stasis were either coerced or forced in infra- and extra-national spheres.

Section 1.1. The Colonial Capitalist State-Society Complex

At the onset ofthe 17thcentury, England had been a ‘marginal island kingdom competing for survival
against both the Catholic empires of Portugal, France, and Spain, and the commercial Calvinism of
Holland’.125The key to England’s ascendancy in inter-European rivalry was the development ofa new
and centralised form of capitalist and colonial state-society structure - the political form of which was
to coalesce in the Glorious Revolution of 1688. Despite the fact that the Treaty of Westphalia (1648)

has commonly been defined as the precedent for the modern nation state system, it was the political

124 This colonial chapter performs an equivalent role to chapter six, which provides a context for the latter chapters on
globalised migration

15 Nick Robins, ‘Loot: in search of the East India Company, the world’s first transnational company’, Environment and
Urbanization, Vol. 14, No 1, April2002, p 81.



form ofthe English state society system that had a defining influence on the rise ofthe British state in

the world system.1% Specifically,

after the establishment of a capitalist agrarian property regime and the transformation of the old
English militarised and land-holding feudal nobility into a capitalist landed class enjoyingfull and
exclusive property rights in land, the nature ofpolitical authority in late 17thcentury England came to

be redefined in terms o fparliamentary sovereignty.

The Glorious Revolution initiated the political framework allowing the development of private
enterprise employing wage labour. Parallel to this development was the restructuring of overseas
commercial and financial links into °‘circuits of capital’ connected to an industrial pivot’. 127 The
flexible legal structure that emerged was structured in a manner that allowed it to be responsive to
social developments. It thus enabled a balance between the emergent civil society - the ‘society of
property-owning individuals free to arrange their mutual relations legally and within certain limits,

autonomously’ - and the executive privilege ofthe state.I1X

Kees van der Pijl locates the roots ofa particularly British state-society complex in what we might call
the ‘invented tradition’ surrounding ideas about the birthright of Englishmen and the institutions
deemed capable of, or necessary to the fulfilment ofthat right.19The term ‘invented tradition is taken
to mean a set of practices normally governed by overtly or tacitly accepted rules ofa ritual or symbolic
nature, which seeks to inculcate certain values and norms of behaviour by repetition, which
automatically implies continuity with the past’. Originally defined as the Englishman’s right to
autonomy from the absolutism of the state, this imagined right was to be appropriated as a normative
ideal belonging to a hegemonic discourse by various political groups competing for inclusion within
and influence ofthe political sphere over the two centuries following the Glorious Revolution. Thus, as
E.P. Thompson observed, both radicals and patricians in the late 18thand early 19th century employed
the discourse ofthe ‘free-born Englishman’ in the pursuit of their political causes.130These and other
groups employing this discourse, felt themselves to be defending the Revolution Settlement of 1688,
embodied in the Constitution of Kings, Lords, and Commons. The birthright’s promise in terms of

liberties and independence was embodied in a constellation of ad hoc rights and principles: if security

16Benno Teschke, ‘Theorizing the Westphallian System of States: International Relations from Absolutism to Capitalism,
European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 8, No. 1,2002, p 8.

1277 Kees van der Pijl, Transnational Classes and International Relations, London and New York, Routledge, 1998, p 65.

18 Kees van der Pijl, op cit.

1O Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 66. These ‘roots’ are traced back as far as the Norman conquest and the Magna Carta; Eric
Hobsbawn and Terence Ranger, ‘Introduction’, in Hobsbawm and Ranger (eds.), The Invention of Tradition, Cambridge,
Cambridge University Press, 1992.

10 E.P. Thompson, The Making ofthe English Working Class, London, Penguin, 1980, p 85.



of property was the first and last of these. As E.P Thompson notes, the list of ‘birthrights’ included

freedom from foreign domination and from absolutism, as well as

Freedom from arbitrary arrest, trial by jury, equality before the law, thefreedom of the home from
arbitrary entrance and search, some limited freedom of thought, of speech and of conscious, the
vicarious participation in liberty (or in its semblance) afforded by the right of parliamentary
opposition and by elections and election tumults (although the people had no vote they had the right to
parade, huzza and jeer on the hustings), as well as the freedom to travel, trade, and sell ones

labour. I31

Where Thomson is concerned to map the way in which the legacy of the 1688 Settlement was
appropriated by the contesting political and subpolitical forces that formed the political identity and
practices ofthe English ‘working class’, Pijl seeks to demonstrate its subsumption within the interests
of the hegemonic capitalist classes. For Pijl, the tradition of English birthright emerged in the practice
of local autonomy consisting of the self-rule of the aristocracy within the ‘body politic’ of the feudal
system, and was consolidated in the emergence of civil society given in the 1688 Settlement.12 The
Settlement represented a victory for the ascendant capitalist class of the 17th century and thereafter,
which consisted ofthe new commercial bourgeoisie and the aristocracy shifting to commercial sources
of income. The victory consisted of the state’s shaping of'the institutions needed to permit the ‘liberal’
state’s withdrawal from the sphere of wealth creation. The legal guarantees of private property and
contract as well as the infrastructure for their legal vindication granted the property owning classes
both autonomy and liberty. In combination with the renewed support ofthe state for aggressive foreign
policy - given, for example, in the Navigation Act of 1651 - the now-enfranchised liberal and
capitalist state-society complex enjoyed a renewed ability to pursue the freedom of exploitation within
and without the kingdom.138 As Pijl elaborates, this state-society complex was both Lockean and
transnational in character. It was Lockean inasmuch as it took the form of a contractual liberalism that
found philosophical expression in John Locke’s Two Treatise of Government. The ‘Lockean state-
society complex’ was national in nature as the Glorious Revolution was a victory for the project of
parliamentary capitalist aristocracy in England. It was transnational in the sense that the rise of the
leading families was dependent upon an alliance with both the emergence of effective self-government
in the American colonies, and the developing interests of the East Indian merchant leadership.1% We

can say then, that the Lockean state-society complex that Pijl describes was not just an emergent

11 EP. Thompson, ibid, p 86.

12 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, pp., 66-7.
138 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 67.

13 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, pp., 67-8.
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capitalist class whose freedom was guaranteed by the political Settlement of 1688, but that this

complex was intrinsic to the development of colonial capitalism.

The political compromise between public (centralised state power) and private interests achieved in the
processes coalescing around the Glorious Revolution gave England a great advantage over the
European dynastic states, which were to remain absolutist states until the revolutions ofthe eighteenth
century. Teschke notes that for the absolutist state operating under non-capitalist agrarian property
relations, ‘the strategies for expanded economic reproduction of'the ruling classes remained tied to the
logic ofpolitical accumulation’. Political accumulation operated through the articulation ofinternal and
external strategies. The internal strategies consisted of, firstly, the arbitrary and punitive taxation ofthe
peasantry by the king, and secondly, the sale of offices to a landless noblesse de robe in competition
with a de-feudalised noblesse d epee. The corresponding external strategies included ‘geopolitical
accumulation through war and dynastic marriage policies’, and ‘politically maintained and enforced
unequal exchange through mercantilist monopoly mechanisms by royal sales of trading charters and
privileged merchants’. 135 Subsequently, the imperative to warfare was focussed on the issues of
dynastic territorial proprietary claims, and on commercial monopolies and the establishment and

maintenance ofexclusive trading routes.

Political society in the absolutist states was dependent on the economic well being ofthe king, who, in
the absence of sustained internal economic growth, was driven to pursue the external strategies of geo-
political accumulation. The pursuit of these strategies allowed the monarch to satisfy elite territorial
ambitions, to repay debts, and to fulfil the aspirations of the socially mobile military elite. Thus
geopolitical accumulation was necessary for the expanded personal reproduction of the ruling elites
that revolved around the monarch. In the age of absolutism - which extended well beyond Westphalia
- the logic of political accumulation ‘translated into a series of state-constituting, state-selecting and
state-consolidating wars, that explain the frequency and intensity of armed conflict’.130Moreover, the
strategies ofpolitical accumulation, in prioritising investment in the means ofviolence, were dependent
on the tax-rate and the level of war revenues. They were thus dependent on the balance ofruling class
forces between productive and non-productive classes, and thus on the state of intra-ruling class

conflicts.

The competition between the major European dynastic states was also of an absolutist nature, wherein
non-monarchical and lesser states wereforced to comply with the zero-sum game of the absolutist
powers drive towards geopoliticalexpansion; eachpower competed for absolute controlover the others
1% Benno Teschke, ibid., p 11.
1% Benno Teschke, ibid, p 12
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and any °‘balance of power’ achieved by treaty or warfare was always a contingent moment in an
ongoing rivalry that was increasingly played out in the competition for the territories and resources of

the New World.

In Britain, the transition from a feudal to a capitalist system involved a ‘shift from a regime ofpolitical
accumulation based on a feudal rent regime, to a regime of economic accumulation based on a
capitalist wage regime’.137 Herein, ruling class power came to reside in private ownership and control
over the means of production. Correspondingly, the central function ofthe state became a commitment
to the internal maintenance and external defence of a private property regime, whereby ‘political power
and, especially, the monopoly over he means of violence, come now to be pooled in a de-privatised

public state over and above society and economy’. 13

Under the constitutional monarchy established in the Glorious Revolution of 1688, British sovereignty
had come lie with the Parliament rather than the king. British foreign policy, subsequently, was
‘increasingly conducted o11 the basis o f ‘national interest’, as formulated by the propertied classes self-
organised in parliament’, and the ‘decisive new regulator of Britain’s readiness to go to war was, next
to the excise duty, the land tax, through which the landed and commercial classes taxed themselves.1¥
The first geo-political test of the new state-society complex of constitutional monarchy came in the
Nine Years War (1688-1697), fought against the absolutist French. ‘Britain’s ability to sustain the war

. was predicated on the Parliament backed creation ofthe first modern financial system by setting up
the National Debt (1693) and the Bank of England (1694).” Thus, the onset ofthe fiscal militant state
was articulated to the political form of the capitalist state-society complex.l40 What was instigated
therein was a reliable credit system, which worked to unify the propertied classes behind the direction
ofpolicy set in Parliament. It also worked to bring the landed classes and the financial service classes
(most-often based in the City of London) into greater degrees of co-operation, whilst the flow of
currency o011 which this new historical bloc was based was derived, to a strong degree, from the

financial flows from the regions of colonial endeavour to the metropolis.

These socio-political developments allowed England (Britain after 1707) to withdraw from direct
territorial claims on the continent whilst continuing to pursue its aggressive mercantilist policies in the
overseas New World’ regions. Thus a policy of containment could be directed towards a French state

that was in a near constant state of military conflict on the continent, whilst British naval superiority

137 Benno Teschke, ibid, p 31

18 Benno Teschke, op cit.

13 Benno Teschke, op cit

1401describe the fiscal militant state in more detail below.



could be employed towards the defeat of French interests overseas. Thus differences in state-society
structures between Britain and the major European states came to play an over-determining role, as

these states competed on a militant-economic basis towards each other’s demise.

Competition between European states was played out in the New Worlds of the Americas, Asia,
Africa, the Pacific, and the Caribbean. The Portuguese and Spanish were dominant in the 16th century
world of Afro-Mediterranean exploitation, and the Dutch powerful global players in the 17th century,
combining a sophisticated financial system with maritime success and the trading power of the Dutch
East Indies Company. By the mid seventeenth century, England’s maritime power and the financial
strength ofthe City of London had begun to bear fruits in the New Worlds. One pivotal measure of
England’s maritime, financial, and industrial-based ascendancy was to come in the English seizing of
Jamaica from the Spanish in 1655, and in the Treaty of Utrecht (1713), in which Spain ceded the rights
to slave trading in the Caribbean to British interests (which had ceased to be purely ‘English’ after the
Act of Union of 1707).

Britain faced competition from the French and Spanish in the Caribbean throughout the eighteenth
century, but won control by the century’s end. Essential to the English ascendancy was the form of
articulation of private financial and state interests. The major national financial institutions of the
colonial period and the largest private colonial interest emerged in the City of London. Lloyds,
Barings, and the Bank o fEngland were all built upon profits derived from the slave trade and colonial
endeavours, and each became an essential institution in the new form ofnational debt finance that gave

England a great advantage over its European rivals.

Both the metropolitan financial institutions and the colonial trading companies from which they
derived their liquidity were new hegemonic groups that began to augment the landed aristocracy’s
definition and direction of politics and policy in England. The constellation of social groups that Cain
and Hopkins refer to in the process of ‘gentlemanly capitalism’ held greater influence over elite British
political processes than the emergent industrialists. Thus, from a very early period, the state - society
complex in England included private ‘multinational’ interests that influenced the direction of national
and international policy formation; in combination with the financial institutions ofthe City of London,
these structures had a strong influence over the control of mobility at the national and international

level.

The British East India Company was one such multinational institution with close relationships to the
emergent financial powers. Formed in 1600, the Company was known as the Governor and Company

of Merchants of London, and spawned the first colonial slaving enterprise, the Virginia Company
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(1606), which was also divided into the London Company and the unsuccessful Plymouth Company, as
well as subsequent companies including the Royal Adventurers into Africa (1660), and the Royal
African Company (1672). Between them, these companies established much ofthe direction of English
colonial endeavours - eastwards to the East Indies, India, and then China, and westwards, to the west
coast of Africa, the Caribbean, and to the Americas. All ofthese companies were based in London, and
board members ofthe financial institutions were often also shareholders in the new trading companies.
The Virginia Company was set up as ajoint stock company and its development demonstrated both the
politics ofthe early colonial endeavour and some ofthe conflicts dividing the hegemonic ruling class

ofthat period.

The company had to lobby for capital support. To start the process of colonisation at all, would-be
adventurers had to justify the enterprise to the elite groups that controlled British society in the early
seventeenth century - the British landed gentry, the monarchy, and the emergent financial sector ofthe
City of London (the banks, brokers, and other lenders of capital). To these groups, colonial enterprise
had to appear to be politically, financially, and morally legitimate; without these forms of legitimacy,
the first colonial endeavours would not have received the financial, naval, and military backing they

required.

The advocates of the Virginia Company engaged in a broad public campaign to rally support and
marshalled several arguments to explain why their private capitalist endeavour was good for the nation
and therefore worthy of support. 4l In the first place they presented an argument based on the necessity
ofa ‘civilising mission’. The adventurers and investors argued that as a good Protestant nation England
had an obligation to convert the ‘heathen savages’ in America. In the charter for the Virginia
Company, the Lord Chief Justice wrote that all ‘infidels’ - by which he meant non-Protestant non-
Europeans, should be regarded with an attitude of ‘perpetual hostility’; this meant that it would be
legally legitimate to wage war against the populations of the territories that the adventurers hoped to
conquer because their existence as non-Christian savages threatened the spread of Protestant

civilisation.

The other halfofthe argument for a civilising mission involved the idea ofa nation’s duty to defeat the
Catholic enemies abroad, several of whom were already successfully involved in colonial endeavours.
Thus the conquest of England’s enemies would come to be fought out over the rights to colonial

conquests and territories: defeating the French, for example, would come to mean fighting and

#1 Nick Robins, op cit.
®WThe Lord Chief Justice, Sir Edwin Coke, who had adjudicated Calvin’s Case in 1608, and Sir John Popham, had written
the charter for the Virginia Company.



conquering them in the West Indies, the Americas, and in the Indian sub-continent. And, to put the
matter the other way around, the conquest and domination of native populations would mean the

conquest of England’s European enemies and the glorious pursuit of English dominion.

The second argument they pursued was to convince the monarchy and landed interests that investing in
the Companies would result in a profitable return, and to demonstrate this they had to show that the
great risks involved in colonial endeavours would return a sustainable profit. For this argument they
pointed to the success oftheir European rivals, and to the great profits that had already been derived in
England from colonial commodities such as tobacco and sugar. The advantages that the Portuguese,
Spanish and Dutch had gained from their trades in slaves, sugar, gold and other ‘commodities’ showed
that England needed to pursue colonial commerce in order to compete in the European commercial and

military competition.

Thirdly, the Company presented the argument that colonial endeavours were necessary in order to
sustain the domination of the English poor, who were seen as becoming increasingly mobile and,
correspondingly, socially and politically dangerous. The Company thus presented its endeavours as
providing the ruling classes with the ability to remove ‘the swarme of idle persons’ from English
national territory, and in doing so, to make profitable use ofthem. Sailors, lower-ranked soldiers, free-
settlers, transported convicts, and servants, were predominantly drawn from the lower spectrum of
British society that was thought to be threateningly volatile, and closer in nature to the ‘alien infidel’
than to the English gentlemen who ruled English society. The English poor would thus provide some of
the labour necessary for profitable colonial endeavour, while their removal from English territory
would help to protect the English elites from the political threat given in the large-scale phenomenon of
the masses of English poor that had been displaced from traditional feudal forms of agriculture. The
adventurers appealed to the fact that the English elites thus needed colonialism to sustain their own
national hegemony, and proposed the use of a regime of forced migrant-labour as the means of
achieving the flows of finance and trade that they believed would accrue from a programme of colonial

exploitation.

Private companies, the royal court, the legal fraternity, municipal bodies and the nascent financial
institutions were all involved in the emergent and articulated control ofmobilities in the early modern
period. The form of political and financial hegemony was to follow the interests ofthe combination of
merchants, financial and landed gentry, in which the extra national sphere helped to centralise the place
of this alliance. The Royal family, for example, added to their colonial exploits in North America by
instigating the African companies that dealt in slaves and gold. The historian Eric Williams recounts

that (during the eighteenth century) there were ‘few, if any noble houses in England ... without a West
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Indian strain,’ 43 while the London stock exchange which was an essential institution in what Habermas
has described as the emergent public sphere, dealt in the trading of slaves.14 Seymour, Daniels and
Watkins note that ‘by the 1750s landed and monied interests had drawn closer than ever before and
larger landowners frequently made investments in public funds, trading companies, and government

bonds’. 145

The East India Company provides a useful example of the articulation of colonial, financial and
political power in the metropolis. Nick Robins writes that the East India Company was a ‘pivot that
changed the course of economic history’; ‘reversing the flow ofwealth from West to East’, and putting
in place ‘a new system of exchange and exploitation’. 46 Royal Charter gave the Company
monopolistic control over the trade with the East, enabling the company to manipulate the prices paid
by British consumers for its goods, and to exclude competitors from the Indian market. As Robins
notes, when periodic pressure mounted from other merchants and cities the Company responded by
exerting pressure in both court and parliament, and, in fact, the lines between governance and
commercial enterprise were often blurred. Thus, Robins writes that ‘for thirty years after Robert
Clive’s victory at Plassey, East India House lay at the heart of both the economy and governance of
Britain; a monstrous combination of trader, banker, conqueror, and power broker’, the commercial-
colonial element of English (and subsequently British) politics was a dominant faction within the state-

society complex. 47

In the broader historical perspective we can observe that the rise ofthe British state as a world power
from the early seventeenth century competition with the Mediterranean and Dutch powers through to
the late 19thcentury culmination in the Pax Britannia can be thought ofin terms of overlapping phases

of British imperial expansion, in terms of the articulated developments of the British political, fiscal,
military structures, and in terms of the articulation of British colonialism and capitalism. The
traditional historical distinction has been made between the ‘first’ (or ‘Old colonial system’) and

‘second’ British empires. 8 In this approach, the first British Empire, which started with the

3 Eric Williams, Capitalism and Slavery, Chapel Hill, North Carolina, p 94-5.

W Jurgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeoisie Society,
London, Polity Press, 1989

#5 Susanne Seymour, Stephen Daniels, and Charles Watkins, ‘Estate and empire: Sir George Cornewall’s management of
Moccas, Herefordshire, and La Taste, Grenada, 1771-1819’, Journal of Historical Geography, Vol. 24, No. 3,1998, p 314

#6 Nick Robins, ibid, p 80.

¥ Nick Robins, ibid, p 83.

#8P.J. Marshall, ‘The First British Empire’, in Robin W. Winks, (ed.), The Oxford History of the British Empire, Volume V:
Historiography, Oxford University Press, Oxford; C.A. Bayiy, ‘The Second British Empire, in Robin W. Winks, (ed.), The
Oxford History of the British Empire, Volume V: Historiography, Oxford University Press, Oxford; P.J. Marshall, (ed.), The
Cambridge Illustrated History of the British Empire, Cambridge, 1996; V.T. Harlow, The Founding of the Second British
Empire, 1763-1793, Vols. | & I, London, 1952 & 1964; G.L. Beer, The Origins of the British Colonial System 1578-1660,
London, 1908.



Elizabethan colonial endeavours in the early 17th century, encompassed North America, the West
Indies, and Ireland,9 and was thought of as ‘a maritime empire, an oceanic empire of trade and
settlement, not an empire of conquest; an empire defended by ships, not troops’. 19 This mercantilist,
maritime, and extra-national process of colonial endeavour was thought to have met its demise in the
events of the American Revolution, wherein the colonies assertion of independence was thought to

have demonstrated the limits ofliberal imperialism.

By the time of the British victory in the Seven Years War (1756-63), what has become known as the
‘pacific view’ was important for contemporary perspectives of British imperialism, as British elites
sought to represent the first empire as having been the ‘beneficent creation of a liberty-loving and
commercial people, and thus quite different from the Roman and Spanish empires, bloodily and

insecurely raised on conquest.’ 151

Subsequently, with its roots set in Clive’s victory at Plassey in 1756 which opened the wealth of
Bengal to the East India Company, and in the Peace of Paris of 1763 which saw the defeat of French
imperial endeavours in the Americas and South Asia, the ‘Second British Empire’ was thought to have
commenced in the Peace of Paris of 1783. Here, in the ashes of the recognition of American
independence, arose ‘a newly configured British Atlantic Empire’, which included the Caribbean and
remaining American settlements, and corresponded to ‘the British Empire’s decisive ‘swing to the

East’ into the Indian and Pacific oceans. 1

The ‘Second British Empire’ has traditionally been viewed as being ‘founded on military conquest,
racial subjection, economic exploitation and territorial expansion’, thus rendering it ‘incompatible with
metropolitan norms of liberty, equality and the rule oflaw’ that were thought to belong to Britain itself
and its first empire. 33 For Imperial historians, these characteristics have meant that the British Empire
was generally thought of in its second form, and that it was viewed as a discrete site of historical
investigation, one that was at odds with the concurrent internal history of Britain that narrated the

development ofthe expansion ofthe liberal sphere. 1%

9 Robin W. Winks, (ed.), The Oxford History of the British Empire, Volume V: Historiography, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, p viii; David Armitage, ibid, p 7.

M Thomas R. Metcalf, /deologies of the Raj, The New Cambridge History of India, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1994, p 4; See also P. J. Marshall, The First British Empire’, in Robin W. Winks, ibid, pp., 43-53; Marshall notes that
historians disagree over the period in which the ‘first empire’ can be said to have originated,- placing the point of origin
somewhere between the activities of the Tudor seamen, and the mid-seventeenth century or later (p. 45).

Bl Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837, Yale University Press, New Haven and London, 1992, p 103

182 David Armitage, ibid, p 2.

18 David Armitage, op cit.
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British history, as Bill Schwarz observes, has traditionally been divided between expansionist
celebrations ofthe British Empire and accounts of an insular ‘England’ that celebrate the ‘true home of
well-regulated liberty’. 135 Schwarz cites Sir John Seeley’s The Expansion o fEngland wherein he states
that ‘the history of England is not in England, but in America and Asia’, as the classical example ofthe
celebratory Imperial vein. On the other hand, J.R. Green’s Short History ofthe English People stands
in as a canonical example ofthe insular turn in British historiography. Green’s history passes over ‘the
detail of foreign wars and diplomacies’ in order to ‘dwell at length on the incidents of that
constitutional, intellectual and social advance in which we read the history ofthe nation itself”. 5% What
mediates the difference between Seeley’s ‘exteriority’ and Green’s insularity is the racial composition
of Britishness that both authors draw on. For Seeley, the liberal colonisers prove their Britishness in the
encounter with the ‘uncivilised’ world and the project of colonialism is the boundless expansion of
‘Britishness’; for Green, liberal Britishness is the inheritance, achievement and on-going project of an
island ‘race’. Thus the particularly bound and territorial character of Britishness - it is innately liberal
and racialised - is also the guarantee of its boundlessness as it meets its instantiation on the ‘proving
ground’ of the colonial worlds. The historical bifurcation, in turn, brings a political (and politico-
theoretical) form of liberal paradox into play, wherein the ‘universality of freedom and derivative
political institutions identified within the provenance of liberalism is denied in the protracted history

with which liberalism is similarly linked’. 157

Historians of the two distinct empires variety have also tended to separate the concurrent Atlantic
colonial world (the ‘Old Colonial System’) from the endeavours of the East India Company as the
generator ofthe ‘Eastern’ colonial process. In this perspective, the Company’s endeavours have been
viewed as a mere prelude to the Imperial history of British dominion after 1858.18 The pacific
historical account was allied to the internal development history anchored in the discourse of the
central importance of the Industrial Revolution and the extension of liberalism. These approaches
subsequently result in an inadequate perspective on the relationship between Imperial endeavour and
British liberalism. Correspondingly, neglecting the earlier role ofthe commercial colonisation of India
and the corresponding exclusion of Indian subjects from the sphere of liberal inclusion in order to

privilege a cosmopolitan liberalism contributes to both an inadequate conceptualisation of the

histriographical account. See Bill Schwarz, ‘Introduction: the expansion and contraction of England’, in Bill Schwarz, (ed,),
The Expansion of England: Race, Ethnicity, and Cultural History’, London, Routledge, 1996
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mercantilist, liberal, and militant political ideologies that sustained colonialism, and an inadequate
perspective on the nature of the British state-society complex’s dependence on colonialism. In the
following account, therefore, I seek to draw out the relationship between liberalism and imperialism by
focussing, initially, on the place of India within British liberalism, and then, in the following section,

on the evolving importance ofcolonisation for the rise of Britain within the emergent world system.

Section 1.2. Liberal Imperialism: The example of Britain and India

Uday Singh Mehta wrote that ‘the world we live in is substantially moulded by the triumph of
liberalism with its rationalistic certainties’. 19 As we shall see in the chapter on globalisation and
Britain (chapter six), many of the key assumptions of classical political philosophy and political
economy are present in the neo-classical economic and ‘third way’ political philosophy within which
mobility, and migration in particular are framed in British policy formation. In the latter chapters ofthe
thesis (six and seven), I will argue that these neo-liberal assumptions tend to be articulated with a neo-
colonial ideology in the contemporary period. In order to be able to account for the ideological ground
of the control of mobility in the colonial and contemporary period, I want then to first account for the

articulation ofimperialism and liberalism in the period of colonial capitalism.

For contemporary commentators at the height ofthe British Empire, rule over India came to be thought
of in terms of a progressive and benevolent tutelage that was the expression of innate British
liberalism.160 Singh Mehta notes that it is ‘well known that India was of crucial significance to the
economic and political ambitions of Imperial Britain’, but that what is not so well recognised is the
way in which ‘India played a sustained and extensive role in the theoretical imagination and exertion of

most nineteenth century British political thinkers’.16l Moreover, it was

Liberal and progressive thinkers such as Bentham, both the Mills, and Macaulay, who,
notwithstanding - indeed, on account o ftheir reforming schemes, endorsed the empire as a legitimate
form ofpolitical and commercial governance; who justify and accept its largely undemocratic and

non-representative structure; who invoke as politically relevant categories such as history, ethnicity,

1P Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 45, and passim; In draw upon Sigh Mehta’s account of liberalism and imperialism throughout
this section

180 Bhikhu Parekh, ‘Liberalism and colonialism: a critique of Locke and Mill*, in Jan Nederveen Pieterse and Bhikhu Parekh
(eds.), The Decolonization of Imagination: Culture, Knowledge, and Power, London, 1995, pp., 92-96. This is not to deny that
there were contemporary critics of British imperialism, but merely to draw out some of the early liberal paradoxes surrounding
the mobility and stasis of colonial subjects.
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civilizational hierarchies, and occasionally race and blood ties; and who fashion arguments for the

empire’ at least temporary necessity andforeseeable prolongation. I

John Marriott also makes the point that with the establishment of the nineteenth century Raj, India
became ‘the laboratory for the Enlightemnent project’ and the ‘test bed for methods of domestic
government’. 18 A form of reciprocity ensued, in which ‘colonial culture reached back to the
metropolis, to emerge in and inform domestic concerns’. Marriott argues that Indian subjects became
subject to the ‘knowledgeable gaze ofthe British state’ with the paradigm of civilised ‘Progress’. 164
The conflictual reciprocity between liberalism as it applies to colonial subjects in India and British
subjects as they are incorporated into the capitalist system of social reproduction is useful, therefore, in
providing a contextual ground for the following examination of the production of forced and coerced
migrations and stasis in Britain and the colonies (chapter two), as well as for the later flows ofIndian,

Pakistani, and Bangladeshi migration to Britain after the Second World War (chapter five).

The ideology of Progress was ascendant in the context of Britain’s rise as a world power via
industrialisation and lucrative imperial expansion. From the 1730s onwards, British national identity
came to coalesce around the ‘mutual interdependence of commerce, Protestantism, maritime power and
liberty’, the latter perceived to have been ‘enshrined in the invented tradition of an ancient English
constitution manifest in a system of laws that guaranteed rights for all its subjects’. 1651t was at this
point that the traditional beliefin the linearity of Christian progress met the new humanist doctrines of
the Enlightenment. In Britain, rather than resulting in a conflict between religion and the new sciences,
an accommodation was found that brought together the belief in spiritual progress with the scientific
body of knowledge surrounding the conditions, course and requirements of material progress. Thus
Providentialism and Calvinism paved the way for the development of the new theories of moral
philosophy and political economy in which poverty, or at least the poverty of the ‘undeserving’ poor,
came to form both an antinomy of Progress and thus, the object of the new technologies, discourse

fields, and governmentalities of Utilitarian ‘improvement’.

At the same time, as John Marriott observes, within the ‘age of imperial modernity race came to define
the boundaries of Progress, as subject peoples were perceived increasingly in terms of rigidified racial
hierarchies’. 16 Indian subjects were incorporated into the European hierarchy as ‘primitive’ within the

new episteme, governmentalities, discourse fields and technologies of power-and-knowledge. For the

18 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 3.

1683 John Marriott, ibid,, 2003, p 1.

164 John Marriott, ibid,, 2003, p 6.

16 John Marriott, ibid, 2003, p 20, fn 38.
166 John Marriott, ibid, 2003, pp., 6-7.
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subject peoples ranked within the idiom of Progress, the differences from the imagined metropolitan
norm depended on the extent to which particular groups were viewed as existing in a ‘prelapsarian
state of innocence’, or as ‘having fallen into a state of degeneration’. In each case, such groups were
thought to have needed to become subject to the laws of Progress in which they might find their
improvement. This ideology justified notjust the exploitation of colonial subjects, black slaves, and the
‘degenerate’ or ‘undeserving’ British poor, but also the emancipation of slaves by bringing them within
the orbit of civil society.167 All of these groups were thus subject to the application of the project of

Progress whose liberal inheritance could lead to seemingly paradoxical ends.

By the 18th century, democracy was held to be a central tenet of Britishness, whilst Britishness was
thought ofin terms ofthe internal and external extension ofliberal modernity. Following Locke, ‘there
was a broad consensus that linked the exercise of political power with the rights of citizens’, and a
beliefthat the state should be ‘limited and checked by the separation ofthe branches of government’. 168
Yet, as Hume observed, ‘free government has been commonly the most happy fore those who partake
of their freedom; yet they are most ruinous and oppressive to their provinces’. 1@ Hume’s observation
certainly applies to the British rule in India, where the combined regimes of the East India Company
and then the British Raj resulted in mass pauperisation and, in Mike Davis’s terms, rather than

resulting in ‘development’, actually formed the makings of (one portion of) the Third World. 1D

British Imperialism was thought of within a paternalist and infantilising ambivalence. Marx and Engels
saw the East India Company’s dominance ofIndia as a form of feudal aggression, where mercantilism
gave lie to the rhetoric of liberalism, but also wrote of a mission civilisatiice in the 19th century
capitalist transformation of Indian society.17l Macaulay wrote that the British rule ofIndia required the
injunction, ‘Be the father and the oppressor of the people; be just and unjust, moderate and
rapacious’.12 Yet, as Singh Mehta argues, the gap between liberalism ‘at home’ and despotism in the
colonies does not so much point to an abdication ofthe pursuit ofliberalism in the empire, but rather to

the fact that the ‘urge to imperialism’ was a process that should be located as having been interior to

liberalism.

167 John Marriott, ibid, 2003, p 6; Christopher A. Bayly, Imperial Meridian. The British Empire and the World, 1780-1830,
London, Longman, 1989, p 7.
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For Singh, liberalism’s distinctiveness is its claims of the ability to engage with difference by
articulating socio-political norms of tolerance and comity, yet the liberalism of Mills, Bentham and
Macaulay only goes so far as to conceptualise the different in terms of a ‘familiar structure of
generality5 couched in terms of the ‘reasonable, the useful, the knowledgeable, and the progressive’
and their antithesis’s.13 The result, here, is a failure of recognition, the liberal inability to recognise
the alternative ‘modes ofexperience’ that are only re-captured in ‘rough translations’: in the case ofthe
‘Indian’, the ‘archaic’, the religious’, the ‘pre-modern’. Similarly, in the case of the British
metropolitan poor who also became subject to ‘improving’ Utilitarian governmentalities, their
metropolitan street language is also subject to a ‘rough translation’ in which it figures as regressive and
‘criminal’ mode of speaking - a form of ‘fugitive cant’.14 As Singh argues in the contemporary

context,

to contain those differences or to mediate them through a prior settlement that fixes on reason,
freedom, ethics, internationalism, multiculturalism, the universality ofrights, or even democracy, is to
deny the occultthe parochialthe traditional’, in short the unfamiliar, the very possibility of

articulating the meaning and agentiality o fits own experiences} 15

For 19th century liberals such as J.S. Mill, the abstract starting point of universality or commonality
from which judgement is subsequent is underwritten by a specific ideal of human progress. The liberal
recourse to the ‘already-known’ results, in terms of the articulation of power-and-knowledge, in
representations ofthe other’s inferior, lower, and backwards: ‘India’, as well as the metropolitan poor,

thus figure as the ‘antinomies ofProgress’. 1%

Within the temporality of Progress, ‘imperial power is simply the instrument required to align a deviant
and recalcitrant history with the appropriate future’. 177 The colonial subjects who embody regressive
history fail to qualify as rational subjects and thus are excluded from the sphere of consent

underpinning the legitimacy of political authority; they can, and should be governed without their

173Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 21.
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consent. I8 Liberal paternalism is thus used to justify the array of imperial interdictions that deny the
Indian deviant/child the rights that pertain to the assumed citizenship of the liberal sphere. Herein the
horizon of possible progress redeems those acts in a never-quite-obtained future that Dipesh
Chakrabarty describes as a state of ‘not yet-ness’.I® What remains is a necessary process - a paternal
imperialism - whose temporality is indefinitely pinned to the constancy of the other’s infantilism.18)
Because this process occurs ‘outside of the internal restraints on the use of power of the (liberal)
political, the instruments that can be used for the reform of the deviant are often harsher and more
unrestricted’, and 19thcentury liberals therefore felt justified in calling for the ‘rationalisation of India,
even ifthat requires endorsing an imperial despotism’18l. The despotic rule ofthe Raj had, at times of
subsistence crisis, near-genocidal effects in regions of British India. As Mike Davis observes, ‘British
India under Viceroys like Lytton, Elgin, and Curzon, where Smithian dogma and cold imperialist self-
interest allowed huge grain exports to England in the midst of horrendous starvation ... Millions were
murdered ‘by the theological application of the sacred principles of Smith, Bentham, and Mill’. 18

Correspondingly, in political terms,

In the empire, the epistemological commitments o fliberalism to rationality and the progress that it was
deemed to imply constantly trumped its commitments to democracy, consensual government,

limitations on the legitimate power o fthe state, and even toleration. I$

Thus, a seeming paradox exists between the universality and inclusionary nature of liberalism, and the
‘systematic and sustained exclusions’ ofvarious groups and ‘types’ of people’. The history of political
exclusion does not contradict, but rather elaborates the truth and ambivalence ofthe liberal profession
of universality.18 The profession of universality is based in claims tending towards the ‘transhistorical,

transcultural, and ... transraciaP: as Singh Mehta puts the matter,

the declared and ostensible reference of liberal principles is quite literally a constituency with no
delimiting boundary: that of all humankind, [moreover], \the political rights that it articulates and

defends, the institutions such as laws, representation, contract all have their justification in a

18John Locke, section 60, The Second Treatise on Toleration, and a Letter Concerning Toleration, New York, Mineola, and
Dover Publications, 2002.

1P Dipesh Chakrabarty, Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference, Princeton and Oxford,
Princeton University Press, 2000, p 8. Chakrabarty cites, for example, J.S. Mill's essays ‘On Liberty’ and ‘On Responsible
Government’ in Three Essays, Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press, 1975.

18 Infantilism, ‘irrationality’ and ‘inscrutability’ are constant features of British colonial representations of the ‘Indian’; see
Singh Mehta, Chap. 2, ibid, and John Marriott, ibid, passim.

181 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 33.

1@ Mike Davis, ibid, p 11.

183 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 36.

184 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 46; for the positive account of liberalism see Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism,
London, Allen and Unwin, 1966
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characterisation of human being that eschews names, social status, ethnic background, gender and

Within this borderless universality, liberalism’s ambivalence can be found in the distance between the
anthropological capacities deemed necessary for liberal agency, and the political conditions deemed
necessary for their actualisation.1® Liberalism is grounded in an ‘anthropological minimum - an ideal
ofhuman nature wherein it is assumed and required that individuals be born free, equal, and rational. 1§87
The precondition of autonomous (and therefore ‘free’), individual rationality allows the liberal
demarcation between inclusion and exclusion. Thus, for example, the discrimination ofthose who are
deemed to be insufficiently ‘rational’ and cannot, therefore, yet be trusted with the rights and
obligations of the liberal sphere and its corresponding institutions, is intrinsic to the °‘particular’
application of universal liberalism. The limit of ‘irrationality’ moreover, corresponds to the class
differential in rights’ identified in Locke’s political philosophy by C.B. Macpherson.I&For Locke, the
space of substantive and imagined citizenship is formally universal, yet a hierarchy of cultural norms
including categories that begin with ‘English gentry’, ‘breeding’, ‘gentleman’, and ‘honour’, and end
with ‘servant’ forms the thick set of cultural credentials that inform the universal with its particular
standpoint.1® Locke’s assumption that only persons of the propertied class have access to the
‘breeding’ that enables rational judgement and discrimination places those that belong to the poorer
sections of pre-modern societies beyond the pale of the liberal sphere. Thus, in the perspective of
classical political philosophy, the ‘non-modern’ Indian peasant is thought of as being ‘pre-political’,
and her acts of resistance or intransigence cannot, thereafter, be translated in the language of political

action. 19

The liberal ambivalence present in the abstract.theoretical writing of Locke becomes ‘defiantly and
self-confidently explicit in the application of Utilitarian principles in 19th century India.l9 Here, a
plethora of anthropological differences are brought to bear on the ‘manifest’ incompetence of the
Indian. This was particularly true of the Indian peasant who was not only described in terms of the

innate inertia of Indian society, and the corresponding proclivity to ‘idleness’ that was similarly

186 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 51.

18 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 47; Singh Meta refers to Locke’s Second Treatise of Government

187 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 52; In Locke’s terms from the Second Treatise, To understand political power right, and to
derive it from its treatise, we must consider what State all Men are naturally in, and that is, a State of perfect Freedom to
order their Actions, and dispose of their Possessions and Persons as they think fit, within the bounds of the Law of Nature,
without asking leave, or depending upon the Will of any other Man; John Locke, Two Treatise of Government, 2rd ed.,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1967, p 4.

18C.B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism: Hobbes to Locke, Oxford, Oxford University Press,
1964.

18 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, p 63.

10 Ranajit Guha, Elementary Aspects of Peasant Insurgency in Colonial India, Delhi, Oxford University Press, 1983, p 6.

91 Uday Singh Mehta, ibid, pp 47-8.



identified in the ‘undeserving British poor, but also in terms of his pre-modern ‘childishness’. The
radical exclusion of the Indian poor from the liberal sphere of agency, and the requisite attempt to
coerce and force them within its bounds, can be seen in the application of Utilitarian, laissezfaire and

Malthusian principles.

This liberal exclusion can be seen, for example, in the severity of the punitive disciplines directed at
the Indian peasantry in relief camps and workhouses throughout the 19th century during periods of
sustained and drastic subsistence crisis.I®2 Throughout the subsistence-famines of 1877-8 and 1899-
1901 millions ofheavily taxed and indebted Indian peasants starved, and millions more were alienated
from their land. Simultaneously, the Raj continued to facilitate the massive export of cash crop grain
for the profitable supply ofBritish and European consumers, and to impose an onerous rate oftaxation
on agricultural producers.19 In the late 1870s, Sir Richard Temple was charged with the task of making
relief as ‘repugnant and ineffective as possible’, in order to discourage the ‘undeserving’ from the
‘organised shirking’ they were claimed to prefer.1% Temple introduced a system of ‘indoor’ reliefthat
was subject to rigid poverty tests, wherein applicants must prove themselves to be lacking any means
of subsistence, and thus have divested themselves on any usable assets. Furthermore, in the
corresponding distance tests, applicants for the Temple Wage must prove that they have relinquished
village and land-based residence by agreeing to migrate long distances to the camps. Henceforth,
British reliefin India, like the relief given in the Irish famine, was used by policy-makers to further the

alienation ofsmall-holder peasants from their land.

Thus, as Kate Currie observes, whilst the possibility of an Indian Poor Law was rejected by British
policy makers, nonetheless, ‘most of the apparatus ofthe Poor Law of 1834 was imported into India,
except, under normal conditions, there was no commitment to the maintenance of the deserving
poor’. 1% Currie’s point is that only the punitive policies that were directed at the British ‘undeserving’
poor would come to be applied in India. In fact, as Davis observes ofthe infamous Temple Wage, the
amount of relief supplied in return for hard labour in the British ‘relief camps’ was less than the

amount of sustenance provided to victims ofthe Nazi’s concentration camps such as Buchenwald.1%

12 See FEric Stokes, The English Utilitarians in India, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1959; Mike Davis, Late Victorian Holocausts:
El Nino Famines and the Making of the Third World, London, Verso, 2002; and the following chapter, section 2.

1B For example, in Gujarat during the famine of 1899-1901, British officials declared that ‘the revenue must at all costs be
gathered in’, whilst farmers who resisted onerous tax increases ‘simply had their lands confiscated’. Quoted in Mike Davis,
ibid, p 172. Moreover, during the famine years of 1877-8,6.4 million cwt. of grain was exported to Britain (B. Bhatia, Famines
in India, 1850-1945, Bombay, 1963, table 5, p 38.)

1% Mike Davis, ibid., p 37.

1% Kate Currie, ‘British colonial policy and famines: some effects and implications of ‘Free Trade’ in the Bombay, Bengal and
Madras Presidencies, 1860-1990°, South Asia, 14:2,1991, p. 43; John Marriott describes the application of the 1834 Poor
Amendment Act as the ‘damnation’ of the 19thcentury poor. See John Marriott, ibid, p 14

1% Mike Davis, ibid, p 38

58



The Utilitarian governing logic being applied was, in large part, a combination of Smithian, Malthusian
and social Darwinian principles. Adam Smith’s principle of non-interference in the workings of the
market was used to justify the reluctance to control prices in India towards subsistence levels, justified
the lack of substantial relief provided by the Raj, and justified the continued incorporation of Indian
agriculture into the cash-crop system of maximum extraction that had contributed to the peasant’s
pauperisation in the first place. Smithian principles were combined with the Malthusian thesis of ‘over-
population’, in which Indian’s (so-called) innate proclivity to over-breeding was held to be a cause of
subsistence poverty amongst the poor. On this basis, it was argued, providing relief to the poor (and
thus ensuring a minimal level of subsistence) would only lead to more poverty, and further subsistence
crisis. 197 Indian peasants were also held to account for their poverty o011 account of anthropological
characteristics. Thus, for example, in the context of the Utilitarian aversion to ‘idleness’ we can note

that the Gujarati peasant was held to be a ‘soft man’:

The Gujarati is ... unused to privation, accustomed to earn his goodfood easily,; In the hot weather he
seldom worked at all and at no time did he form the habit of continuous labour: Large classes are
believed by close observers to be constitutionally incapable o fit. Very many even amongst the poorest
have never taken a tool in hand in their lives. They live by watching cattle and crops, by sitting in the

fields to weed, bypicking cotton, grain andfruit, and ...by pilfering . I%

The official’s statement seeks to defend the government from accusations of neglect in the face of
extremely high mortality rates in the 1899 famines. Similarly, in the late 1870s, Temple responded to
reports of mass mortality in the relief camps by blaming the Indian poor for their idleness, aversion to
the coerced migration from village to relief camp, and ingrained disobedience; in disparaging what he
saw as the ‘humanitarian hysterics’ of British sympathy for the India poor, Temple stated that ‘no one
will be inclined to grieve much for the fate which they brought upon themselves, and which terminated
lives of idleness and too often of crime’.19 Thus, the British ideology of Progress in India finds fault
with the ‘backwardness’ and ‘criminality’ ofIndian society, and where the progressive incorporation of
the Indian socio-economy into the ‘laissez faire’ exploitation of India wreaks havoc in terms of lives
and livelihoods, finds that the blame lies not with the colonial state, but with the inadequacies ofIndian
culture. Thus a problematisation is constructed at the intersection of exploitation, ‘race’ and poverty, in
which the answer is found within the already existing paradigms of liberal philosophy in the form of

the need for an intensification ofthe governmentalities and strategies of Progress.

197 Mike Davis, ibid, p 32
1B Bombay Famine Report, cited in Mike Davis, ibid, p 172.
1®Richard Temple, The Indian Famine: How Dealt with in Western India’, p 153.
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It is this historicising problematisation that forms the subject of Prakash’s discussion ofBritish colonial
modernity’s framing of ‘freedom’ and ‘unfreedom’ in relation to labour and social relations.20 Prakash
states that 19th century colonial officials encountered slavery and bondage all over India.2l The
extended case study that Prakash elaborates is the Kamia-Malik relationship of the Bihar district. The
Kamias were agricultural labourers who worked for the same landlord (the Malik) over the course of
their lives. Kamias received wages for the days they worked, and assistance when needed. The Kamias
wives were also obliged to work in the fields, and the patrimonial system meant that the Kamia was
granted a sum of money, some grain, and a small holding on the marriage of his son. Money given to
the Kamia was treated as an advanced loan, which required labour servitude until the debt was
fulfilled. For the Colonial administrators, the Kamia seemed to be subject to a series of restrictions
over their movement, labour, and persons. These arrangements were seen as a feudal form of debt
bondage, which, whilst representing an advance on the condition of slavery, were nonetheless the

continuation ofa state of ‘unfreedom’, a state of ‘suspended rights’. 22

Prakash critiques the colonial discourse, governance and governmentality in which history - or the
historicism brought to India by the British - positions Indian social relations as an unfree pre-modern
state that is being brought into the realms of liberal freedom. For the British colonialists, ‘debt
bondage’ represents the naturalisation of free labour in as much as it figures as the suspension of
‘natural’ rights to freedom. For the capitalist framing of labour-power as an exchangeable commodity,
‘slavery’ comes to represent the opposite of that free exchange. As Prakash correctly observes, the
naturalisation of free labour that occurs through the recognition of its Other(s) - slavery, servitude,
bondage - works to position ‘free labour’ outside of the realms of power. 281t is thus a realm of
‘innocence’, devoid of coercion and force. The concept of power being employed here is that which
Foucault describes as ‘repressive power’; power is a thing ‘that only has the negative on its side, a
power to say no; in no condition to produce, capable only of producing limits’. 204 Power then, only
becomes visible in its juridical form, ‘as a system ofrestraints and restrictions’: subsequently, the role

ofpower in ‘producing and constituting free individuals [is rendered] invisible’.206

20 Gyan Prakash, Introduction: the discourse of freedom’, in Bonded Histories: Genealogies of Labour Servitude in Colonial
India, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2002

D1 Gyan Prakash, ibid, p 1.

2P Gyan Prakash, ibid, pp., 1-2.

2B Gyan Prakash, ibid, p 6

24 Michel Foucault, The History of Sexuality: Vol. 1,An Introduction, New York, 1980, p 85.

26Gyan Prakash, op cit.



For the British colonialists, this repressive power is located amongst the evolutionary ranking of
civilisations.206 In this context, from the early 19* century onwards, the practice of traditional Indian
customs and social relations represents the intrusion ofthe pre-modem despotic into the contemporary
path of Progress.207 In another act of ‘rough translation’, the Kamia-Malik relation then, appears on the
historical and progressive continuum running from slavery, serfdom, debt-bondage, to free labour as an

anachronistic medievalism, as something akin to ‘ancient slavery’.28

In the discursive construction of this Indian form of social reproduction as the antithesis of freedom,
one part of what is lost in translation is the productive power of kinship and social networks, and the
sustainability and spirituality of patrimonial social arrangements. Arguably, these contained a degree of
agency that the Kamia struggle to maintain in conditions into which Indian labourers were brought,
through their incorporation into the world commodity market and the sphere of individual liberal
freedom. The other loss consists of a refusal to see the repressive nature of the constitution of ‘free’
individuals, a form of despotic colonial rule that is all too apparent in the chronic indebtedness,
subsistence crisis, land alienation and subsequent coerced and forced migrations to which Indian

labourers became subject.29

What is also an obvious, yet crucial point here, is that those very despotic imperial processes are
justified in the name of the Other, who is thereby granted the ‘gift’ of inclusion within the liberal
market and the rule oflaw whilst being excluded from the sphere of its agency. Thus, colonial subjects,
in their racial difference, in their poverty, and in the potential profitability oftheir labour-power, form
for the imagined and substantive sphere of British liberal ideology, a sphere of non-citizenship.
Correspondingly they represent a pre-modernity that requires both the ‘legitimate violence’ ofthe state
and the application of Utilitarian governmentalities that will, in the virtual future, bring about the
borderless extension of the realm of liberal social relationships, but in the historical present, already

guarantee that validity ofthe ongoing progress of imperialism.

In Marxist terminology, we can say that what is legitimated herein, is the validity oftreating the Indian
subject purely as a unit of ‘abstract’ labour, and correspondingly, a complete disregard for the
differences that comprise the Indian’s ‘real labour’, because the difference, the real conditions of the

labourer’s production, ‘precede’ the sphere of liberal recognition.2l0 Thus, in the case of the colonial

26 Bernard McGrane, Beyond Anthropology. Society and the Other, New York, Columbia University Press, 1989, p 94.
27 Gyan Prakash, ibid, p 8.

2B Gyan Prakash, op cit

2D See the account in the following chapter, section 2.

210 Dipesh Chakrabarty, Chap. 2, ‘Two histories of capital1 in Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical
Difference, Princeton University Press, Princeton and Oxford, 2000,
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subject, the freedom inherent to the concept ofthe abstract universal subject ofliberalism is deflated to
the ‘free’ movement of commodities within the market, to the extent that imperial interests remain
‘free’ to direct this mobility. In turn, this free mobility is subject to the disciplines and
governmentalities directed at the ‘resistance’ of the Indian poor, to the extent that their labour-power
exceeds (or ‘precedes’) the exigencies of the extraction of its ‘surplus-value’. Thus, as we will see in
the following chapter, even as it is represented as a form of liberal progressive development, the
mobility of the Indian poor in the period of British colonialism tends towards the ‘unfree’ end of the

spectrum oflabour migration.2ll

1.3. The Centrality of the Peripheries.

The previous section has examined the consequences of the articulation of imperialism and liberalism
in the example of British India in terms ofthe ‘unfree’ mobility ofthe ‘free’ labour ofthe Indian poor.
In this section I want to discuss the relationship between the outside (the colonial peripheries) and the
inside (the metropolitan core) as it led to the dominance ofthe British state-society complex in the 19th
century world system of nation-states. This discussion seeks to establish the importance ofthe control
of colonial mobility (primarily in terms oftrade and finance) for the hegemonic position ofthe British
state-society complex. Together with the following section’s discussion of colonial labour-mobility, it
forms a further basis for the following chapter’s discussion of regimes of mobility in terms of the

movements and stasis of colonial-capitalist subjects.

Eighteenth century political commentators were in no doubt about the importance of colonial trade and

conquest to the position of European nations in the hierarchy of power: As Armitage observes,

the logic ofpolitical economy compelled every nation to strive for the profits ofa colonial empire,
equally, that ruthless logic determined that some nations would remain, or at worst become, colonies,
in sofar as they and their populations were subordinated to the overmastering and unchallengeable

economic interests o fother nations.2I2

The argument that the rise of the British state as a world power was dependant on colonialism and
other overseas endeavours has been the subject of considerable historical debate.213 Cain and Hopkins

write, for example, of the ‘large number of scholars who deny the existence of a close relationship

211 David Etlis, (ed.), Coerced and Free Migration: Global Perspectives, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 2002

212 David Armitage, ibid., p 161.

213 Robin W. Winks, ‘Future of imperial history’, in Robin W. Winks, (ed.), ibid, pp., 654-655; Winks notes that despite the vast
array of post-1960’s publications addressing this question, there is no general agreement.
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between the development of the home economy and imperialist forms of expansion’. 214 The
postcolonial theorist Couze Venn notes that writers such as Jalee, Hilton, Hobsbawm, and Williams
have pointed to ‘the essential contribution of colonial enterprise and slaveiy to the success of
capitalism’, while on the other hand, historians such as C. A. Bayly have argued that ‘there was a net
debit to the British economy arising from the cost of empire’.215 This thesis agrees, in the first place,
with Venn, when he argues that the ‘deficit’ argument operates within a sort of ‘limited accountancy’.

As Venn argues, such approaches

do not seem able to calculate the dynamic effects on the metropolitan economies o fdemand and trade
directly affected by the requirements of colonialism and imperial expansion, or the effects of a
relatively permanent war economy, that is, the contiibution due to the vast increase in manufacturing
and supply and demand arisingfrom new resources and objects o fconsumption, military procurements
—say regarding the ship building industry - the permanent mobilisation o fa vastpersonnelfor war and
colonial administration, as well as the technological pay-offs arisingffom the introduction o fnew raw
materials and their processing, and the armaments industry (for example, developments in navigation,

steel making, explosives).216

The ascendancy of Britain as a world power in the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries has been
described in terms of industrialisation, empire, maritime and technological advancement, and the
emergent liberal fiscal, military, and political systems.2l7 If we focus o011 the relationship between
colonial endeavours and industrialisation, we can observe with Kenneth Morgan that ‘no historian
would argue that trade and empire had a minimal impact on the emergence of industrialisation’.218 Pijl
defines the industrial revolution as consisting of a constellation of articulated processes including the
agricultural revolution, and the growth of the market economy, merchant capital and international
finance.219 Colonial trade and finance (1600 onwards) overlapped with the industrial revolution (1750-
1830), yet the emergent overseas markets, sites of production, and the centrality ofthe metropolis as
the centre of international finance cannot be - in a direct causal sense - be given as the sole genesis of
the industrial revolution. Nonetheless, as each developed, they did so in a mutually reinforcing manner;

notwithstanding the periodic conflict of interests that emerged between the two each served the

21U P.J. Cain, and A.G. Hopkins, 1993a, p 3.

215Couze Venn, Towards a postcolonia! political economy’, in Critical Postcolonial Studies, London, Sage, forthcoming.
216 Couze Venn, op cit.

217 E.J. Hobsbawm, Industry and Empire: From 1750 to the Present Day, London, Penguin, 1999.

218 Kenneth Morgan, ‘Trade and the British Empire’, BBC History Online, p 4,
http://www.bbc.co.uk/historv/state/empire/trade empire 04.shtml: accessed January 1<, 2005.

219 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 89.
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interests of the British capitalist state-society complex as it achieved a dominant position in what

Immanuel Wallerstein calls the ‘world-system’.20

In this vein, we could initially consider H.V. Bowen’s example of the relationship between the
expansion ofthe East India Companies activities in Bengal, and the process ofBritish industrialisation.
Bowen states that while the process of industrialisation had no effect on the Company’s seizure of
Bengal in the 1760’s, nonetheless, it was the Company’s links with an industrialising metropolis that
allowed it to ‘wage sustained large-scale warfare on the subcontinent’.2l To take a later example, in
the late Victorian period of Direct Rule (after 1858), British imposed tariffs (on Indian exports) and
taxes (on Indian landholders) ensured that British consumers had avail of cheap imports and
subsequently that English exports (primarily of cheap manufactured goods) came to have a captured
market of Indian consumers.22Even so, by the first decades of the twentieth century, the Manchester
lobby struggled to influence the direction of British Indian financial policies in its own interests, as the
Colonial Office and Treasury were more concerned with the flows of finance produced by the
exploitation of the Indian economy than with the health of British manufacturing.23 In each of these
instances we can see that while there were ways in which the relationship between industrialisation and
colonisation was symbiotic, the manner and degree to which this was the case was historically
contingent on interests and dynamics that were broader than those immediately involved in specific
colonial endeavours or industrial productions such as the East India Company or the Manchester

Chamber of Commerce.

By the end ofthe eighteenth century Britain had settlements scattered throughout North America, the
Caribbean, and India.24 From the beginnings of the century, British trade had expanded and shifted
from its primary engagement with European markets to follow the developing trade routes that had
begun to be established in the Atlantic and Asian economies in the previous century. Linda Colley
records that at the outset of the Seven Years War (1756), Continental Europe remained Britain’s most
important market, absorbing some four-fifths of its domestic exports and re-exports, and supplying

most of its imports.25Nonetheless, Colley argues that commerce with the ‘imperial sector’ achieved a

20 Immanuel Wallerstein, (ed.), World Inequality: Origins and Perspectives on the World System, Black Rose, 1976a; ibid,
1976b; ibid, 1980; ibid, 1989.

21 H.V. Bowen, ibid, p 37.

22 Mike Davis, ibid, pp., 298-230,312-317.

23 P.J. Cain, and A.G. Hopkins, British imperialism: Crisis and Deconstruction: 1914-1990, Harlow, Essex, Longman, 1993b,
p 173.

24H.V. Bowen, ibid., p 22.

25 Linda Colley, ibid, 1992, p 68; Colley bases her analysis on P.K. O’Brien and S.L. Engerman, ‘Exports and the growth of
the British economy from to Glorious Revolution to the Peace of Amiens’, in B. Solow and S.L. Engerman (eds.), Slavery and
the Rise of the Atlantic System, Cambridge, 1991.



dominant significance in the eighteenth century for three reasons.26 The first of'these lies in the rate of
growth of imperial commerce. As Colley notes, ‘95 per cent of the increase in Britain’s commodity
exports that occurred in the six decades after the Act of Union was sold to captive and colonial markets
outside of Europe’. In fact, by 1800, in part because of continental protectionism, 80 per cent of British
exports went to ‘other parts of the world’. 27 Secondly, ‘colonial imports into Britain came to play an
increasingly important part in its balance of payments as far as European trade was concerned. By the
1750’s, re-exports of colonial goods made up almost 40 per cent of total British exports’. 28 Thirdly,
the British domestic market absorbed large quantities of colonial goods, and many of these that had
previously been exotic luxury imports - such as silk, rice, dyestuffs, coffee, tobacco, tea and sugar -

became staple consumer commodities for many, if not the poorest sections ofthe British people.29

If colonial enterprise was crucial for the state ofthe nation’s flows oftrade, what do we know about its
relationship to the financial and political processes of the state-society complex over the duration of
colonial-capitalism? We can start by noting that colonial endeavours, from the time of their origin in
the endeavours ofthe East India Company (1600) were promoted by and favoured the British landed

gentry and the commercial classes.230 Bowen writes that

Allforms ofpower and authority in eighteenth century Britain were based upon, and determined by,
property and propriety rights. Although the developments ofa commercial society had multiplied and
diversified the forms ofproperty that could be held by an individual, land ownership stillformed the

cornerstone o fthe social andpolitical system231.

Between 1688 and 1801/2, a small elite of between 1.2 and 1.4 per cent of all families were variously
assigned the category of ‘High titles and gentlemen’, and earned between 13.9 per cent and 17.9 per
cent of the total income generated in England and Wales. The landed elite owned between 70 and 85
per cent of British land in 1790232 and dominated parliamentary politics and matters of state throughout
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.233 As Bowen observes, by 1770 any ‘open-ness’ or upward

social mobility within British society in general had not yet disturbed or recast the upper ranks of the

2% Linda Colley, op cit.

27 Bernard Semmel, The Rise of Free Trade Imperialism: Classical Political Economy, The Empire of Free Trade and
Imperialism 1750-1850, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2004, p 58.

2BLinda Colley, ibid., 1992, p 69.

Z9Linda Colley, op cit.

20 Nick Robins, ibid, p 80.

21 H. V. Bowen, ibid., p 49.

22 G.E. Mingay, English Landed Society in the Eighteenth Century, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963, pp., 3-26
2ZBLinda Colley, ibid, 1992, p 61; Colley notes that members of the landed elite made up over 75 per cent of the Common’s
membership as late as 1867; H.V. Bowen, ibid., p 51; Bowen notes that throughout the eighteenth century, the landed wealth
qualification for membership of the House of Commons restricted socio-political upward mobility to those who had the means
the make large-scale property purchases.
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social tables’.224Nonetheless, the social status of those involved in mercantile finance strengthened
from the 17th to eighteenth centuries,235 and by the 1790 emergent mercantile and financial elites
represented one sixth of all MPs236. As Cain and Hopkins note in their theory of the development of
‘gentlemanly capitalism’, the ascendancy of the financial elite outstripped the stagnancy of the social
status of the developing industrial class for cultural, political, and economic reasons. The landed elite
was able to absorb the financial elite into the rank of gentleman, in part, because ofthe invisible form
of wealth creation belonging to the service economy; the coalface of colonial enterprise was relatively
‘safely’ - from the point of view of British class conflicts - overseas. Industrialists, on the other hand,
worked at the coalface of the emerging British class conflict, and were associated with the un-
gentlemanly pursuit of work and wealth.237 At the same time, the agrarian and overseas-based
economies of the landed gentry saw them come into frequent conflict with the industrial class, who

were to threaten the status quo ofthe ruling hegemony.238

H.V. Bowen cites the sociological tradition, which explained the rise of the British Empire as having
been produced through the co-operation of the landed aristocracy and the newly emergent capitalist
class.239 The recent work of Cain and Hopkins (amongst others) has revisited this tradition in order to
show the centrality of colonial endeavours and the service economy to the rise ofthe British capitalist
class while focussing on the period between 1688 and 1850.240 In describing the operation of
‘gentlemanly capitalism’ in this period Cain and Hopkins have sought to emphasise the central place of
the metropolitan financiers and landed gentry over the process of British industrialisation in accounting
for the expansion ofthe British Empire.24l Bowen has argued that this ‘home based’ approach neglects
the differences between the various interest groups of the Hanoverian period, as well as the role of
external factors, including ‘indigenous politics or power struggles, the strategic ambitions of local
military commanders, (and) the expansive pressures exerted by expatriate or settler communities.’22
Nonetheless, Cain and Hopkins’ argument does not need to be read in a manner that seeks to find a
cohesive coalition of interested parties, for while the politics of colonial finance were always a matter

of political contest, they were nonetheless marked by the dominance of a (trans)national elite network

24 H. V. Bowen, ibid.

ZHP.J. Cain and A.G. Hopkins, ibid., 1993a, p 30.

2% Paul Langford, Public Life and the Propertied Englishman, 1689-1798, Oxford, 1991, pp., 289-94

237 P.J. Cain and A.G. Hopkin, ibid., 1993a, pp., 33-4.

28 P.J. Cain and A.G. Hopkin, ibid., 1993a, p 25.

2ZPH.V. Bowen, ibid., p 17. This tradition included the approaches of writers as diverse as Cobden, Bright, Spencer, Hobson,
Veblen, Marx, Kautsky, and Lenin. Rosa Luxemburg’s work seems a strange occlusion in this context. See also Bernard
Semmel, The Liberal Ideal and the Demons of Empire: Theories of Imperialism from Adam Smith to Lenin, Baltimore and
London, John Hopkins University Press, 2003.

20P.J. Cain, and A.G. Hopkins, ibid, 1993a: The authors draw on Lenin, Hobson, and Veblen in particular. See pp., 3-16.

24 P.J. Cain, and A.G. Hopkins, ibid, 1993a, pp., 42-6.

22H.V. Bowen, ibid., p 18.
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whose nodal point was the City of London.28 Thus, whilst the relative autonomy of the dynamics in
the colonies (the ‘peripheral argument’) was a key determinant in the many forms that the expansion of
the British empire took, the role ofthe credit-providing financiers was central to the developing form
of the British state-society complex, and to the ‘free trade’ ideology that was to come to wreak

profitable havoc in the Atlantic and Asian colonial economies.2#

Throughout the 17thto 19th centuries, the ‘alliance of mutual benefit’ that was formed between the
landed, mercantile, and financial elite, an elite whose activities tended to centralise in the public and
private spheres of the metropolis, produced a process that worked to extend British overseas
development, and in doing so, brought a new,‘powerful socio-political concordant into being’.245 The
boundary between the elite groups (the landed elite and the business community) that formed an
integral part of the hegemonic state-society complex overlapped with that of the formal sphere of
governance: as Cain and Hopkins observe, ‘it is impossible to separate the world of ‘acceptable’

business from that of elite politicians and from their perceptions ofnational interest’. 246

The point here is notjust that the metropolitan service economy formed the financial engine of British
colonial endeavours, but that overseas enterprise came to form the backbone of the British financial
and socio-political institutions that continued to be dominated by the combination of landed and
financial elites until the end ofthe nineteenth century.247 This point is important in relation to the post-

1688 structure ofthe British state-society complex, for, as H.V. Bowen observes,

At the very heart of the processes which transformed England, and then Britain, into a relatively
powerful state, were thefiscal and governmentfunding arrangements constituting the core ofwhat is

commonly referred to as the financial revolution 248

The financial revolution consisted of the English and British appropriation of, and subsequent
improvisation on the techniques of [talian banking and the Dutch principles of funded debt.249 As we

noted above, these developments in national finance were consolidated in the establishment of the

23 Linda Colley, ibid, 2005, p 64; P.J. Cain and A. G. Hopkins, ibid; The authors state that unity does not mean unanimity:
‘disagreements of priority and perspective were not only possible, but also common, both between the City and Whitehall and
among banking and government departments. The point to emphasise, however, is that disputes occurred within the family.
Disagreements were expressed freely because the values underlying them were not in question and because both sides were
aware that they were arguing about the precise route to be taken and not about the general direction of policy’, pp., 27-28.

24 Mike Davis, The origins of the third world’, in Mike Davis, ibid.

25Linda Colley, ibid., 1992, p 64; H.V. Bowen, ibid., 1996, p 49.

26 P.J. Cain and A.G. Hopkins, ibid., 1993a, p 13.

247 Linda Colley, ibid, 1992, pp., 63-6,61

28H.V. Bowen, ibid., 1996, p 14.

209 Sidney Homer, A History of Interest Rates, New Brunswick, New Jersey, Rutgers University Press, 1963, p 122.



National Debt and the Bank of England, which both served to express the fact that money was
borrowed on the basis ofthe political constitution of 1688, rather than in the name of the monarch. By

the 1720’s global money capital had come to be anchored within the British state.250

Correspondingly, Britain’s commercial strengths lay, along with the co-development of
industrialisation and overseas commerce, in the extent to which it was a nation of creditors.251 Linda
Colley writes that the most substantial creditors for successive governments were the ‘great trading
companies like the East India Company, the Levant Company and the Russia Company, together with
London’s mercantile community in general’.22 Rather than the landed gentry whose financial liquidity
may have been limited, ‘merchant, financiers, businessmen and women, and even minor shopkeepers
and traders’ were responsible for the ‘wartime loans that funded on average some 30 percent of

wartime expenditure after 1688°.253

The English (prior to the 1707 Act of Union) and British governments generally took a facilitating role
in the trading activities of overseas endeavours. From the Navigation Act of 1651 through to the
substantial tariff restrictions of the first half of the 19th century, the liberal state provided the
framework of law and order that allowed it to function as the °‘sovereign party to international
commercial exchanges and as a repository of the ‘comparative advantages’ on which they
flourished’. 24 Crucially, the mercantile (and after 1785, ‘laissez faire’ 255) politico-financial

technologies were articulated to British practices ofnaval supremacy and warfare. As Bowen observes,

Between 1688 and 1775, England or Britain foughtfour major wars: the Nine Years’ War, 1689-97;
the War o fSpanish Succession (which was known as Queen Annes War in the colonies), 1702-13; the
Wars ofJenkins Ear and Austrian Succession, 1739-48; and the Seven Years’ War (or French and

Indian War as it was referred to in North America), 1756-63.25%

Bowen notes that warfare and armed conflict were ‘the most important dynamics serving to expand the
British empire from 1700 onwards, and that while ‘warfare ... acted as an important catalyst of change
within Britain itself, most notably in the realm of government organisation and finance’, the chief

benefits were ‘those presented in the form ofnewly won territory, possessions, and untapped sources of

2 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 71.

21 Linda Colley, ibid, 1992, pp., 64-67.

22 Linda Colley, ibid, 1992, p 64.

X3Linda Colley, ibid, 1992, pp., 64-65.

24 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 70.

ZHThe government of William Pitt (the Younger) first sought to apply free trade principles to the Anglo-Irish political economy
in 1785. See Bernard Semmel, ibid, pp., 32-28.

26 H.V. Bowen, ibid., p 23.
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wealth’. 257 Moreover, ‘peacetime advancement and consolidation were based o11 force or the

threatened use of force’.28

Private enterprises such as the East India Company also expanded their trade through the use of force
and territorial gains: as Bowen notes, the ‘East India Company’s trade was an armed trade’, and in
India from 1750 onwards, ‘every aspect of the Company’s activities was defined and reinforced by
military activity of one sort or another’.29 The British government generally supported British
commercial enterprises (such as the Manchester Chamber of Commerce) in a variety of facilitating

processes that were ultimately or directly backed by the use of force. As Bowen observes,

Governmental intervention often came in theform o flegislation to establish monopolies, proprietary
colonies or systems oftrade such as those embodied in the Navigation Acts, for which in return the

state often receivedpayment, long-term loans and increased incomefrom customs revenue.200

Along with the imperative need to compete against the continental European powers in the context of
what Linda Colley calls an ‘extremely aggressive world-system’, British colonial militancy served the
interests of commerce.20l The articulation of militancy and commerce and European rivalry can be
seen in the Anglo-French competition following the end of the Spanish War of Succession in 1714.
Here, the expansion of French trade exceeded that of any other nation, including Britain.2@ Britain lost
ground to French interests in the following decades in several colonial and European contexts. French
re-exports of coffee and sugar won the European market, while French cloth made inroads into Persia
and India at the expense of the East India Company.23 In Turkey, French successes undermined the
position ofthe British Levant Company, and French mercantile and military interests challenged those
of Britain in the West Indies and North America 264 British commercial interests and the ruling elite,
with the obvious exception ofthe Jacobites, saw the defeat of French colonial and commercial interests
as integral to their own success.265 [t was not until the success of British forces in the Seven Years War
that British interests gained the upper hand, and that the constant series of threats posed by the French

state to British security appeared, for several decades at least, to have receded.

27 H.V. Bowen, ibid., 1996, p 27.
2B H.V. Bowen, op cit.

2D H.V. Bowen, ibid., p 29.
B)H.V. Bowen, ibid., 1996, p 24.
&1 Linda Colley, ibid., 2002, p 71.
262 Linda Colley, ibid, 2002, p 79.
X3 Linda Colley, op cit.
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After the watershed mark of the Treaty of Paris (1783), in which the British government had
recognised American independence, British politicians began to draw upon liberal free trade theories in
their framing of overseas trade, as the mercantile system was seen to have failed in the face of
American resistance to British taxes and trade restrictions, and, in part, because the British commercial
dominance of global commerce meant that work of iiberaP political-economists such as Smith,
Ricardo, and Tucker could be used to advance British interests by enabling politicians to make

arguments for the free operation ofmarket laws.26

Bernard Seeley thus notes that in the debate over Pitt’s 1785 Bill aimed toward the relinquishment of
the old commercial system in which the Irish had been suppressed as the ‘mere hewers of wood and
drawers of water, to their neighbours’267 for free trade relations with Ireland, various interest groups
including the West Indian planters and Lancashire cotton manufacturers had voiced their opposition.268
However, by 1787, when parliament debated a treaty on trade with France, the opinions of those with

vested interests had changed.20 Seeley observes,

It seems likely that the increasing awareness of'the accelerated expansion o fBritish industry, which
was placing Britain in a position in which she had little tofearfrom afreer trade, andpossibly much

to gain, was responsiblefor the change o fattitude on thepart ofthe manufacturers in 1788.270

The crucial point in the new laissez faire framing of international commerce was not just that ‘free
trade’ would produce a situation of reciprocal growth (as Adam Smith argued)27l, but that under a
situation in which British industry and commerce had achieved dominance then free trade conditions
would favour the growth of the British economy over those - such as the French - with which the
Tories argued it should engage in a new spirit ofrecipricocity.22 As Semmel argues, this meant that the
new laissezfaire ideology was to be governed by the extent to which it served mercantile criteria, and
colonial endeavours were to remain a major route for flows of ‘super-abundant capital’.23 In practice,
the laissezfaire approach came to be utilised only to the extent that it served British dominance, and
the practice of recipricocity was narrowly limited in application until famine in England and Ireland

and socio-political unrest provoked the changes made by the Peel government, including the repeal of

X6 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 2004, pp., 1-13; Turgot’s work in France was also influential.

X7 William Eden, Four Letters to the Earl of Carlisle, London, 1978, p 88.

X8 Bernard Semmel, ibid., 2004, pp., 32-38.

2P Bernard Semmel, ibid., 2004, p 38; Semmel points out that the Bill passed with little opposition because there were no
vested interests which could have been adversely affected.

20 Bernard Semmel, ibid., 2004, p 39.

2M Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes ofthe Wealth of Nations, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1993.
212 Pitt’s trade liberalism was defeated by the events of the French Revolution and subsequent wars with France.
2Z73Henry Brougham, An Inquiry into Colonial Policy, I, pp., 217-218; Semmel, ibid., 2004, pp., 38-47.



the Com Laws (1846), in the 1840s. 24 Here, policy makers acted on the basis of the new science of
political economy, and developed policies on the basis ofthe beliefthat trade restrictionism hampered
Britain’s industrial predominance. The Corn Laws were thus repealed because they ‘raised the price of
British manufactures, thus stimulating foreign industrial rivals, and because, by blocking the exports of
industrial countries, they limited the market for British manufactures abroad.’2/5 Here, as Christine
Kinealy points out, ‘if it suited the interests of government, laissezfaire could be raised to the status of
a dogma; on the other hand, in the case of the Corn Laws and the Navigation Acts, it could be
discarded when convenient’.2’6 As Brinley Thomas argues, the repeal of the Com Laws, whilst
representing the symbol of the policy of free trade, was not intended to ‘weaken the hold that which
England had over her overseas possessions’.27/ In this context, Thomas observes that Earl Grey made
the British government’s understanding of the relationship between political power and economic
policy clear: the government ‘did not abdicate the duty and power of regulating the commercial policy
not only of the United Kingdom but of the British Empire’.2/8 Subsequently, where British foreign
investment increased from £300 million at the beginning of the 1850s to £1,300 million by 1875, two
fifths of this increase consisted of investment within the Empire. The development of Britain at the
centre of the expansion of a laissezfaire world economy was possible because it was anchored in the

security ofimperial and foreign advantages in the terms oftrade and finance.

Thus, while a liberal Cobdenite vision of a cosmopolitan world economy garnered much support
throughout the 1830s and 1840s, it was the vision of Britain as the ‘workshop ofthe world’ that guided
the decisions of policy makers.2®In fact, the radical cosmopolitan vision of reciprocal free trade was
even brought to bear on the forceful pursuit of British colonial and foreign interests, as occurred in the
Opium War (1839), and the Punjab War (1849).2200 Thus at the height of'the industrial revolution while
London was already the financial capital ofthe world, the British political classes became convinced of
the ‘necessity of a continually expanding foreign trade and of colonization to a developing

industrialism’. 28l

274 Popular protests, the Chartists and the Anti-Corn Law League troubled the government in the 1830s and 1840’s. See, E.
P. Thompson, ibid, pp., 253-255.

2/5Bernard Semmel, ibid., 1970, p 146.
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Subsequently, while the emergent strength and ‘Lockean’ political structure ofthe American colonies
meant that they would become able to take advantage ofthe recipricocity that the ideology of free trade
promised, this was not true for the colonial societies that functioned as a peripheral ‘prize zone’ for the
competing British, European and American powers.22 In these societies the mobility ofpersons, goods
and finance continued to be directed by the logic of British commercial expansion, at the behest ofthe
capitalist-state society complex, whose composition, by the mid-eighteenth century, had expanded to

include the interests ofthe industry-driven middle class.283

Section 1.4. Formal and Informal Colonial Capitalism and Regimes of Migrant Mobility

The rise of the British state-society complex to its position as the dominant world power in the
nineteenth century developed through the employment ofthe twinned strategies of formal and informal
imperialism consisting of Britain’s ‘empire building and extensive investment outside its empire’ .23
British dominance was dependent on the articulated processes of colonialism, industrialisation, and
political and economic liberalism; this progressive development was built upon the success of earlier
mercantilist strategies that did not simply disappear with the emergence of laissez faire policies and
ideologies. This constellation of evolving processes allowed and was dependent on the British
redirection of flows of trade and finance as ‘peripheral”’ and ‘core’ regions were incorporated within a
capitalist world economy. 285 These politico-economic processes of incorporation involved the
incorporation of labour-power as a commodity, and thus depended on the development of mobility

regimes governing the movement and stasis of persons.

For classical political economy, key starting points for theorising the infra and international mobility of
labour-power were given in the works of Smith, Say and Ricardo, and developed in the ideas of
Malthus, Torrens, Wakefield, and J.S. Mill. These ideas were in turn subject to the critiques of Marx
and Engels, and further developed in liberal, Marxist and neo-Marxist accounts of imperialism and
development. Subsequently, post-war migration theorists have drawn upon different elements of these
theories in their critical accounts of the dynamic processes of historical and contemporary migration.

The 1970s and 1980s saw the field of migration studies dominated by an opposition between

22 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 89

283 Michael Havinden and David Meredith, Colonialism and Development: Britain and its Tropical Colonies, 1850-1960,
Routledge, London, 1993.

284 Paul Knox and John Agnew, The Geography of the World Economy, 2rmd Edition, Edward Arnold, London and New York,
1994, p 115.
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and a subordinate periphery. Sectors of the core economy were also subject to ‘peripheralisation?, and hierarchies of power
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subordinate ‘periphery’ are and were not purely territorial processes.
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structuralist and voluntarist accounts.28 Here accounts ofthe exploitation of migrant labour were often
strongly correlated to dependence theory’s assumption of relations of dominance and subordination
between territorially defined centres and peripheries.287 Simultaneously there developed a renewed
focus o011 socio-cultural dynamics, including accounts seeking to emphasize dynamics of ‘race’ and
class.281In the contemporary period, we find approaches that seek to go beyond the binary opposition
of structure versus agency that reworked the underlying opposition of freedom versus slavery (free
labour or forced migration) informing both liberal and Marxist approaches.28 For our present purposes
however, I wish to elaborate some of the key features of the structuralist accounts as these pertain to

colonial capitalism.

The Wealth o fNations, Adam Smith’s classic text on the efficiency ofthe division of labour and the
free market, was published in 1776, the year of the American independence. Smith’s critique of
mercantilism was qualified by its acknowledgement ofthe value ofthe ‘inexhaustible markets’ that the
colonies provided for British surplus production. These markets both increased the revenue and wealth
accruing to Britain, and in enabling international divisions of labour thereby increased its productive
power. In Britain, mercantilist monopolies had created surplus capital and thereby caused market
distortions producing an excess oflabour (unemployment). The new produce and capital created in the
colonial market, however, supported the use of more labour in Britain than was lost through
monopolistic market distortions. The legacy of the mercantilist system that Smith wished to retain,
therefore, were the reciprocal relations of free trade that might be created between Britain and the
colonies granted independence. Free trade would increase the mutual benefits of the greater
productivity of land that colonisation had wrought, and thus the more productive employment of
labour. For Adam Smith, moreover, the most productive combination ofland and labour was held to be
the use of free labour rather than slave labour, for persons free to labour in the pursuit of their own
interests would be more productive than those compelled to labour without the prospect of freedom or

290
property.
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Josiah Tucker subsequently qualified the laissez faire argument by pointing to the fact that free trade
would be beneficial to Britain because it held advantages in finance, commerce, and industry. This
meant, for example, that under conditions of free trade, a relatively small quantity of British
manufactures could be exchanged for a relatively large quantity of American agricultural produce. The
exchange led to greater profits for British industry. Whilst beneficial to Britain in the context of the
existing imperial advantages, Smith’s theory of free trade seemed to present the problem of producing
colonial intransigence: why would colonies or foreign countries engage in a system of exchange that
did not offer any protection for the value of their produce? Under conditions of free trade, it seemed
that agricultural producers might then seek to exchange their produce where it might hold a greater
value. If this happened, then Britain might suffer from a glut of manufactures and capital, and

subsequently further labour redundancy.

Several of these problems were (theoretically) resolved, at first in the application of Say’s Law, and
subsequently in the privileging of capital accumulation and the law of comparative advantage. The
French economist J.B Say held that a manufacturing glut was not possible, as any growth in industrial
production would be matched by an increase in the market for its consumption. In Ricardo’s
formulation, the validity of Say’s Law depended on the maintenance of correct proportions oflabour in
relation to capital. 21 Applied to the field of emigration, this ‘law’ required that capital and wages
should migrate in equal proportions if wages were to remain constant in Britain. A greater proportion
of capital mobilised for overseas endeavours would result in a relative reduction in the demand for
labour in Britain. Domestic wages and demand would consequentially fall, damaging the wealth ofthe

nation for the advantage ofthe mercantilist colonial elites.

If Say’s Law was invalid, and a glut in capital still likely, then, as both Smith and Turgot argued, this
was to be viewed as beneficial as the accumulation of capital was necessary for the wealth of the
nation. David Ricardo subsequently developed the law of comparative advantage, stating that where
countries exchanged the produce of their different national specialities, the benefits that accrued were
mutual. For Britain, this meant that the profits accruing from the sale of manufactures overseas could
provide the funds for the purchase of more foodstuffs than could otherwise have been grown
domestically. Conversely, the nation exchanging agricultural produce for British manufactures would
be able to afford a greater quantity of manufactures than it could otherwise have produced
domestically. Free trade, it was argued, produced a mutually beneficial internal and inteniational

division oflabour. In the first half ofthe nineteenth century political economy’s promise to enhance the

21 David Ricardo, Principles of Political Economy, Gonner's ed.; London, Bell, 1913, pp., 273-4. Cited in Brinley Thomas, ibid,
P3.



universal prospect of prosperity and progress emerged as a dominant discourse within the British

liberal ideology.

For Smith, Turgot and Ricardo, a glut of capital was not a problem as such, but the accumulation
providing the foundation of national wealth. Malthus rejected Say’s law and argued that an excess of
redundant capital would tend to produce falling prices and profits and therefore a decline in the
effective demand for goods. Ricardo, on the other hand, employing the law of diminishing returns,
located falling demand in the inability of land to support an increasing population. Malthus, who was
later to argue against the repeal ofthe Corn Laws, thus observed that the glut of capital could usefully
be employed in the larger territory of colonial possessions, and that a necessary balance could be struck
between the domestic production of agriculture, and the profitable but less secure field of industrial
endeavour. Ricardo, alternatively, saw the free exchange of manufactures for foreign agriculture as the
solution for the problem of diminishing returns: Britain’s future lay in becoming ‘a great
manufacturing country’. The cost of the pursuit of this future, given the tendency of wages towards

subsistence levels, was the production ofa class struggle between capitalists, workers, and landlords.

Strident in their arguments for the benefits of free trade based on the value of accumulated capital
rather than the extent of (colonial) markets, the classical political economists yet displayed
ambivalence when it came to the question of the merits of colonisation. In 1793, Jeremy Bentham
argued that the profitable trade with the United States proved that profitable international commerce
was not dependent on colonial governance. Colonies represented a loss to the people that accrued as a
benefit to the ‘ruling few’. Yet, in 1801, Bentham also wrote that colonies provided a ‘necessary
‘relief for the ‘efflux of hands and mouths’ and the ‘efflux of capital”, and in 1804 argued that ‘a
severe sense of general poverty and distress’ would had occurred in Britain without the benefit of past
colonization.22 James Mill attacked colonisation as a ‘grand source of wars’ and a means of support

for the aristocracy and wealthy mercantile classes. Yet Mill

presented colonisation as a means o fovercoming both the pressure ofpopulation on the land and the
declining returnsfrom agriculture, forces that would undermine civilisation in advanced counfries like
Britain andproduce ireduced wages, and a poor and starving people ’unless colonists went overseas

to cultivatefresh lands yielding a greater return to their labour 293
The productive strategy of excorporation - the removal of excess labour from the national social body
to be redeployed overseas had been proposed from the earliest days ofBritish colonial endeavour at the

22 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 26.
XBBernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 27.



beginning ofthe seventeenth century (see chapter two). By the second half ofthe seventeenth century
‘the prevailing view was that the nation’s interests were best served by encouraging the growth of
numbers’, and ‘with certain exceptions, emigration was regarded as harmful’.2% Those certain
exceptions included persons whose employment in the colonies provided for a sufficiently high level of
profitability: for the seventeenth and eighteenth century mercantilists, overseas profitability had to be
balanced by population needs at home. The government, therefore, was expected to regulate
migration.25 By the latter eighteenth and first half of the nineteenth century industrialisation and the
capital accumulation of mercantilist colonization produced an arena of socio-political conflict that
Malthus was to address as a problem o f‘overpopulation’ and ‘idleness’, and that Ricardo recognised as
a class conflict (see chapter two). The health of the domestic economy, moreover, was held to be
dependent or subject to improvement, variously, on the growth of foreign markets and the exchange of
British manufactures for raw materials produced overseas, and the continuing expansion of colonial
territories that required the productive use of more land, and thus a consequent supply of labour. As

Bernard Semmel observes, it seemed to the political economists that

by establishing an informal trade empire that would include agrarian states overseas, as Torrens had.
urged, as well as by planting colonies, as Malthus and James Mill suggested, Great Britain might
overcome the destructive contradictions inherent in the new commercial and industiial system and

avoid a disastrous social revolution.26

Adam Smith, as we have seen, argued that the new land gained in colonial territories would be most
profitably employed by the application of free labour rather than slavery. Edmund Wakefield was to
further elaborate the relationship between free labour and colonial profitability. In theorising the
relationship between wages and profits, Wakefield argued that these were dependent on the various
proportions amongst land, capital, and population. In Britain, disproportion had led to crisis: capital
bore a ‘small proportion to labour and great proportion to the field of production’.297 Bengal, on the
other hand, provided an example of a more profitable relationship between the variables. Here, where
‘capital bore a small proportion to both labour and the field of production’, wages were low and profits
were high. The United States, alternatively, showed that the proportion of wages to capital did not
necessarily have to have an inverse relationship in order to achieve a high level of profit, for the
advantage was to be had in the low ration of capital to the field of production. Subsequently, while

wages were high in terms of both share and amount, profits, although low in share, were high in

24 Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 1.
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amount.28 In short, Wakefield proposed that the disproportionate relations of production in Britain
where the growth of the population and the accumulation of capital exceeded the field of production
could be ameliorated by the export ofredundant labour and capital to colonies where the ratio between
the variables provided a greater return. Imperial expansion, he argued, was in the interests of the
working and middle classes. As owners of labour in an overstocked labour market, the British working
class were only capable ofrealising wages ‘which will barely supply the labourer with the necessaries
according to his estimate of what is necessary’.29 For the labouring classes, the prospects of migrant
labour in the colonies presented, according to Wakefield, the better prospects of higher wages and,
eventually, the possibility of property ownership. Wakefield referred to the middle class consisting of
tradesmen and professionals as the ‘uneasy class’. This class bore the burden ofthe glut of capital to a
greater degree than the larger capitalist as the prevailing conditions of low profits meant that they faced
a constant fear of ruin. A proportion of this class would benefit, therefore, from investing in the
colonies were the greater proportion of the field of production to capital promised correspondingly
greater security and profits. Correspondingly, middle class investment could be used to underwrite

colonialism.

In England and America written in the wake of the parliamentary reforms of 1832, Wakefield argued
that the class conflict in Britain threatened to result in the poorer classes seeking a ‘revolution of
property’, and that the political strategy that ought to be employed to remove the threat of universal
suffrage was for parliament to legislate ‘as if it had been elected by universal suffrage’.300 The means
to this end was to be achieved by the repeal ofthe Corn Laws and the extension of colonial enterprise.
The extension of an infonnal imperialism predicated on the benefits that would accrue to Britain
through the incorporation of cost-effective agricultural fields ofproduction into the laissezfaire sphere
of exchange would result in an increase in the real value of wages in Britain. For Wakefield the
informal imperialism that should be pursued via free trade with former colonies and foreign countries
complemented the formal imperialism that should be pursued in order to open up greater tracts of
overseas land via the application of surplus capital and labour. The success ofthis enterprise depended
on the relationship between the factors of production. Previous forms of colonisation had failed, argued
Wakefield, because wages had been set at too high a rate in relation to capital and land. The result was
that free migrant labourers tended to desert the fields of capitalist production as soon as their savings
allowed them to set up as independent small holders. In this instance, British surplus labour was wasted
by being employed towards small-scale subsistence agriculture instead ofbeing profitably employed in

large-scale capitalist agriculture. The solution that Wakefield proposed was to set the rates of land

28 Bernard Semmei, op cit.
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value at a ‘sufficient price’ in order to exceed the potential savings of the labourer’s wages.3l By
violating the principle of non-interference in the workings ofthe market, capital investment would be
attracted to the colonies by the prospect of a constant supply of affordable labour. This strategy,
moreover, should be extended to the United States. Here, the use of market regulation to bind ‘pauper
labourers’ to productive farming would provide an alternative to the use of slave labour, and result in
the greater exchange of cheaper corn for British manufactures. In the colonies, Wakefield argued, the
working class could be rendered as ‘comfortable, satisfied, and wise at least, as the working class in
America’.32 Yet it was the tendency of the American working class to disperse from the site of
capitalist production that the author wanted to overcome by raising the price ofland. Wakefield sought,
therefore, to modernise overseas agricultural production by pointing it in the profitable direction that he
saw given in the relations of production of colonial Bengal where accumulated capital could be
employed in a greater territory of production on the basis of a constant supply of cheap labour. In
extending the bondage of labour to a longer period of capital-intensive production, Wakefield’s
proposals can thus be seen to be closer to a regime of indentured labour than free labour migration, as
the policy was intended to coerce the labour-migrants into a form of stasis. As such, these proposals
matched the spirit ofthe times, for as David Etlis notes, whilst more than half of the migration to the
American colonies had been involuntary, the great majority of that migration was made under

conditions ofindenture of other forms ofrelative ‘unfreedom’.3B

Removing British paupers from the national social body was a strategy of excoiporation promising a
pacification of class conflict (see chapter two, sections one and three). Simultaneously, the political
strategy of raising wages via colonial expansion and laissez faire commerce that worked through the
virtualism of representative democracy amounted to a depoliticisation of the class conflict that
threatened the prospect of a universal franchise.304 Thus Wakefield’s proposals demonstrate the degree
to which those invested in the dominance of the British state-society complex could seek to maintain

its position by informal and formal strategies of imperialism.

Wakefield’s views on the mobility of labour and capital made a strong impression on the political

classes in the mid-nineteenth century, influencing both the direction of policy formation and the

D1 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, pp., 27-8.

3R Edmund Wakefield, England and America, pp., 120-1; cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid, 2004, p 89

3B David Etlis, ‘Free and Coerced Migrations: The Atlantic in Global Perspective’, paper presented at Oslo University,
Norway, February 25th, 2000; http://www.0slo2000.uio.no/program/papers/m1b/m1b-eltis.pdf, pp., 1-2. Etlis
writes that ‘of those who were not forced, a very large number travelled under obligations to others that meant the migrant
effectively abandoned some basic freedoms for several years after arrival’.

34 Michael Samers, ‘Invisible capitalism: political economy and the regulation of undocumented immigration in France’,
Economy and Society, Vol. 32, No. 4, November 2003, p 576; Daniel Miller, ‘Conclusion: a theory of virtualism’, in J. Carrier
and D. Miller, (eds.), Virtualism: A New Political Economy, Oxford, Berg. 1998.
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theoretical writing of political economists. Representing the Benthamite radicals in parliament,
Molesworth framed his arguments for the repeal of the Corn Laws in terms of the need to use
colonisation as a means of averting class conflict. Where James Mill had approved of the use of
emigration as a vent for the problem of surplus population, he had also worried that the loss of capital
might be more damaging than the benefits of the ‘diminution of numbers’.306J.S. Mill drew upon
Wakefield’s ideas in his Principles ofPolitical Economy. Drawing upon Wakefield’s analysis of the
imbalance between the proportions of the factors of production in Britain, Mill argued that parliament
should promote ‘a greater return to savings ... by access to the produce of more fertile land in other
parts ofthe globe’.306J.S. Mill observed that the ‘perpetual outflow ofcapital’ into colonies and foreign
countries had ‘been for many years one of the principle causes by which the decline of profits in
England had been arrested’.307Mill argued furthermore that the colonial settlement of British emigrants
was ‘the best affair of business in which the capital of an old and wealthy country can engage’.38 As

Brinley Thomas observes,

Mill was an enthusiastic believer in Wakefield$ idea of the sufficient price ’ofland. He wanted to
create and maintain in the colonies the system of hon-competing groups 'thatprevailed at home; the

emigrant labourers must be preventedfrom becomingpeasantproprietors.3®

J.S. Mill departed from Wakefield’s proposals, however, in arguing that the British government, rather
than private interests, should regulate the flows and relative proportions of the flows of capital and
migrant-labour to the colonies. Mill suggested that voluntary contributions be draw from parishes in
order ‘to clear off'the existing unemployed population, but not to raise the wages of the employed’.310
As Bernard Semmel observes, Thomas Chalmers had similarly suggested that a ‘great national
experiment’ might be conducted in which emigration would be substituted as a moral equivalent for the
poor laws.31l1 George Poulett Scrope subsequently pushed this idea in a more extreme direction, in
urging the government to refuse poor reliefto ‘all who declined to be transported to the colonies’.312
This position differed, to an extent, from that of Robert Wilmot-Horton, who with J.S. Mill and

Wakefield laid the plans for British colonialism in Canada. Thorton’s plans, submitted to a

IBJames Mill, ‘Colony’, Supplement to the Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1821, p 33; Cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1970, p 95.
Semmel points out that James Mill was later to be convinced by his son’s positive views of Wakefield’s ‘systematic
colonisation’.

3% Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 31.

37J.S. Mill, Principles of Political Economy, in J.S. Mill, Collected Works, ed. J.M. Robson, Toronto, University of Toronto
Press, 1965, p 753-4; cited in Bernard Semmel, op cit.

3BJ.S. Mill, Principles of Political Economy, 6ihed., bk. V, ch. xi. p 586; Cited in Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 6.

3B Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 7.

310J.S. Mill, Principles of Political Economy, p 272; cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1970, p 96.

311 Thomas Chalmers, Political Economy, London, 1832, pp., 239-44. cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1970, p 81.

312George Poulett Scrope, Principles of Political Economy, London, 1833, p336; Cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1970, p 97.
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parliamentary committee in 1823, ‘saw parishes securing loans from the government, by mortgaging
their poor rates, to finance the emigration and settlement of paupers as peasant proprietors in
Canada’.313 Wakefield’s various schemes had all contained an argument for the relative autonomy of
the colonialists, or at least, for the middle class capitalist investing in settlement, and Wilmot Thorton
had visualised a degree of migrant agency in the shift from (British) pauperism to (colonial)
proprietorship. Mill argued, however, that the laisser-faire principle had limits in the case of
colonisation.314 Government regulation, therefore, was necessary to ensure the excorporation of surplus
labour in Britain and the bondage of labour to the most profitable fonns of colonial agricultural

production.

For the nineteenth century liberal political theorists and political economists the settler colonies would,
eventually, be bound by political and racial allegiance, within the imperial world economy whose
operation, governed by laissez-faire principles, would bring reciprocal benefits to the metropolis and its
commercial partners. The critique ofpolitical economy given by Marx and Engels contained, at various
points, a critique of the capitalist dependency on its expansion to external markets via the process of

colonisation.315

Writing in 1844, Engels argued that Adam Smith’s arguments had dishonestly depicted trade as
advantageous to all parties in a transaction and as a bond of international friendship, and that the
institution of a cosmopolitan world market via the ‘liberal economic system’ acted to ‘universalise
enmity’. For Engels, the political economists construction of an opposition between ‘free competition’
and the mercantilist system of monopolisation was fallacious; the extension of competition freed from
constrain served only to allow the universalising of the tendency towards monopolies and thus
intensify the social conflict between socialism and capitalism. Reviewing his position in 1892, Engels
wrote that ‘Capitalist production cannot stop’, but ‘must go on increasing and expanding or die’.316 The
subtext of Engel’s latter view was the necessity of foreign and colonial expansion to the success of

British capitalism.

Marx, writing in Capital in 1867, elaborated a theory ofnecessary capitalist expansion and stated that

313 Robert Wilmot-Thorton cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1970, p 104.

314J.S. Mill, ‘Of the Grounds and Limits of the Laisser-faire or Non-interference Principle', in Principles of Political Economy,
Collected Works, ed. J.M. Robson, Toronto, University of Toronto Press, 1965.

315Lydia Potts, The World Labour Market, p 176; Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 171. Potts makes the point that Luxemburg,
like Marx, assumes that external markets are indispensable. Semmel accounts for Marx’s positive account of British
colonialism in India in terms of Marx’s historicism; the incorporation of Indian society within capitalist production represents,
for Marx, a shift from feudal relations towards the capitalist relations in which resides the emergence of the revolutionary
proletariat.

316 Frederic Engels, ‘Introduction’, The Condition of the Working Class in England, English ed. Cited in Bernard Semmel, ibid,
1993, p 134.
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The discovery ofgold and silver in America, the extirpation, enslavement and entombment in mines of
the aboriginal population, the beginning o fthe conquest and looting ofthe East Indies, the turning of
Africa into a warren for the commercial hunting of black skins, signalled the rosy dawn ofthe era of

capitalistproduction. 317

As Lydia Potts points out, Marx here emphasises both the importance ofthe colonies in the process of
primitive accumulation and the connection between the ‘world market for labour power and the world
market for commodities’.3I8 Marx goes onto observe that the accumulation of capital in Britain was
dependent on securing and monopolising colonial markets in order to redirect the flow of commodities
and finance. Potts again notes that the measurement of colonial exploitation in Marx’s account cannot
be reduced to the imbalance oftrade between the metropolis and its colonies: In the example of British
India Marx finds that ‘a process ofbleeding’ occurs that amounts to an annual income in excess ofthat

ofIndia’s ‘sixty million agricultural and industrial workers’. This income consists of

[w]hat the English receive each year in theform o finterest, dividendsfor railways which are no use at
all to the Hindus, military and service pensions, what they take from the country for the Afghan and
other wars etc. etc., what they receive without giving anything in return, and ... what they expropriate
eachyear inside ofIndia - | am speaking then only o fthe value ofgoods that India isforced to send to

England eachyearfree ofcharge.319

Underpinning the financial and commercial exploitation of the Indian economy is the advantageous
proportionality between the factors of production that Wakefield observed in the example of Bengal. In
Rosa Luxemburg’s later account, India formed a typical case of imperialism as its subordination
consisted ofthe heavy taxation ofthe peasantry and their subsequent indebtedness, the appropriation of
their lands and the subsequent coercion ofthe labour-power.301n fact, in Marx’s account, it is notjust
that capital reproduces in a relatively small proportion to labour power and land, but that colonial

taxation and fiscal policy has ensured that India itselfprovides the capital ‘free ofcharge’.

Marx and Engels shared a historicist sense of progress that saw social reproduction develop from
feudal to mercantile, and then from capitalist to communist forms. This historicism led Marx, at points,

to mix criticism with a partial tendency to celebrate the achievements of British colonialism. This

317 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p 703.

318 Lydia Potts, ibid, p 173.

319MEW, Vol., 35, p 157, cited in Lydia Potts, ibid, p 175.
X0 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 151.



tendency was apparent in Marx’s account of British rule in India. Marx wrote that the eighteenth
century colonisation of India was ‘as hideous as the slave trade’.3l Mapping the developments of
colonisation, he continued to observe that where °‘the aristocracy wanted to conquer India, the
‘moneyocracy’ sought to plunder it, and the ‘millocracy’ sought to ‘undersell it’.32 Yet Marx did not,
as Semmel observes, propose that India should adopt a protectionist system, as he had done in the
context of the colonial exploitation of Ireland.33 The reason for the different perspectives on the
different colonial contexts lay in the extent to which the capitalist ‘improvements’ in India - the
irrigation and transport system that increased the supply ofraw materials to Britain - also appeared to
hasten the shift from feudalism to industrialisation, and thus provided to context in which class conflict
and thereafter communism could arise. Bernard Semmel notes that what he describes as ‘ambivalence’
in Marx’s thoughts on colonialism disappeared in.the context of the rise of finance capitalism in the
1870s. Here, Mike Davis notes that the damaging effects of British fiscal policy in India had become
fully apparent and overturned the benefits that Marx had seen in the ‘‘railway revolution’ and other

forms of modernisation’.34

Marx and Engels ‘stressed the role of capitalism as a system of colonial as well as domestic
exploitation and saw in this the seeds ofthe self-destruction of the liberal ideal’.325 For Marx, colonial
exploitation was not just advantageous to the accumulation of British capital, but necessary because of
the internal (national) dynamics ofthe world market. Basing his argument on the necessary production
of surplus capital and labour within the process of capitalist industrialisation, Marx argued that the
surplus pertaining to any one industry cannot find equilibrium in the domestic market as the same
process occurs in each of the other industries. In terms of the production of surplus labour, Marx

observes that

It is an inherent contradiction of the movement of capital that the natural increase in the working
masses is inadequate to satisfy the requirements ofthe accumulation of capital, and yet is always in
excess ofthose requirements. Capital needs growing quantities o fyoung male workers and diminishing
quantities o fadult male workers. This contradiction is not a more glaring one than the contradiction
that there should be a complete lack o fhands at the very time when thousands are unemployed because

the division o flabour has chained them to some specific branch o findustry.3%6

21 Kar! Marx, ‘Parliamentary Debate on India’, The New York Tribune, June 25th, 1853

32 Karl Marx, op cit.

3B Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 138.

34 Mike Davis, ibid, p 27.

35 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, p 171; Semmel incorrectly argues that this focus did not fully eventuate until the 1870s on the
basis of the overemphasis he places on the historicism.

3B Karl Marx, Capital, London, Allen and Unwin, 1928, pp., 708-9; cited in Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 7.
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These inherent ‘contradictions’ represent the creation of floating labour, those workers whose position
‘floats’ between the ebb and flow of industrial cycles. Floating labour is the first of Marx’s three
categories of surplus labour. The second ofthese is the latent surplus, which refers to those labourers
rendered redundant in the process of agricultural modernisation.3?7 Latent labour forms the backbone of
rural to urban migration, providing a new pool of commodified labour-power for urban
industrialisation. These persons are often those who are displaced within the shift between feudal and
capitalist agricultural production; they may have been ‘de-peasantised’, and were likely to have been
pauperised.328 The third form of surplus labour is referred to as ‘stagnant labour’.39 Stagnant labour,
consisting of paupers, vagrants, the elderly, the infirm and the criminal, refers to persons whose labour-
power is most resistant to commodification. This stratum of labour forms a ‘self-reproducing and self-
perpetuating element of the working class’. Together, the three categories of surplus labour supplies a
‘reserve army of labour’ that can be re-deployed within the changing requirements and divisions ofthe

economy, but presents a political and economic cost as long as it remains unemployed.

Marx’s definition of the capitalist solution for problems of under-production and consumption caused
by surplus capital and labour echoes that ofthe classical political economists; a domestic glut requires
a foreign market allowing the employment of profitably proportioned capital, goods, and labour. Marx

had argued that capitalism had been dependent on slavery as a means ofexploiting labour power:

Direct slavery isjust as pivotal to our industry today as machinery, credit, and so on. Without slavery,
no cotton; without cotton, no modern industiy. It was slavery which first gave the colonies a value, it
was the colonies whichfirst created international trade, and international trade is a vital prerequisite

for large-scale mechanised industry.330

Marx differentiates the ‘veiled slavery’ of wage labour from the ‘direct’ slavery of the colonial
plantations. The former is given as being dependent on the latter, as ‘the veiled slavery of wage-
workers in Europe needed, for its pedestal, slavery pure and simple in the new world’.331 Marx further
theorises the relationship between slavery and the re-incorporation of surplus labour in the process of
colonial capitalism. Here Marx critiqued the ‘modern theory of colonization’ that he saw as having

been built upon the theories of Wakefield.3322 Marx observed that where the dependence of labour on

37 Karl Marx, Capital, London, Alien and Unwin, 1928, pp., 711; cited in Brinley Thomas, op cit.

3B Teodor Shanin, Defining Peasants: Essays Concerning Rural Societies, Expolary Economies and Learning from Them in
the Contemporary World, London, Routledge, 1990.

30 Kar! Marx, Capital, London, Allen and Unwin, 1928, pp., 711; cited in Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 7.

30 Karl Marx, MEW, vol. 27, p 458; cited in Lydia Potts, ibid, p 177.

B! Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, p 711; cited in Lydia Potts, ibid, p 177.

32 Karl Marx, Capital, Chapter XXXII; H.O. Pappe, ‘Wakefield and Marx’, Economic History Review, 2rd Series, IV, No. 1,
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capitalism in the ancient civilized countries occurred by ‘law ofnature’, the dependence of labour on
capitalist production in the colonies must be ‘created by artificial means’.333 Those artificial means, as
we noted above, included the regulation of property value at a rate that placed it beyond the potential
savings of the free migrant labourer. For Marx, the strategy of the colonial redeployment of surplus
labour in this manner represented proof of the fact that ‘capitalist production and private property
based on the producer’s own labour are mutually exclusive’.3%4 Here then, the re-incorporation of

surplus labour-power into the world market is dependent upon the subordination of migrant-labour.

For Wakefield, the process of systematic colonization was ‘designed so that ‘free’ labour could play
the economic role which slave labour had played in the plantations ofthe old colonial system’, whilst
also providing a further market for British manufactures.35 Wakefield referred to this colonial process
as one of ‘matural slavery’.33 For Wakefield, slave labour had been necessary in those parts of the
earth where ‘land is superabundant’, as the proportion of labour to land was insufficient for efficient
production. Systematic colonization, constituting the only ‘practical means of ultimately abolishing
slavery throughout the world’, was predicated on ‘natural slavery’, the ‘natural subordination in which
the greater parts of mankind always have been, and probably always will be’.337 Here the liberal
paradox identified by Marx can be correlated to the manner in which the logic of colonial-capitalism
appears to contain a trace of the ‘not yet-ness’ that Chakrabarty sees in the application of the liberal
ideology of Progress to the colonial subject.338 The British migrant gua colonial subject is also the free
labourer who, according to Adam Smith, provides the most productive form of labour because he is
free to labour in the pursuit of his own interests. This liberal subject is free to pursue upwards-financial
mobility, and thus an improvement in his social status. At the same time, the agency inherent to that
‘liberal citizenship’ is withheld in the bondage that systematic colonialism seeks to impose. The
justification for that infinite deferral is the implicit ‘natural’ moral equivalence of the British pauper
(whose ‘idleness’ requires excorporation) to the colonial slave. This is the point at which, to refer again
to the argument presented by John Marriott, that ‘race’ intersects with class in the process of colonial
capitalism, as both the metropolitan pauper and the colonial subject (the African slave; the Indian
peasant) represent limits to the pursuit of Progress. Once excorporated to the colonial field of

production, moreover, the colonial status ofthe British subject becomes apparent.

3B Karl Marx, Capital, London, Allen and Unwin, 1928, pp., 854; cited in Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 9.

34 Brinley Thomas, ibid, p 10.

3B Bernard Semmel, ibid, 1993, pp., 110-11.

36 Edmund Wakefield, Second Report from the Committee on South Australia, 1841, iv, p 238 (2696). The emphasis belongs
to Wakefield, as Wakefield used the term ‘natural’ to differentiate his system from the charge that he intended to keep the
emigrant ‘in a state which you term one of natural slavery’.

37 Edmund Wakefield, op cit. The emphasis here is mine.
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In Marxist terminology, we might say that their labour-power was a latent potential that required
disciplinary strategies for productivity and commodification, but we can also state, in Foucault’s terms,
that it formed the bio-political site oftheir ‘empowerment’ as ‘docile bodies’. For Marx, the necessary
extension of the capitalist mode of production is dependent upon the transformation of the ‘primitive’

limits that are simultaneously internal and external to capitalism:

The tendency to create the world market is directly given in the concept ofcapital itself. Every limit
appears as a barrier to be overcome. Initially, to subjugate every moment ofproduction itself to
exchange and to suspend the production ofdirect use values not entering into exchange, i.e. precisely
to posit production based on capital in place ofearlier modes ofproduction, which appear primitive

from its standpoint.3%9

While Marx’s view that the extension of the capitalist mode of production necessarily leads to
international proletarianization has been superseded, Samir Amin was essentially correct to argue that
the European core acts, in the process of colonisation, to make the periphery dependent upon it, and to
block the peripheries’ path to development.340 Yet, the abstraction of labour-power in the process of
colonial capitalism constitutes a ‘prize’ that cannot solely be mapped onto an exploited periphery (a
‘prize area’) that upholds a dominant core.34 That the production of an ‘idle’ reserve army of labour
requires a strategy of excorporation is one measure of the fact that the ‘primitive’ resistance to
incorporation within the world labour market was a continuing British phenomenon, as well as a
colonial one. The need to regulate the proportionality between labour, land and capital in the process of
settler-colonisation in order to ensure a ‘natural’ replacement for slavery demonstrates a point at which
capital, at different moments, seeks to incorporate its limits on the ‘primitive’ axis of ‘race’ and class.
Primitive accumulation here works as an appropriation of non-capitalist or pre-capitalist modes of
social reproduction. Peripheralisation, as such, is a process whose axis was both spatial and temporal.
Where the British colonial-and-national poor were subject to the not yet-ness of the liberal horizon of
freedom, they were subject to the process of peripheralisation consisting of their pauperisation,
criminalisation, excorporation, and the range of subsequent political technologies that took the form of

disciplinary governmentalities.34

In this context, the appropriation ofthe discourse ofliberal rights given in the imagined tradition ofthe

‘free-born Englishman’ was a claim for recognition made against a resistance to an imagined

IV Karl Marx, Grundrisse, p 408; cited in Lydia Potts, ibid, p 174.

30 Samir Amin, Accumulation on a Grand Scale: A Critique of the Theory of Underdevelopment, trans. Brian Pearce, New
York, Monthly Review Press, 1974
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equivalence with the colonial slave (see chapter three). On the other hand, the very existence of this
possible horizon forms the difference between chattel slavery and wage-slavery: the social death given
in the impossibility of the state of freedom was, precisely, the definition of the state of racialised
slavery.3 The slave is here a pure form of ‘labour-power commodity’ whose circulation, as a
commodity, lies entirely outside of the contractual basis of wage-labour. 34 Yet here, also, the
transported convict was subject to an ‘excorporating’ form of social death, and the labour-power
provided in convict labour forms a pre-capitalist form of productivity whose produce was incorporated
within the circuits of capitalist exchange.345 There is a correspondence between the slave and the
convict where, for example, the prison, the transportation ship and the plantation represent material
symbols of the circuits of forced mobility and stasis. Convict labour, as we will discuss in the
following chapter, was considered as a ‘natural’ alternative to slavery. The social death involved in
these processes does not so much amount to a new form of ‘human community’ in Arendt’s sense of
the minimal belonging achieved through subservient labour, but a radical state of alienated
unbelonging.36 Subsequently, from the standpoint ofthe African slave or the transported convict the
struggle for emancipation or ‘excarceration’ was a struggle for the recognition of a ‘right to have

rights’ that mirrors that ofthe latter category of stateless persons.347

The peripheralisation of the non-settler colonial societies involves a postponement of their inclusion
within the linear path ofliberal progress. The racially constructed interval ofthat postponement allows

their exploitation. As Rosa Luxemburg wrote,

[cjapital needs other races to exploit territories where the white man cannot work. It must be able to
mobilise world labour power without restriction in order to utilise all productive forces ofthe globe -

up to the limits imposed by a system o fproducing surplus value. 38

In Luxemburg’s works, as Lydia Potts has recently made clear, there is a clear-sighted analysis ofthe
relationship between imperialism and the incorporation of labour-power within European capitalism.349
For Luxemburg, the coercive ‘liberation’ of labour power was necessary to primitive accumulation.3%0

This process was integral to the process of capitalism in Europe and in the regions that later theorists

3 Orlando Patterson, Slavery and Social Death: A Comparative Study, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1982.

H Karl Marx, MEW, vol. 24, p 475.
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have referred to as the peripheries, where the exploitation of foreign labour-power accompanies
‘particularly high levels ofprofitability’.351 Moreover, the incorporation and re-incorporation of labour-
power pertained to all, rather than just the initial stages of capitalist production.32 The coercion
involved in ‘liberating’ the commodity labour-power involved strategies that range from ‘gentle
compulsion’ (primarily applied to European subjects) to the use of force (primarily applied to colonial
subjects).353 To a strong extent, the different intensities of these strategies are correlates of the
continuum of labour-migration that David Etlis describes as working between states of freedom and

unfreedom.3%

This chapter has provided a contextual account of colonial capitalism, elaborating the interdependency
of'the state society complex in the form of a liberal and fiscal-militant structure and the production of
flows of finance and trade from the colonies. We have also discussed the construction of imperialism
as a form of liberalism that legitimated colonial oppression in terms of the deferred horizon of liberal
inclusion that was dependent on the construction ofanthropological differences, and suggested that this
horizon was also a feature of domestic liberalism where the axis of ‘race’ meets that of class in the

‘pre-modern’ limits to progress manifest in the socio-political problematisation ofthe poor.

Subsequently, we have surveyed several ofthe classical liberal and Marxist approaches to colonisation
and labour-migration in order to establish the importance of migrant mobility and stasis for liberal
imperialism. In this context, | wish to suggest that just as colonial-capitalism was a process whose
dynamics worked both within and without the British nation, it was not just the labouring and non-
labouring poor of the colonies whose mobility and stasis was subject to the emergent disciplines of
capitalism, but also the British poor whose subjection to the disciplinary sphere of modern
governmentality and capitalist wage relations often rendered them as an ‘unfree’ antinomy of colonial
and liberal Progress. In the following chapter we will examine the manner in which several ofthe most
important British mobility regimes operated at the intersection of the developments of British
liberalism, imperialism, and capitalism to produce migration flows that were both political-and-
economic. The incorporation of colonial labour within the process of British capitalism served to
articulate the lower and higher circuits of colonial and national finance and commerce. It is this
complex and contested constellation of articulated mobility regimes that fonns the subject of the

following chapter.
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Chapter 2. ‘Progressive’ Mobility

The foregoing contextual account of the development of colonial capitalism has focussed on the
relationship between the hegemonic position of the colonial-capitalist state society complex and the
place of colonial mobility, primarily that of trade, finance and labour, in the emergence and
maintenance of relations of dominance between the ‘metropolitan core’ and the ‘colonial periphery’.
The process of peripheralisation occurred in the colonial prize areas and temporalities, and in Britain
itself: consequently, there was an extent to which British subjects were also colonial subjects, and the
‘periphery’ was not purely exterior to the nation. In addition, the discussion ofthe relationship between
liberalism and imperialism has served to place the concrete material relations of colonialism within the
context ofthe hegemonic discourse of liberalism. This chapter will build on these perspectives in order

to develop a subsequent analysis of colonial migration regimes.

The first section of this chapter (2.1) will describe the production of pauperised migration and stasis
within the English and British nation-state, and section 2.2 will examine the colonisation of the Irish
economy and the production of pauperised Irish migrants. In the following sections I will pursue two
case studies in order to establish the relevance of pauperised mobility and stasis beyond the bounds of
the British nation. In section 2.3 I will describe the dynamics of the transatlantic trade operating
between Africa, the West Indies, and Britain in terms ofthe forced movement and stasis of British and
African persons, and the appropriation of emancipation within the domestic political order. Section 2.4
will describe the importance of the Anglo-Indian colonial process for the stability of the hegemonic
form of the British political economy. Here, I will also describe the pauperisation of the ‘Indian’
economy, and the subsequent production of mobile and immobilised paupers. These case studies are
intended to establish a basis for approaching migration and mobility regimes as political and economic
processes.35 In section 2.5 I will describe the articulation of the different forms of mobility controls as
an element of the apparatuses establishing the hegemony of the British capitalist elite. Thus, this
chapter focuses on the link between the political economy and ideologies of British colonial capitalism
and the production of forced migrations and stasis. The chapter that follows will address the British
construction o f‘citizens, subjects, aliens, and others’ in primarily socio-political terms. Together with
the first, contextualising chapters, these two chapters will provide a suggestive colonial-capitalist
genealogy of mobility regimes as a framework for the development of the modem national migration

regimes that I will begin to discuss in chapter three.

b It is not my intention to establish a comprehensive account of British mobility regimes in the colonial period, but merely to
make use of several indicative case studies that elaborate forms of colonial capitalist migration regimes that are both political
and economic.



Section 2.1. Colonial-Capitalism and the Regimes of Pauperised and Criminalised Migrations

and Stasis

Having outlined the relationship between the development of the capitalist British state-society
complex, liberalism, and the political economy of colonial capitalism, I want to examine the
relationship of these dynamic processes to the mobility regimes in Britain. The historians Marcus

Rediker and Peter Linebaugh write that capitalism originated in

a series of'interrelated social and economic changes in late sixteenth and early seventeenth centmy
England including the shift in agriculture from arable subsistence to commercial pastorage; the
increase ofwage labour,; the growth ofurban populations, the expansion of the domestic system of
handicraft or putting-out; the growth of world trade; the institutionalization of markets;, and the

establishment o fa colonial system,3%

Linebaugh and Rediker emphasise the degree to which colonial-capitalism depended upon strategies of
expropriation and displacement, and, as I will argue below, the correlate ofthese strategies of mobility
were forms of forced stasis. These were interdependent forms of mobility control, which created new
flows and stasis in culture, goods, labour, finance, and services. Expropriation was both the ‘source of
the original accumulation of capital’ and ‘the force that transformed land and Ilabour into
commodities’: in England, within the process of expropriation, large-scale landowners of the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries responded to new national and international market
opportunities by radically changing ‘agricultural practices by enclosing arable lands, evicting
smallholders, and displacing rural tenants, thus throwing thousands of men and women offthe land and
denying them access to the commons’. 357 Consequentially, the numbers of propertyless people

increased twelve fold from the end ofthe fifteenth to the end ofthe sixteenth centuries.3®

The changing socio-economic practices including those of expropriation in this period produced a large
growth in destitution, and subsequently saw a sharp rise in the number of workers and non-workers
utilizing migration whilst begging and seeking work. A new class of mobile poor had been produced,
and the authorities addressed this situation in the form of the problem of vagrancy. The manner in
which the ‘problem’ was addressed was itself a further cause of destitution and thus of the internal

displacement of poor people.

3% Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker, ibid, p 16.

357 Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker, ibid, pp., 16-7.

IV Peter Linebaugh and Marcus Rediker, op cit. These changes were correlative to the abandonment of feudal retinues, and
the abolishment of medieval system of charity.
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English and, subsequently British capitalism made a quantum leap with the onset of colonialism and
the productive use of international forced migrations and labour. 3 The growth in finance and
consumption produced by colonization fed into the industrial revolution which in turn fed back into the
growth and development of colonization (see chapter one). The emergence of English capitalism,
however, predated colonialism and the control of mobilities initiated under nascent capitalism in the
fourteenth century developed in the form ofa conflict, when feudal agrarian relationships began to give
way to national governmentality and the wage labour system. In the initial loosening of feudal ties,
lords released many workers from villeinage in order to free up land for larger scale grazing.
Subsequently labour-power produced new forms of mobility, including migration, casual wage work,
and the relative redirection ofagricultural and other fonns ofincome towards the poor. Many labourers
sought to travel for work in order to hire themselves out for well paid short term contracts, and to use
the free time gained to work on the small plots that they either owned or appropriated from the
commons. As part ofthe hegemonic response, labour, wages, and migrant-mobility were regulated and
the agency ofthe poor criminalized from the end ofthe feudal system and the beginnings of capitalism
in England. In terms of movement, the ruling classes sought to enforce the stasis that they deemed
necessary for the expansion ofnew agricultural practices (chiefly, the grazing of sheep for the growing

market in wool products).

We can trace the process of articulation between expropriation and labour and migrant mobility in the
development of England’s Poor Laws, for which the Act of 1349-50 gave a precedent. In the discourse
and governance set out in the Acts of 1349-50, both migrant-workers and migrant-beggars were
referred to as ‘vagabonds’; these groups were conflated to the degree that they both resisted the bonded
wage-labour system introduced in place of feudalism. William P. Quigley describes the practice of this

conflation:

The laws of 1349-50 and those following them treated labourers, vagrants and beggars similarly;
workers and servants were considered only a step away from being vagrants and beggars, thus they

must be compelled to work, compelled to stay at work, compelled to accept low wages, compelled to

3P Following H.V. Bowen, | refer to English capitalism prior to the 1707 Act of Union, and British capitalism thereafter. In
addition, | retain the terms ‘England’ and ‘English’ after 1707 when seeking to distinguish between different nationalities and
national interests. In doing so, | am following Catherine Hall’s critique of the universal particular construction of English
identities in the 1830s and 1840s. Hall argues, correctly, that Englishness stands in for a universal conception in a way that
other British ethnicities - the Welsh - cannot, for these are given as distinctly particular. This argument remains valid for the
use of the term ‘British’ where the intention is to invoke a collective or universal identity in the service of particularly English
interests. See Catherine Hall, White, Male, and Middle Class: Explorations in Feminism and History, London, Polity Press,
1992, pp., 205-6.
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stay where they can be put to work, and imprisoned if they disobey. Consequently, vagrants and

beggars were compelled intojoining the working classes.30

Conflation, however, was only one element of the articulation between the regulation of the working
and non-working poor as the symbolic and material regulation ofthe non-working poor was mobilized
in order to discipline the working poor and place pressure upon the poor in general which would force
them to accept the conditions of wage labour as these were set by the ruling classes. A new wave of
legislation occurred in the middle of the sixteenth century as several factors combined to produce
another great increase in pauperized mobility. The ongoing effects of the enclosure movement and
urban industrialization continued to produce rural to urban migration, while a mid-century famine
exacerbated the poverty of migrants. These developments took place in a new political context marked

by the Reformation’s centralizing and secularizing tendencies.

The Acts of Poor Reliefin the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries which centralised and localized poor
relief, while continuing the ad hoc policies differentiating the ‘worthy’ from the ‘worthless’ poor. The
first of these statutes addressing the ‘punishment of beggars and vagabonds,” preceded the closing of
the monasteries (in 1536 and 1539), which had borne the prime responsibility for alms giving in the
medieval period. The preamble to the 1531 statute stated that ‘in all places throughout this realm,
vagabonds and beggars have of long time increased, and daily do increase in great and excessive
numbers, by the occasion of idleness, mother and root of all vices’.3l This act defined vagabondage as

the act ofidleness or of being ‘out ofplace’ while being poor, capable ofwork, and yet unemployed.

Begging while being ‘idle’ and out of place and the giving of alms to such were criminalized while the
begging of the impotent (those deemed incapable of work) was to be confined to strictly defined
localities. Thus, although it replicated the thinking behind ruling class attitudes to the problem of
vagrancy since the fourteenth century, this statute represented the first comprehensive legislative act
directed at distinguishing between the °‘idle’ and worthy poor. The Act of 1536 established local
(parish) responsibility for the gathering and provision of alms as well as for the employment of the
idle. Thus, through national legislation, the stigmatised condition of unemployment was recognized as
a supplement to the punitive measures designed to redirect the Poor’s mobility from idleness to
regulated wage labour. The articulation of material and symbolic strategies of control can be seen in
the Act of 1547, which allowed the branding ofidle vagrants with the letter “V’ and provided for their

enslavement to ‘any person who shall demand him’ while that economic slave was to be fed on a diet

I William P Quigley, ‘Five hundred years of English poor laws, 1349-1843: regulating the working and non-working poor’,
Akron Law Review, Fall, 1996; | draw on Quigley’s account throughout this section.
31 William P Quigley, ibid, p 10.



ofbread and water for the following two years.3@ Punishment for vagrancy worked as a form of public
spectacle, and ranged from whipping and the cutting off of an ear through to execution for repeat

offences.

The Statute of Artificers and Compulsory Assessment of 1563 brought together the ad hoc legislations
addressing labouring migrants’ mobility and wage and labour regulation, while essentially reinstating
and refitting the ideas governing the Statute of Labourers of 1349-50 for the conditions ofthe sixteenth
century, including population growth and a great increase in rural to urban and metropolitan migration.
Labourers were confined to their own parishes and required written authorization ifthey were to move
to another locality for work. An employer had to provide local authorities with a statement of release
from any labourer’s previous employer, and workers were required to stay with their employees for
yearly periods, being paid at a nationally regulated rate and being required to work hours that were
similarly set. Thus, by the 1570’s, the position of the non-labouring poor came to be defined as

vagabondage, the meaning of which was now redefined as the refusal of work for reasonable wages.33

While the 1563 Statute set the ‘central legal position’ for labourers for the following 250 years, the
Poor Law of 1601 together with the Poor Relief Act of 1662, often referred to as the Act of Settlement,
did the same for the non-labouring poor up until 1951.34 The Poor Law left many of the ad hoc
provisions in place, and set out three primary principles; that of local responsibility; that of ‘primary
family responsibility’, and in the amendment of 1662, that of settlement and removal.365 Paul Slack
notes that the ‘original statute of 1662 was essentially an Act for Removal’.36In the duty ofrelief for
the poor, the local parish was now enabled by a process of annual assessment upon goods traded and
persons, by which it was allowed to raise funds, or if these were insufficient, to apply to other parishes
in the immediate locale for assistance. Taxation thus constituted the basis of a nationally legislated
system of local relief. On the basis ofthe second principle all members of any given family were held
as co-responsible for taking any actions necessary to keep them off the public purse. Subsequently,
non-working children could be removed from their families and required to take apprenticeships for

which they received no wage.

I William P Quigley, ibid, p 12, fn., 134.

33 David Etlis, op cit.

A William P Quigley, ibid, p 13.

FHWilliam P Quigiey, ibid, p 10.

35 Paul Slack, The English Poor Law, 1531-1782, Houndsmills, Basingstoke, 1990, p 36



The Poor Relief Act’s principle of settlement and removal most directly addressed the problem of
pauperized migratory-mobility.367 That the interests of the authorities of the City of London and
Westminster primarily motivated the writing of the statute demonstrated the increasingly centralised
and metropolitan control over policy formation across the range of mobilities (economic and
migratory). The Act furnished parishes with the right of removal over any person who had entered the
parish within the previous forty days and appeared likely to request relief. Once removed, migrants
were required to settle in the parish to which they had been returned. In its substance the Act of
Settlement merely reflected prevailing practices; the changes it effected were to nationalize them, and
to give rise to a burgeoning field of inter-parish litigation over removals and settlements. The preamble

ofthe 1662 Act stated that

By reason ofsome defect in the law, poor people are not restrainedfrom goingfrom one parish to
another, and therefore do attempt to settle themselves where there is the best stock, the largest
commons or wastes to build cottages, and the most woodsfor them to burn and destroy, and when they
have consumed it, then to another parish, and at last become rogues and vagabonds, to the great

discouragement o fthe parishes to provide stocks, where it is liable to be devoured by strangers.368

For what it can tell us about the contestation working through the site of mobility, the 1662 Preamble
bears comparison with the passage from the Statute of 1349-50, which, written at the initial stage ofthe
shift to agricultural capitalism, states that workmen and servants, having seen ‘the necessity of masters,
and a great scarcity of servants, will not serve unless they may receive excessive wages, and some
rather willing to beg in idleness, than by their labour get their living’.3® Rather than serve masters for
wages that, having been insufficient in relation to the price of corn became increasingly so after they
were pegged back, the newly emancipated ‘masterless’ men sought to use conditions of labour-scarcity
towards some degree ofrelative autonomy in casual labour, mobility, and small plot farming. Each of
these three elements - the use of agency in the choice of when, where, and how to labour - were

essential to the development ofthe labourers’ relative freedom.

By the mid-seventeenth century the contest over the control of mobilities had come to centre on the
issues of expropriation, migrant mobility, and the subsequent rise of socio-political conflicts, many of
which were centred in the metropolis. From 1550 to 1700, the population of London grew sevenfold,

while the population of England merely doubled.30 Migrants swelled the population of the nation’s

37 Paul Slack, ibid, p 38. Slack states that ‘the poor migrant... found it more difficult to earn a new settlement (and hence
entitlement to relief),... than to move to a new residence; and that was the main purpose of the law’.

B William p Quigley, ibid, p 15.

IO William P Quigley, ibid, p 6.

30 Francis Sheppard, London: A History, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1998, p 126.



capital - often in search for the possibilities that the regular and irregular urban economy offered in the
context ofthe forced removal from the commons that large-scale agricultural practice demanded. Such
internal displacement was to some extent forced and to some extent a resistant act of agency; migrants
refused the stasis legislated in the Act of Settlement, and the conditions of bondage imposed under the

Poor Laws and the process of enclosure.

The modifying Act for Supplying Some Defects in the Law for the Relief of the Poor (1697) placed
particular emphasis on the symbolic element of regulating the non-labouring poor. All recipients of
relief were required to wear the letter ‘P’ stitched in red or blue to the outside of their garments. The
justification for this act of symbolic violence was given as an attempt to ensure that ‘idle’ beggars were
not encouraged to attempt to rely on public reliefand that only the impotent were to be relieved.37l This
logic was, however, something of an obfuscation, re-writing the resistance of the poor into the
structural production of poverty in a process of pauperization. Pauperisation necessitated placing the
poor within a moral discourse and governmentality that both conflated and divided the ‘idle’ and
‘worthy’ poor within the category of the ‘pauper’. Poverty, in the discourse and governance of the
poor, was shown to be a matter of individual moral failing, and ‘idleness’ and ‘vice’ described the
characteristics that belonged to the poor en masse. Here, as Procacci observes, ‘pauperism is mobility’
- it is the threatening mobility of the disorderly poor.32Poverty refigured as mobile pauperism (the
mobile vulgate) ‘personifies the residue of a more fluid, elusive sociality, impossible either to control

or to utilize’.373

While the Poor Laws stigmatized poverty and enforced stasis upon the mobility ofthe poor, mercantile
and metropolitan interests realized that the migration of the poor was essential to their labour
requirements.3%4 Legislation requiring stasis protected local authorities from being over-burdened by
requests for relief from ‘foreigners’. Yet the same legislation caused employers great difficulty as it
restricted the labour-supply that their enterprise required. At the same time it was recognized that the
strategy of pauperization - the stigmatizing and criminalizing of the idle poor in order to confine the
poor to labour at the place and under the conditions set out by the authorities was insufficient for its
purposes. This strategy failed to distribute the demand for relief evenly between parishes and the
metropolitan parish authorities were able to argue that they were increasingly over-burdened. While the
Act of Settlement did successfully confine many labourers to their parishes and remove many poor
31 William P Quigley, ibid, p 17. The Act was not repealed until 1810.

372 Giovanna Procacci, ‘Social economy and the government of poverty’, in Graham Burcheli, Colin Gordon, and Peter Miller,
(eds.), The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, With Two Lectures and an Interview with Michel Foucault, London,
Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991, p 161.

373 Giovanna Procacci, op cit.

374 William P Quigley, op cit: See also Paul Slack, ibid, pp., 37-8. The preamble to the Act of Settlement recognised the
conflict between the need for a mobile industrial workforce while insisting on the need to limit the migration of the poor.



migrants from their ‘host parishes’, the strategy of pauperization ultimately failed to stop the growth of
‘idle’ migration, as the conditions under which stasis was enforced continued to fail to meet the poor’s
requirements for subsistence. Subsequently, while ‘geographical imprisonment’ was enforced and yet
metropolitan migration continued to grow, this did not mean that industrial and mercantile employers’
labour needs were being met, and, in fact, industrial and mercantile growth in this period functioned as

a pull factor for Irish labour and familial immigration.37

Two of the infranational compromise strategies adopted reflected a conflict within the hegemonic
social groups over the best means to ensure productivity while not releasing the hold that the punitive
approach had on the ideology governing the regulation of labour and mobility. The first ofthese was
given in the Poor Relief Act of 1772, which allowed parishes to provide workhouses for the idle poor.
This act nationalized a practice that was already widespread amongst the parishes, a third of which
were using workhouses by the time they were rescinded in 1782. Under this legislation, applicants for
relief were required to inhabit the workhouse, where they would labour for the parish. Infranational
migration could theoretically be allowed for under this scheme as any surplus migration by the poor
could allow for their labour-power being turned to productive use. The symbolic and material work
done by the workhouse was to be both evidently punitive and substantially productive. In the former
sense, workhouses were a precursor of both the detention centre and the prison, confining the ‘idle’ to
public imprisonment. As such it directly answered the problem ofthe agency involved in the migration
of'the poor by restricting their mobility to the stasis ofa symbolically charged space. In the latter sense,
the workhouse was supposed to relieve the burden of assessment and the provision of relief by
deterring the poor from applying from relief, and failing that, by making them work for the parish.
Gilbert’s Act of 1782 repealed the Poor Relief Act of 1772 after acknowledgement ofthe fact that the
expense inherent to their running exceeded the benefit provided in their labour, and widespread
revulsion for the deplorable conditions in which the workhouses operated. Yet, this Act did not
represent a release of the symbolic or material control of the Poor’s mobility as ‘idleness’ was

subsequently to be dealt with by the criminalizing use of houses ofcorrection rather than workhouses.

The combination ofthe effects of the enclosure process, runaway inflation, and the restrictions placed
on labour supply by settlement and removals realized the conditions in which the second compromise
strategy was formulated. Quigley continues to write that while small holdings and even commons
shares were used by the poor for subsistence, the late 18th century saw the defeat of this foim of
subsistence practice when an additional three million acres were enclosed by act of parliament.3%

During the same period, the war with France caused a government deficit that, when combined with

3B William P Quigley, ibid, p 17.
3eWilliam P Quigley, ibid, p 20.
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the effects of the poor harvest of 1794, resulted in runaway inflation. In these conditions the price of
corn - the contemporary measure for the consumer price index - doubled while wages remained static.
The poor were motivated to seek migration and yet confined to their parishes; they desired a means out
of poverty but the means of their subsistence had been enclosed and wages were insufficient. The
employers sought labour but found it immobile and therefore unavailable, and were unwilling to offer a
level of wages that would have provided for subsistence. Subsequently, the Poor Relief Act of 1795
supplemented the parishes’ responsibility for hiring out by making them responsible for making up the

shortfall in any labourer’s income falling short of a rate fixed to the price of corn.

The compromise reached between those who wished to continue the restriction ofthe Poor’s mobility
and those who needed their labour continued until 1834 when it was once again resolved by a return to
a system utilizing the workhouse test. The 1832-4 Royal Commission on Poor Laws was strongly
influenced by the theories ofpolitical economists Smith, Bentham, and Malthus. Its findings, therefore,
suggested that all poor relief was demoralising. This belief drew upon Smithian concepts of individual
responsibility, Malthusian ideas about the relationship between over-population and poverty, and
Benthamite strategies of discipline. The Commission concluded that any form of relief given to the
poor led to a state of reliance. Reliance, in turn, led to the reproduction of the state of idleness and
over-breeding that produced the state of pauperisation. On this basis, it was argued, the only legitimate
form of relief was the workhouse, as its function was not so much the provision of relief but the

punitive provision ofthe disincentive to seek relief.37/

This moment represents a crucial point in the strategic shift that subsumes the relationship between the
economy and the poor within moralist discursive formations and govemmentalities. Giovanni Procacci
notes that the classical political economists addressed poverty as ‘a counterpart to abundance, in the
sense that it serves as the backcloth against which the discourse of wealth is developed, and also as a
reservoir tapped for its energies, motives, and propulsive forces’.38In the classical approach, poverty
is framed in terms of a contradiction, inasmuch as it is simultaneously the natural engine of wealth and
a site of resistance to the free workings of the market. In the approach of the social economists
(Malthus, Sismondi, Bentham, etc.), poverty is a problem of disorderly population that manifests itself
in the phenomenon of pauperism (the location of resistance). For the social economists, pauperism is
‘perceived as anti-social in the sense of being a ‘hyper-natural’, primitive mode of life’; it is alien to
the well ordered society ofpolitical economy.3® The discourse of pauperism is not aimed at a problem

of inequality, for poverty is still considered in the productive manner of the classical political

377 Christine Kinealy, The Great Calamity: The Irish Famine, 1845-52, Dublin, Gill and Macmillan, 1994, pp., 13-15.
3/ Giovanni Procacci, ibid, p 154.
3P Giovanni Procacci, ibid, pp., 159-60.



economists. Rather its object is difference, or, more precisely, those ‘different forms of conduct which
are not amenable to the project of socialization’ belonging to the liberal capitalist social order.38 The
discourse of pauperism, therefore, brings together political economic and social economic approaches
to the ambivalence of poverty as a site of intransigence and productivity. It circumvents the inherent
contradiction between the capitalist production of surplus and redundant classes and their resistant
lifeworlds and the mirage of free-labour independence by problematising poverty as a moral problem

requiring a range o f strategic interventions.

The Poor Law Amendment Act (1834) worked to instantiate the political economy as a moral economy
in the form of a hierarchy of poverty along the axis of employed/unemployed. The effect of the Act
(1834) defeated its stated purposes of providing sufficient welfare for workers’ productivity, as it
imposed a vast increase in the tax burden and was used by employers as a means of continuing to
supply insufficient wages.3l In the period of its validity, conflict amongst the hegemonic social forces
continued, and conflict between the ruling class of citizens and the class of pauperised subjects
intensified. The series of events that both complicated and from the point of view of the aristocratic
and mercantile classes, to some extent resolved this conflict were the articulated intensification of
British industrialization and labour regulation, along with the centralization of financial institutions,
and the strengthening place of colonialism as the other major force in the production of British

capitalism.

In general terms, the colonial-capitalist English and subsequently British state-society complex of the
17th and early eighteenth centuries dealt with the problems of internal displacement, including the
exponential growth of pauperised metropolitan migration, through a combination of strategies that
were both feudal and modern. Charitable action, parish based Poor Laws, Vagrancy Laws, and the Act
of Settlement were arrangements that grew out of the engagement of a social image of a relatively
static and face-to-face social environment as it encountered the ‘amazing mobility’ of the ‘vagrant
class’ that emerged in the Elizabethan period.3® Subsequently, in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, the developments of political economy and social economy combined to constitute labour
market discipline as a problem of moral economy within the overall governmental project of the well
ordered population. In addition to these infranational policies that were aimed, in part, at the
production of a disciplined labour force, were the international strategies and processes that addressed

the threatening mobility ofthe British poor.

XD Giovanni Procacci, ibid, p 160.
Rl William P Quigley, ibid, p 21.
3 David Etlis, ibid, 1993, p 212
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The ruling class of ‘cittizens’ viewed the uncontrolled mobility ofthe poor both as a source of labour-
power to be harnessed and regulated, as a politically threatening mobile vulgate, a ‘swarme of idle
masses’ whose strategies of subsistence appropriation transgressed the developing rules of property
law and wage-labour regulation. In exceeding the related sphere of wage labour, the ‘undeserving’
poor were therefore problematised as a form of criminality, and thereby as a form ofhuman waste. The
idleness and vice of the poor was used to justify a strategy of ‘excorporation’, which first emerged in
the charter of the Virginia Company at the beginning of the seventeenth century, as it sought the
commercial and political support for its new colonial enterprise.383 The first large-scale transportation
of convicted felons occurred in 1618-19 when the Corporation of the City of London transported
several dozen young men from the Bridewell to Virginia. The Corporation took this action because the
vast increase in metropolitan immigration and property crime (the figures for which fluctuated with
those for the cost ofliving) meant that the Bridewell was no longer able to fulfil its role ofjudging and
punishing ‘wandering’ immigrants, out of work journeymen, apprentices and servants.38% One hundred
years later, a member acting on behalfofthe City of London presented the Transportation Act of 1719
to parliament, thereby regularising the supply of convict labour to the colonies. The same year also saw
the government legislate to ban the emigration of skilled workers, covering all of the industries that

were intrinsic to Britain’s industrial revolution.38

As the American and West Indian colonies developed their systems of agricultural industry, the push
factor of pauperised criminality was met by the pull factors ofthe growing demand for colonial labour.
After the loss of the American colonies in 1776, the British authorities neceded to find another
destination for the ‘waste-produce’ of the system of criminalisation-and-incarceration. The potentially
productive use of convict-labour in the West Indian plantation colonies was rejected on several
grounds.38In the first place, the plantation interests were satisfied with African slave labour, which
they felt was particularly suited to plantation work, and was particularly cheap during the mid to late
seventeenth century, the period in which the plantation system developed.37In addition, convict or
indentured British labour could only be bound to the plantation system for a contractual period, after

which they would be free to exchange their labour in the marketplace, and thus exert a pressure on the

38 Excorporation refers to the removal of persons from the social body; transportation was often experienced as a form of
‘social death’, and to the extent that it involved excorporation, forced migration, and then the forced stasis of colonial convict
labour, this process bears a strong correspondence to slavery.

B4 E.P. Thompson, ibid, p 68.

IHDavid S. Landes, The Unbound Prometheus - Technological Change and Industrial Development in Western Europe from
1750 to the Present, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1969, p 148.

3B David Etlis makes the point that 'there is simply no purely economic explanation as to why European prisoners were never
sentenced to a lifetime of servitude in the plantations’ (emphasis mine), and that the underlying explanation lies in European
racism. See David Etlis, ibid, 1993, pp., 218-9

387 David Etlis, ibid, 1993, p 218.
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price of labour that chattel slaves could not.38 Secondly, a parliamentary debate concluded that the
possibility oftransporting convicts to the African West Coast’s slaving ports would be too dangerous,
as the combination of Britain’s criminal classes and the stocks of enslaved Negroes’ would be likely
to produce a dangerous alliance.38 Thirdly, and conversely, the domestic political risks involved in
sending ‘lfeeborn Englishmen’ to serve in the plantation system ofslavery exceeded the value that may
have been gained through supplying the colonies with a further source of cheap labour. Finally, the
Transportation Act of 1787 settled the matter. Convicts were to be transported to the other side ofthe
world to establish a penal colony at Botany Bay.39%0 This solution represented a compromise strategy: it
had the advantage of allowing the continuation of the strategy of excorporation, but did not seem, to
contemporaries of the period, to represent the possibility of providing a productive use of convict
labour-power. In overall terms, the phase of productive (American) and punitive (Antipodean)
transportation-migration from the early seventeenth century to its cessation in the 1860°s produced a
form of forced migration from Britain. Britain sent some 50,000 convicts to the American mainland
between 1718 and 1775, and another 160,000 to the Australian colonies between 1787 and 1868. In
addition, Britain sent 9,000 convicts to Bermuda between 1824 and 1863, and a further 8,000 to
Gibraltar between 1842 and 1875.391

Colin Forster argues that what distinguished transportation from other forms of migration was ‘the
desire ofthe mother country to rid itself ofcriminals’.32 For Forster, transported convicts differed from

free migrants in that

they had been convicted of a criminal offence and were forced to leave their homeland; their
destination was chosen by their government; they arrived in the colonies bearing the stain of their
criminal conviction, theirfreedom and activities after arrival were severely circumscribed by law for

theperiod o ftheir sentence,; and their ability to return home was often restricted.3%3

Beyond these differences between the mobility of ‘free labour’ and that of persons subject to the
transportation system lies the criminalisation of the poor in the eighteenth century, as part of the

development of modern strategies and political techniques seeking to coerce the poor into the

3B David Etlis makes this point in relation to British indentured labour, but it applies to convicts too, inasmuch as ticket-of-
leave convicts were freemen. See David Etlis ibid, 1993, p 213.

3D Peter Linebaugh, ibid, pp., 362-3. Linebaugh cites the debate as occurring in the 1780’s, but doesn’t givespecific details.
F0David Neal, The Rule ofLaw in a Pehai Colony, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1991.

P Colin Foster, ‘Convicts: unwilling migrants from Britain and France, in David Etlis, (ed.), Coerced and Free Migration:
Global Perspectives, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 2002, pp., 259,414.

32 Colin Foster, ibid, pp., 259-60.

3B Colin Forster, ibid, p 260. Forster makes the point that these characteristics overlapped with those of indentured labourers
and slaves.



disciplines ofthe wage-labour system. Transportation thus came to work as a new form of spectacular
violence belonging to the dominant state-society complex. By the early eighteenth century, so-called
‘voluntary’ emigration, military impressments and the criminalisation of the displaced poor combined
with a series ofrepressive legislations that, in addition to the Transportation Act (1719), including the
Riot Act (1715), the Combination Act (1721), the Workhouse Act (1723), the Black Act (1723), and
other social and labour legislation to address the problem of domestic mass unrest that the pauperised
infranational diaspora produced. This assemblage of legislation represented a new disciplinary
complex in which the emergence of new governmental apparatuses and strategies of disciplining the
population were articulated with the emergent discourse ofpolitical economy. Similar developments, at
the level of governmentality and political economy, and the management of population as a tool of
government were appearing in Europe at the same time.3% The articulation of political economy with
governmentality and the role of population and its disciplining and management constitutes an
emergent liberal and colonial-capitalist biopolitics that prefigures the biopolitics of contemporary neo-

liberal globalisation (see chapters six and seven).3%

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries saw the regulation of relations of production became more
pervasive whilst resistance became increasingly a matter of the ‘re-appropriation’ of property and
labour-power that the authorities labelled ‘criminal’. During the period in which the criminal code and
the courts were the central instruments of state policy, London was the site in which the criminalization
of the mobility of the poor was centred, for several reasons. Firstly, London, as the national capital,
was the centre of the nation’s legal and political institutions, and consequentially the site of many of
the nation’s political contests, ranging from the ‘political dynamics of street-based popular agitation,
theatre, and song, the governmental use of urban space as the site of spectacular punishment, the
financial heartland of the city’s ‘square mile’, through to the parliamentary debates of Westminster.
Secondly, with an influx of some 500,000 migrants between 1700 and 1750, and a migrant population
that constituted more than halfthe total population by 1851, the metropolis experienced the intense and
large-scale forms of infranational migration that constituted what Marriott has analysed as a key factor
in the development of urban modernisation.3% The presence of large numbers of internally displaced

persons in the nation’s largest urban centre and the fact that many ofthese were pauperised produced a

34 Michel Foucault, ‘Governmentality’, in Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, and Peter Miller, (eds.), The Foucault Effect:
Studies in Governmentality, Hemel Hempstead, Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991; Paulo Pasquino, Theatrum Politicum: the
genealogy of capital-police and the state of prosperity’, Ideology and Consciousness, No. 4, 1978; Giovanni Procacci,
‘Governing poverty: sources of the social question in nineteenth century France’ in Jan Goldstein (ed.), Foucault and the
Writing of History, Oxford, Blackwell, 1994.

IHAntonio Negri and Michael Hardt, ibid, pp., 21-41

3B Population figure cited in Francis Sheppard, ibid, pp., 206, 300; John Marriott, 'Sensations of the abyss: the urban poor
and modernity’, in Mica Nava and A. Oshea, (eds.), Modern Times: Reflections on a Century of English Modernity, Routledge,
London, 1996, pp., 77-100



site of conflict between the political classes and the labouring and non labouring poor over the form of

their incorporation into the colonial-capitalist economy.

Peter Linebaugh notes that the ‘Thames was the jugular vein of the British Empire ... that embraced
the workshops of Bengal, the plantations of the Caribbean, the ‘factories’ of West Africa and the
forests of North America’.397 The dockworkers of the river Thames unloaded sugar, tea, coffee and
tobacco from the colonial fleets, and the ships of those fleets departed bearing ‘soldiers, marines,
convicts, migrants, gunpowder, cannon, bibles and sharp edged tools’.38 London was a nodal point for
this mobile exchange of goods and people connecting Britain with the colonial sites of production. To
some extent, the role of London in facilitating these colonial circuits overlapped with those of other
British trading ports, such as Bristol, Liverpool, and Manchester. London differed qualitatively from
the powerful industrial cities that, like Liverpool, occupied a central position in the national and
colonial circuits oftrade and production. Although a crucial site ofinternational trade, London wasn’t a
productive centre in the sense that the northern cities were. The wealth of London primarily consisted
of income derived from ‘rent, banking, and commerce’, reflecting the importance of the colonial

metropolis as a port, a capital market, and a centre of conspicuous consumption.3%

For much of'the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the obvious productive sites ofthe world economy
were harbours, plantations, factories, and mines. The profitable flows of goods and persons between
these were dependent, in large part, on effective shipping and finance, and the militant force ofcolonial
powers. The productive sites ofthe British colonial networks were linked through the centrifugal and
centripetal role of the City of London. In the contemporary context of globalisation, financial flows
have come to be more evidently powerful and valuable than those oftrade. In Saskia Sassen’s analysis,
the flows of de-territorialized finance fundamental to globalisation are anchored in the nodal points of
global cities. The flows of finance are facilitated by the services sector, based in financial markets,
advanced corporate service firms, banks, and the head quarters of transnational corporations. These
service sectors are supported by armies of immigrant workers labouring in the lower and often
‘informal’ sectors of the global city’s economy, often for wages and conditions below those deemed

acceptable to the city’s host community.400

37 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, pp., 409-10.

3B Peter Linebaugh, op cit.

IV Gareth Stedman Jones, Outcast London: A Study in the Relationship between Classes in Victorian Society, p 239; Francis
Sheppard, ibid, pp., 237-8, 314. Sheppard observes that from the nineteenth century onwards London’s invisible earnings
held a greater value than industrial exports in relation to balance of trade figures.

400 Saskia Sassen, Chapters 7 and 8, Globalization and its Discontents: Essays on the New Mobility of People and Money,
New York, The New Press, 1998.



Sassen’s analysis of contemporary London as a global city, a nodal point facilitating transnational
flows of finance, enables us to make several points about the relationship between the criminalisation
of pauperised metropolitan migrants and the commercial, financial and political structures that
facilitated the flow ofwealth from the productive sites ofthe colonies to the British colonial-capitalist
sector. The first of these is to note that the historical binary between colonial trade and globalised
finance can be supplemented by a recognition of the role of the financial sector of the city in the
process of colonial capitalism. Major financial institutions ofthe City of London, including the Bank of
England, Lloyds, and Barings were built upon wealth derived from colonial endeavours in the West
Indies and India. The funds drawn from the subcontinent by the East India Company - the world’s first
transnational corporation - were redirected towards the financing of the national debt. The financial
institutions and arrangements ofthe fiscal-military state provided the government with the finance for
the successful wars waged against rival European powers on the continent and in the colonial ‘prize
areas’ 40l The imperial management of monetary policy in the colonies, such as that of the Bank of
India, Australia, and China allowed Britain to re-employ the financial flows drawn from the colonies in
the European sphere, and to maintain London’s position as the financial centre ofthe world economy.
Thus the flows of goods and people between the colonial sites of production and the transnational

flows of colonial-national finance were interdependent processes.

For Sassen, while the lower circuits of globalised finance are supported by the migrant labour working
in the global city’s formal and informal service sector, the formal and informal sectors of the
transnational economy are mutually dependent. Thereafter, the migrant that the political classes frame
as ‘illegal’ is a product oftheir strategy of facilitating the free flow oftransnational finance. Following
the arguments set out by Peter Linebaugh, we can draw out an analogy between the articulation of

mobility flows and stasis in globalisation and colonisation.4(2

In the late eighteenth century some 500,000 persons, representing approximately one third ofthe adult
metropolitan labour force, were involved in the river trade that linked the colonial sites of production
with the British consumer market.4B3 The network of Londoners directly and indirectly involved in
metropolitan service was subject to the incorporation of their labour-power within the circuits of the
imperial-national economy. This process involved a shift from customary means and relations of
production to the capitalist regime of wage-relations, and correspondingly, a shift from regimes of

authorised terror (thanocracy) to the strategies and techniques of modem governmentality. In this

41 Kees van der Pijl, ibid, p 89.
4R Peter Linebaugh, ibid. See, in particular, chapters 11 and 12.
43 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, p 417.
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context the City of London was the key site ofthe political contest that emerged between the poor and

the colonial-capitalist elites in Britain and throughout the colonies.

The infra-national diaspora inhabited an urban economy that was both a form of resistance to, and an
accommodation with the political economy of colonial capitalism. Linebaugh observes that ‘for most
workers in the eighteenth century the payments were not made in money, or, when they were, such
payments were only one of several forms’.404 The urban economy ofthe London poor was based on a
tradition of customary remuneration that took place within non-monetary relations between employers
and employees. This urban economy of the poor was thus based in the sphere of necessary and
tolerated illegalities; as Foucault observed, the poor ‘benefited, within the margins of what was
imposed upon them by law and custom, from a space oftolerance, gained by force or obstinacy; and
this space was for them so indispensable a condition that they were often ready to rise up to defend

it’. 4

For the poor, this form of exchange was based on the rights claimed to make use ofthe excess and
wastage ofthe material circuits of production, and the London poor found this waste in the abundance
of colonial commerce. The excessive waste or by-produce of production thus came to provide a form
of commons from which sustenance could be drawn where monetary payment was absent or
insufficient for subsistence, and every trade came to have its customary perquisites which often
constituted the real value of labour. Once appropriated moreover, waste produce such as sugar, tea,
coffee, cloth and wood entered the complex network of exchange that constituted the informal urban

economy.

Customary appropriation constituted a subsistence strategy, the manifestation ofthe rights of freeborn
Englishmen, and a means of resistance to the pauperising process ofthe appropriation of their labour-
power. Beyond its material elements, appropriation belonged to a political culture in which they sought
a degree of relative agency from the coercion and force employed to restrict their mobility to the
patterns established by the colonial-capitalist state-society complex. The poor resisted the
appropriation of their time in the intensification of the means of production, and the appropriation of
their agent mobility in impressments, indenture, incarceration, the workhouse, transportation, the
gallows, and other forms of forced and coerced mobility and stasis. In all ofthese contests, the urban
poor resisted a process of enclosure that mirrored the dynamics of agricultural enclosure that had
precipitated the production of large-scale internal displacement and pauperisation. Thus as Foucault

observed, in the bourgeois separation of rights from property, ‘the illegality of rights, which often

404 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, p 374.
46 Michel Foucault, ibid, 1991, p 82.



meant the survival of the most deprived, tended, with the new status of property, to become an
illegality of property’ that was subsequently subject to punishment.406In the sphere of the customary

appropriations ofthe peasantry, landed property became absolute property:

All the tolerated 'rights’ that the peasants had acquired or preserved (the abandonment of old
obligations or the consolidation of irregular practices: the rights offree pasture, wood collecting,

etc.), were now rejected by the new owners who regarded them quite simply as theftf07

For the propertied classes of the eighteenth century the system of customary appropriation was
gradually redefined as one of misappropriation. The conflict surrounding the political economy of
rights was at its most intense where the flows of colonial commerce and finance met the urban
economy of the metropolitan poor. Here, in making his arguments for the establishment of a
comprehensive system ofpolicing, Colquhoun estimated that £500,000 worth of produce was stolen in
the port of London each year, and a further £700,000 throughout the city.48 The urban economy of'the
poor was regarded as a ‘monstrous system of Depredation’ and ‘General System of Pillage’ whose
participants were ‘disciplined in acts of Criminal Warfare’.49 Customary appropriation, whether
material, spatial or temporal, was reconstructed as property crime, the sin of ‘idleness’, and the
vagrancy o f‘masterless men’ whose ‘idle’ resistance was to be measured in terms ofthe ‘losses’ ofthe
West Indian merchants’.410 In terms ofthe discourse ofthe propertied classes ofthe eighteenth century,
the mobile poor were thus reconstituted as an ‘uncivilised’ people presenting a threatening limit to the

course ofliberal progress.4l1

Methods of terror that might best be employed by the state were studied and published by political
theorists and moral philosophers throughout the eighteenth century.412 In London, public hangings and
the processions of the condemned were forms of spectacular violence designed to inspire awe in the
populace, and thereby respect for the state and the property relations it sought to protect. By the 1780s
the methods of state terror and criminalisation were proving to be insufficient to the task of class
warfare. The freeing of prisoners, most of whom were incarcerated for property offences from Newgate

and many of the smaller prisons in the Gordon Riots of 1780 caused the judiciary to disperse the

4% Michel Foucault, ibid, 1991, p 85

4% Michel Foucault, op cit.

4B Patrick Colquhoun, Treatise on the Police of the Metropolis, 1795-7.

4® Patrick Colquhoun, The State of Indigence, 1799.

410 For an account of the spatio-temporal resistance of the casualised labouring class in the 19thcentury, see John Marriott,
ibid, 1995, pp., 83-86

41 John Marriott, ibid, 2003, p 15

412Linebaugh cites Bernard Mandeville, An Inquiry Into the Causes of Frequent Executions at Tyburn, 1725; Henry Fielding,
An Inquiry into the Causes ofthe Late Increase of Robbers, 2rdedition, 1751; Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments,
1759; Adam Ferguson, An Essay on the History of Civil Society, 1767; Peter Linebaugh, ibid, fn. 40, p 280.
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system ofpublic hangings at Tyburn to sites throughout the city, and to perform capital punishment in
the private space of prisons, rather than as a spectacular form ofpublic punishment.413 Here the London
poor had re-appropriated the symbolic violence that bound the relationship between state and civil
society towards a politics couched in terms of customary rights; the hegemonic power embodied in the

Bloody code had failed as a strategy of discipline via terror.

The contest between customary and capitalist appropriation resulted in a flurry of legislation in the
1790s aimed at protecting the material circuits of capitalist production and the development of new
political technologies aimed at disciplining the relations of production.4l4 As Foucault has argued, the
late eighteenth century thus marks the point at which new legal and penal reforms constituted the
emergence of modern policies towards the "folerated illegalities5 of the Ancien Regime.4l5In this
context the wage system became ‘the fulcrum of class relations, functioning as both an indicator of
class relations and a dynamic variable of exploitation’.416 The broader criminalisation of customs and
the greater range of punishments that now ranged from fines imposed for idleness to transportation
ordered for property theft combined with the disciplines ofthe wage-system. These, via the abstraction
of labour as set out in the philosophies and strategies of the Utilitarians and political economists,
defined the lengthening ofthe working day, the intensification of labour by speed-up and invigilation,
the creation of competition within labour markets and the creation of a new moral and political

stratification ofthe labouring poor.417

The shift from custom to wage-labour was accomplished by the combination of the geographical
mobility of capital as it flowed within the circuits of colonial capitalism, the changes in the material
relations of production that were accomplished by a more closely studied allocation of wages and the
mechanisation of labour, the newly established systems of surveillance and force constituting the
formalisation and extension of policing to wage-relations, and the ascendance of wage-labour,
‘respectability’ and ‘accountability’ as a hegemonic discourse governing the sphere of liberalism and

its accompanying ‘rights’.418

Here then, the institution of transportation as a form of forced mobility mirrors the institution of the
prison as a form of forced stasis as each work to achieve the universalising of the state-society

complex’s power over the agency and mobility of the nation’s subjects. Each works to constitute the

413 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, p 363.

414 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, p 404.

415 Michel Foucault, ibid, 1991, pp., 82-3.

416 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, p 327.

417 Peter Linebaugh, op cit.

418 William Godwin described ‘accountability’ as the essence of the wage system; see Godwin, An Enquiry Concerning
Political Justice, London, 1793
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‘criminal’ subject in the state of social death that forms the antithesis of the liberal sphere of ‘free’
labour, just as the production and incorporation of pauperised labour-power - the poverty upon which

wealth is attendant - is disciplined within the form and relations of colonial capitalist production.

The sentence of transportation was typically imposed upon persons committing property crimes and
consisted of excorporation from the national body. The symbolic violence of transportation was an
effective political technology in part because, as the liberal ideology ofrights and responsibilities came
to be anchored in the system of wage-labour, this ideology was articulated to the sphere of national
belonging. Here then, the limit between capitalist and customary appropriation becomes defined in
terms of national belonging and unbelonging, and the particular-universal form of that national

liberalism was embodied in the figure ofthe national-worker.419

Transportation was, then, a symbolic device that replaced the spectacular violence of the state as part
of the governmentality defining the modern liberal subject as a national worker. Simultaneously,
transportation was a form of forced migration that was also, but only in its earlier American form, a
form of labour migration. Convict labour was an essential component of the penal economy in New
South Wales, but the migration was designed purely as a form ofexcorporation, rather than as part ofa
strategy of productive settlement. Yet in relation to other forms of colonial capitalist displacement,
transportation was both exceptional and iconic. As an exception, it represented the antithesis of the
emerging discourse of ‘free’ labour, and free labour migration.40 Yet, as an icon it was closely
correlated to the ‘voluntary’ migrations, impressments, and indentured services that formed the
backbone of pauperised migrant labour servicing colonial settlement and exploitation. Here,
transportation bears a strong correspondence to David Etlis’ observation that the majority of European

migration to the Americas between 1630 and 1830 was coerced or debt-bonded migration.4l

The decades of the 1820s and 1830s saw the development of further schemes seeking to rid the

national body of paupers liable for relief by charging councils for the sum oftheir assisted passage to

419 The phrase ‘national worker’ is drawn from Etienne Balibar, ‘Citizenship without pre-existing Community’, Lecture given to
Bard College, March 19th, 2001 .1elaborate this concept further in the following chapter.

40 Robert J. Steinfeld, The Invention of Free Labour: The Employment Relation in the English and American Law and
Culture, 1350-1870, Chapel Hill, NC, 1991, and ‘Changing Legal conceptions of Free Labour,” in Stanley L. Engerman, (ed.),
Terms of Labour, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1999, pp., 137-67. Steinfeid argues that ‘free labour’ came into
existence by the mid-nineteenth century. Linebaugh, alternatively, sees the discourse of liberty and rights articulated to wage-
labour in the eighteenth century. | therefore refer to ‘free labour’ as an emerging discourse in the eighteenth century, in which
free labour migration refers to 'individuals who travelled without the obligation to labour for others’. For this last point, see
David Etlis, ‘Free and Coerced Migrations from the Old World to the New’, in David Etlis, (ed.), Coerced and Free Migration:
Global Perspectives, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 2002, p 61.

21 David Etlis, ibid, 2002, p 36.
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British colonies where their surplus labour-power might profitably be employed. 42 While these
emigration schemes were not designed in terms of criminalized migration, the iconic status of
transportation consisted of the underlying pauperisation whose outer limit was the criminalisation to
which were subject all persons within the lower material, service and political circuits of colonial
capitalism. Thus transportation represented the ambivalent point at which the discourse of freedom and
progress brought together the national worker and the colonial subject, positioning the lower class

national within both the sphere ofliberal belonging and the sphere ofthe uncivilised alien other.

This was an ambivalence that seemed to resist the point of conflation; the transgressor of property
rights was subject to excorporation, but yet could not be employed to fill the labour needs of the
plantation system, for the act of rendering British subjects as slaves would have threatened the
‘contractual arrangements of most economic relations’ in Britain.43 Yet, the free-labour systems of
colonial emigration that were designed and popularised by Edward Wakefield in the 1830s and 1840’s

were based on an assumption of ‘natural slavery’.4%4

The successful control of the poor’s mobility was essential to the formation of the national historical
bloc formed between sovereignty, the landed aristocracy, and the emergent financial and mercantile
classes. The mobility of the poor formed a site of conflict in which the mobile poor’s resistance and
agency produced the infra-national flows of migration that provided the motor for metropolitan and
industrial growth, and subsequently the rise of the colonial-capitalist state-society complex. The
success ofthis transformation was dependent on the infranational and international control of mobility,
in which the mobility of British, Irish, African, West Indian and Indian poor was harnessed to a
transnational system of capitalism, which came to define the form ofthe imperial world economy. It is

to the extra-national regimes of colonial-capitalist mobility that we now turn.

2.2. The Production of Irish Colonial Paupers.

While the infranational and ad hoc regime of ‘problematising’ migration policy had the governance of
pauperised migrants as its object, an additional regime was marked by the creation and criminalisation
of an international class of immigrant paupers. From the late eighteenth century the Irish had been the
largest immigrant group in Britain. Between 1780 and 1845, 600, 000 Irish immigrated to England, and

400,000 of these settled. After 1845 this migratory movement increased rapidly. This large-scale

42 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 2004, pp., 104-108.
423 David Etlis, ibid, 2002, pp., 41-42.
42 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 2004, pp., 111-2.



migration was part of an overall increase in immigration to England during this period that resulted
from the expansion of Britain’s global economic empire and industrialisation.42 The nature ofthe Irish
migration differed before and after 1845. Prior to 1845 Irish migration primarily consisted of seasonal
agricultural workers and skilled Protestant male workers. After 1845 Irish immigration became part of
the development ofa world system, in which London, the world’s most prosperous and important city,
figured as a global hub, and a magnet for infra and international migration. Irish immigration in this
period worked as part of the emergent globalising process in which a relatively unskilled workforce

from the peripheries encountered “modern” modes ofeconomic production.46

This “encounter” was mobilised by the displacement of Irish workers through the effects ofthe global
market. Ireland, although putatively a British State from the time ofthe Act of Union (1801), actually
occupied, and had occupied an ambiguous position within the English (and subsequently British)
empire. From the point of the Restoration (1660) onwards, English policy recognised Ireland as a
‘kingdom with its own legislature’, yet regarded Ireland as a colonial dependency in economic
terms.47Bernard Semmel notes that ‘while England and Scotland had been one economic unit since
1701, Ireland, with her own parliament under the British crown, was the target of highly restrictive
British trade legislation’.48 The process of economic colonisation occurred over a long duration.
Throughout the seventeenth century, ‘dictates of economic reason of state ensured that the English
Parliament judged Ireland’s commercial expansion to be a threat to England’s prosperity’. 49
Throughout the latter half of the seventeenth century Ireland was subject to English legislation
designed to curtail its ability to compete. For example, in 1663 an amendment to the 1660 Navigation
Act prohibited all Irish exports to the colonies. The English Parliament’s Cattle Acts of 1663 and 1667
‘restricted one of the most vibrant areas of Ireland’s economy and thereby depleted the supplies of
bullion that might have fuelled the economy’.430 Moreover, in 1671, the Staple Act ‘effectively ended
the direct legal flow of sugar and tobacco to Ireland’.431 When that Act lapsed between 1680 and 1685,
it reinstatement was the result of pressure from English traders who argued that Ireland should be

treated as ‘a potential competitor with England, especially in the Atlantic staple trade to the sugar

45 Gearoid O Tuathaigh, Ireland before the Famine, 1789-1848, Dublin, Gill and Macmillan, 1990, p 141.

4% Patty Seleski, ‘identity, Immigration, and the State: Irish Immigrants and English Settlement in London,” in Singular
Continuities: Tradition, Nostalgia, and Identity in Modern British Culture, George K. Behiemer and Fred M. Leventhal, (eds.),
Stanford University Press, Stanford, California, 2000, p 15. Seleski refers to the analysis of world cities given in Anthony D.
King, "The world economy is everywhere’: Urban History and the World system’, Urban History Yearbook, Leicester, 1983, p
7.

47 David Armitage, The Ideological Origins of the British Empire, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000, pp., 148-9
48 Bernard Semmel, ibid, 2004, p 32.

40 David Armitage, ibid, p 150.

43 David Armitage, op cit.

431 David Armitage, ibid, p 151.
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islands ofthe Caribbean.’432 During the 1690s, English political scientists believed that Ireland needed
be subjected to strict economic regulation in case Scottish success in its planned colonial plantations
led it to open up the Irish economy as a primary market.433 The Irish Woollen Prohibition Act of 1699
placed drastic excise duties on some woollen exports, and confined the export of all woollens to
English ports.44 English (and subsequently British) imperialism and industrialisation was able to
achieve its rapid rate of growth partly through discriminating practices aimed at Indian and Irish textile
industries. In 1700, for example, the English government made the importation of manufactured textile

products from both ofthese countries illegal.435

Patrick Kelly argues that the Anglo-Scottish Union (1707) reinforced the pre-existing ‘tendency to
think of Ireland as merely the first of England’s colonies’.436 By the latter half of the eighteenth
century, British perceptions ofthe place of Ireland were being framed in terms ofthe new ‘science’ of

political economy. As David Armitage observes,

the logic ofpolitical economy compelled every nation to strive for the profits ofa colonial empire;
equally that ruthless logic determined that some nations would remain, or at worst become, colonies,
in so far as they and their population were subordinated to the overmastering and unchallengeable

economic interests ofother nations.437

This underlying logic remained one basis of British policy towards Ireland in decades leading up to the
Act of Union, while the potential threat perceived had changed from an imagined colonial and
industrial rivalry to the problems that Irish poverty might pose to British interests. The defeat of the
potential threat of Irish competition combined with the political liberalism that was believed to
underpin the British imperialism of the ‘first Empire’ produced a context in which arguments for
laissezfaire relations with Ireland might be pursued.438 Writing in 1779, Adam Smith was able to state
that Ireland had ‘neither the skill, nor the stock which could enable her to rival England, and tho’ both

may be acquired in time, to acquire them compleatly will require the operation of little less than a

4® David Armitage, op cit; Armitage’s source is Thomas M. Truxes, Irish-American Trade, 1660-1783, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1988, pp., 1-16.

433 David Armitage, ibid, p 163.

434 Patrick Kelly, The Irish Woollen Export Prohibition Act of 1699: Kearney Revisited’, Irish Economic and Social History, Vol.
7,1980, pp., 22-44.

43% George Monbiot, The Flight to India: The Jobs Britain Stole from the Asian Subcontinent 200 Years Ago are Now Being
Returned’, The Guardian, October 21, 2003.

4% Patrick Kelly, 'lreland and the Glorious Revolution’, in Andrew Beddard, (ed.), The Revolutions of 1688, Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1991, p 188
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Century’.439 Speaking to the House of Commons in 1785, William Pitt criticised the policy of
‘debarring Ireland from the enjoyment and use of her own resources’ for the purpose of making that
‘kingdom completely subservient to the interests and opulence of this country’: Pitt proposed, instead,
a ‘community ofbenefits’ that ‘without tending to aggrandize the one or depress the other, should seek
the aggregate interests of the empire’.40 In defending the ‘old commercial system’ during this
parliamentary debate, Charles James Fox countered that Ireland ‘cannot make a single acquisition but

to the proportionate loss of England’. 44l

Throughout the first half of the nineteenth century following the Act of Union, the British
government’s perspective on the ‘problem’ of the Irish economy was being framed in terms of the
diagnosis and prescriptions of political economy.42 In Christine Kinealy’s analysis, the populist
models of political economy drawn upon by British politicians resulted in a diagnosis of Ireland as a
‘Malthusian model of a society in crisis’.43 From the perspective of the political economists,
notwithstanding the modernising industrial north surrounding Belfast, Ireland was seen as an
overpopulated country where the subdivision of land and dependence o11 the potato lent itself to
‘idleness’ amongst both peasants and landlords. At a time when the export of Irish grain to England
meant that it was acknowledged to be the ‘granary of the United Kingdom’, the Malthusian thesis of
poverty produced by overpopulation and indolence made the subsistence strategies of Irish peasants
and the small holding tenure system the object of a British programme of (what we now know as)
structural adjustment. The prescription, thereafter, was to seek ‘a break-up of the system of easy
existence through a diversification of economic activity, an end to sub-division, a reduction in the role

ofthe potato, and the introduction of men ofenergy and capital to the country’ .44

Throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, whilst the English economy was experiencing a
period ofImperial and industrial growth, in Ireland industrialisation was in decline and agriculture was
increasing in relative importance. In the opposite conditions ofthe English economy, the demand for
agricultural produce exceeded supply. Subsequently, imports of colonial produce became essential to
the English consumer market. In this context it was important that Ireland produced a significant
surplus of foodstuffs that could be exported to the English consumer market. Simultaneously, while the

gross domestic product of Ireland increased within this period, the average income pertaining to the

43P Quoted in Oscar Browning, ‘Adam Smith and free trade for Ireland’, English Historical Review, Vol. 1, No. 2, April 1886, p
309.

40Bernard Semmel, ibid, 2004, p 33. The ‘empire’ that Pitt refers to includes England, Ireland, Scotland, Wales, and the
North American colonies.

41 Bernard Semmel, op cit.

42 Christine Kinealy, The Great Calamity: The Irish Famine, 1845-52, Dublin, Gill and Macmillan, 1994, p 1.

43 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 9.

44 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 1.
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lower third of the labour force actually decreased, and a British inquiry into Irish poverty concluded

that approximately thirty per cent ofthe population ofIreland was in need of subsistence relief.445

In the decades following the Union of 1801, Ireland’s poverty was seen as posing a threat to British
economic development, and a spate of inquiries were commissioned into the ‘condition of Ireland’.
The proximity of masses oflIrish paupers prompted fears that the higher wages offered in Britain would
promote large-scale Irish immigration and that the subsequent wage depression would cause the British
population to be reduced to the state of poverty experienced in Ireland.446 Characterised as innately
poor and backward, Ireland was represented as a pre-modern limit to Progress. In seeking to promote
the modernisation ofthe Irish relations and means of production along the lines of the developments
pursued in Britain, the pursuit of laissez faire principles was employed to justify not just the non-
intervention in the grain markets in periods of subsistence scarcity, but also interventionist strategies of
adjustment.447 In short, the ‘pre-modernity’ of Irish relations of production justified harsh forms of
intervention to the extent that these threatened to limit the ‘free play’ of British market forces through
either the tax burden that would be suffered in providing relief, or through the diminution of English
wages that might occur were the English labour market to be inundated with pauperised Irish migrants.
Thus (English) national self-interest was the ‘greater good’ that provided the justification for the
departure from principles of non-intervention, even as the intervention was couched in terms of the
extension of liberal benevolence that have come to form, for example, one of the dominant

interpretations ofPeel’s repeal ofthe Corn Laws in 1845.448

The ambiguous or even paradoxical doctrines of political economy gave structure to the British debates
surrounding the extension of the Poor Law to Ireland. Malthusian ideas informed the laissez faire
approach, as it was argued that ‘poor relief, by providing a safety net for the poor (and implicitly,
profligate people) only helped facilitate further unnecessary population growth’: on this basis it was
argued that ‘state intervention in the relief of poverty was therefore both futile and
counterproductive’.4499 The moralising approach thus correlated with the prevailing economic theory
where it was believed that the problem of pauperism should be addressed by allowing the free play of

market forces, and thus the solution of capitalist wage-labour employment.

M45This figure comes from the 1833 Royal Commission. See Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 18.

46 R.D.C. Black, Economic Thought and the Irish Question, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1960, pp., 89-90;
Friedrich Engels, The Condition ofthe Working Class in England in 1844, London, 1892, pp., 196-8; Brian Inglis, Poverty and
the Industrial Revolution, London, Hodder and Stoughton, 1971.

447 Christine Kinealy, ibid, pp., 3,9.

48 Peel’s role in the repeal has been framed in terms of a concern for the stress and hardship experienced by the English and
Irish poor, as a means of alleviating class conflict, and as part of the prevalent free trade agenda seeking to further Britain’s
industrial export advantages.

49 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 12



Debates on the introduction ofIrish Poor Laws were influenced by developments in Britain, where the
so-called ‘overly liberal’ Speenhamland System - the antithesis ofthe theories of political economy -
had been rejected for the deterrent approach ofthe Poor Law of 1834. Here it is important to critique
the quality of the poverty and system of production that was being problematised. Irish agricultural
labourers fell behind their European counterparts in terms of income and standards of housing, yet had
a relative advantage in terms of health, longevity, and literacy. Potato farming had increased the
volume of cultivatable land by relying o011 a crop that could be grown in poor quality, marginal land,
and was generally accompanied by the farming of commercial, primarily export crops, such as corn.
Subsistence farming based on the potato crop allowed the degree of relative autonomy that came with
land ownership - even in its smaller scale, and a degree of resistance to their incorporation within
modernised systems of agricultural production. Measured in terms of the standards of health and
autonomy, the potato croppers can be said to have faced the prospect ofa relative state ofunfreedom in

the process oftheir incorporation into the Imperial market economy as free labour.

Once introduced in 1838, the object ofthe Irish Poor Law was the protection of British interests from
the effects of Irish poverty, including the costs ofthe provision ofrelief itself, which was to be funded
on the basis of a system oflocalised taxation. The means to this end were framed not so much in terms
of the provision of subsistence relief, but rather in terms of the disciplines that could be imposed
towards the defeat ofIrish ‘idleness’. The framing ofthe Irish Poor law thus demonstrates that Anglo-
Irish relations were being conceived as a problematisation defined within the paradigms of'the theories
of political economy. Within the problem of Ireland’s supposedly innate backwardness there was little
room for reflection on the role of British domination ofthe Irish economy, beyond the criticisms made
ofthe absentee landlords. Instead, the victim was blamed and the programme set out for rehabilitation
allowed for the eventual failure to present itself as a matter of Irish responsibility. The subsistence
crises leading to calls for relief were thus brought within the paradigm of a political strategy. The aim
of this strategy was to overcome the limits that subsistence agriculture posed to the more intensive
system of capitalist agriculture requiring the shift to large-scale systems of land tenure and the
provision of a ready supply of wage-labourers, and thus to increase the profitability of English

interests.

In his correspondence with Ricardo, Malthus famously stated that ‘the land in Ireland is infinitely more

peopled than in England, and to give full effect to the natural resources ofthe country, a great part of



the population should be swept from the so0il’.450 The costs that could be countenanced within the
British strategy included the loss of the ‘surplus’ population, whether through mortality, or
emigration.45l The latter strategy of emigration as a balm to Malthusian poverty was also countenanced
by the Royal Commission into Irish poverty of 1833, whose authors argued that assisted emigration
could be used as a supplement to developmental schemes, including land reclamation and the
encouragement of Irish fisheries.42 These recommendations were subject to criticism on the basis that
they constituted too great a degree of (expensive) state intervention, had inappropriately broadened the
remit ofthe inquiry beyond the limited problem ofthe destitute classes, and correspondingly neglected
to address the degree of individual responsibility required for Ireland to climb out of the state of
indolent poverty.43 The relatively unconditional form of relief was discordant with the views of the
political economists, and the disciplinary strategies that formed the backbone ofthe English Poor Law.

It was suggested that

Instead o ftending to increase the population and attach it morefirmly to the soil, a properly designed
Poor Law could be made to facilitate the transition from a cottier economy to capitalist farming by

giving the cottier another alternative besides land or starvation.

The alternative being put forward as a condition of relief was the introduction a substantially more
stringent version ofthe English workhouse system in the Irish Poor Law of 1838. The Irish workhouse
system had an estimated capacity to support one per cent of the Irish population. It was designed to
deter all but the most destitute from applying for relief, and under the Act the provision of outdoor
relief was deemed illegal. The problem perceived in the granting of outdoor relief was that it allowed
the cottiers to continue with their smallholding subsistence strategies, and correspondingly allowed the
local propertied classes to avoid the responsibility for ‘improving’ their estates by clearing them of

small plot tenures.

The blight that visited the potato crops in 1845 caused initially widespread food shortages, and led to
famine conditions from 1846 to 1852. Neither the blight nor the food shortages were limited to Ireland,
although the subsistence dependency on the potato crop in parts ofIreland, particularly the west coast,
meant that its effect was most devastating in Ireland. The British potato crop was also severely

damaged, and food shortages occurred throughout Great Britain and Europe on the back of the blight

480 Malthus cited in Joel Mokyr, Why Ireland Starved: A Quantitative and Analytical History of the Irish Economy, 1800-50,
London, Harper Collins, 1985, p 83.

41 In a statement to the Parliamentary Committee on Emigration from Britain (1826), Malthus advocated an Irish emigration
programme. See Brian Inglis, ibid, p 235.

43 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 19.

453 Proponents of these views included the political economist Nassau Senior, the English Poor Law Commissioner George
Cornewall Lewis, and the Home Secretary Lord John Russell.
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and other poor harvests. Several of the European nations that had supplied Britain with foodstuffs,
including grains, acted quickly to prohibit exports. Subsequently the food shortages experienced in

Britain increased in severity, and the colonial export markets increased in importance.

As I noted in the first chapter, this crisis presented an opportune moment for the British free trade
lobby, which had been seeking the repeal ofthe Corn Laws.4%4 These laws ‘restricted the importation of
corn into the United Kingdom until the price of corn had reached a fixed price’, and had therefore
benefited the Irish corn trade as it was able to export com to England without facing competition from
non-British growers.455 The British Prime Minister Sir Robert Peel’s repeal ofthe Com Laws in 1846
did not take effect until 1849. Thus, throughout the first four years ofthe famine, Irish and Anglo-Irish
corn traders were able to continue their supply of the British export market, rather than being required
to retain corn in the domestic market in order to supply the needs of famine victims. Moreover, while
in the context of severe food scarcity, the traders were able to sell corn in the domestic market at the
relatively higher prices on the basis of the authority of the free operation of market forces; the degree
to which they could force a rise in prices was limited by the British importation of Indian corn.
Subsequently, in order to be able to compete, Irish traders also began importing corn from India and

other sources, and the ‘consumer market’ switched from export reliance to import reliance.4%

The potato blight and famine that appeared in 1845-6 presented the British government with an
opportunity that could not have arisen without the severity of the subsistence crisis and widespread

impoverishment.457 Charles Trevelyan stated,

that indirect permanent advantages will accrue to Irelandfrom the scarcity; and the measures taken
for its relief I entertain no doubt ...ifafirm stand is not made against the prevailing disposition to take
advantage o fthis crisis to break down all barriers, the true permanent interests ofthe country will, 1

am convinced, suffer in a manner which will be irreparable in our time.' I8

454 See Chapter One

4% Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 36.

4% Cormac 0 Grada, Ireland Before and After the Famine: Explorations in Economic History, 1800-1925, Manchester,
Manchester University Press, 1993, pp., 108-9.

457 These dynamics bear a strong correspondence to the strategies of the British Raj in relation to the famines of the latter half
of the nineteenth century. See section 2 .4.

438 Letter from Trevelyan to Randolph Routh, February s «, 1546, in Correspondence explanatory of the measures adopted by
Her Majesty’s government for the reliefof distress arising from the failure of the potato crop in Ireland, 1546, (7361 xxxvii, P77
Trevelyan was the Permanent Secretary at the Treasury. Cf. Christine Kinealy, ibid, p41.



The British government was subsequently able to begin, by 1846, to force economic change in Ireland,
including the capitalisation of the Irish agricultural sector’.49 The British policies sought to enforce
local responsibility for relief by making each county liable for the collection of the relief taxes that
were payable on all property valued at £4 and over. This duty was designed to put pressure on
landlords whose estates consisted of unprofitable smallholdings. The desired effect was that the
landlords would subsequently prefer to enact the improvements and clearances that were necessary for
a capitalist system of agriculture. The other side ofthis strategy of eviction was the workhouse system
that imposed tests of destitution, rather than hardship, on those seeking relief. The combination ofthe
strategies aimed at the higher and lower circuits of production were designed to result in widespread
land alienation. In the ideal, abstract terms of'the theories of political economists, the horizon of liberal
Progress hereby visualised included the production of a free labour market.40 In contemporary terms,
this strategy represented a structural adjustment programme, where relief has been proffered on the
basis of a series of liberalising conditions. The costs of adjustment, in this case, included land

alienation, indebtedness, pauperisation and high mortality rates amongst the Irish poor.

In order to supply the British market, and under the pressure of the application of cash wages and
modern forms of land tenure, Irish agriculture experienced a rapid transformation throughout the late
eighteenth and nineteenth century, a transformation that was intensified in the adjustments of the
famine years. Additionally, the tendency of Irish vulnerability to English and British economic power
increased as Irish industries failure to match English growth saw the decline of its major sectors,
including the collapse of the textile sector.46l Ireland thus retained its status a ‘cash-crop’ source of
cheap agricultural produce, and, simultaneously, a market for English (and subsequently British)
goods. In this politico-economic climate, the subsistence crisis’s that emerged from the 1790’s through
to the 1840°s and beyond produced a large scale and ongoing culture of emigration that was both
economic and political. Within this process, it was often not the poorest ofthe poor who migrated, but
rather those whom, whilst suffering hardship, were able to raise the funds required for migration. In
addition to this economic factor, the cultural fact of resistance and a sense of belonging with the land
explain the fact that many ofthose who came from the poorest sector ofthe Irish economy - the potato

farmers ofthe West, chose to retain their smallholdings where possible.42

43 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 73.

48 See Chapter One, section 1.2 for a discussion of the ideology of liberal Progress.

%1 Lynn Hollen Lees, Exiles of Erin: Irish Migrants in Victorian London, Cornell University Press, 1979, pp., 22-31.

4R S.H. Cousens, ‘Emigration and demographic change in Ireland, 1851-1861’, Economic History Review, Vol. 14,196-2, p
288. Cousens states that the poor quality of the west country land left it relatively free from the improvements undertaken in
this period; thus there was a lower rate of land alienation.
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Throughout the eighteenth century, more than 250,000 persons had migrated from Ireland to the
American colonies. Irish migration to America was largely comprised of families groups from Ulster
who sought the better opportunities they hoped to find in the colonies.483 Large numbers of Irish
labourers had also engaged in seasonal agricultural labour in England and Scotland, and the numbers of
persons migrating in this manner began to rise rapidly in the 1790s.464 This phase of circular migration
was often ‘voluntary’, and comprised part of the subsistence strategy of farmers who were able to find
work in the labour intensive modernising British agricultural sector, where underemployment had

arisen through the rural to urban migration of indigenous labourers shifting to the industrial sector.465

The last decades ofthe eighteenth century saw a quantitative and qualitative shift in Irish emigration.
Where, by 1780, there were approximately 40,000 Irish persons living in the British mainland, by 1831
this figure had risen to 580,000 - a figure which represented some five per cent of the work force.4%
Thus while the size ofthe emigrant population increased rapidly, so did the tendency for emigration to
become permanent rather than circular. In total, one million persons had emigrated before the
eventuation of the famine in 1845.467 During the years of the famine itself, a figure of between one
million and one and a half million persons left Ireland, and whilst from 1851 to 1871, a further two

million persons emigrated; by 1911 this figure had reached six million.48

Permanent migration to Britain, as Linebaugh notes in the case of migration to the spheres of the
London labouring poor, tended to be comprised of skilled urban craftsmen and apprentices as well as
persons drawn from the rural peasantry into ‘unskilled’ metropolitan labour 49 The second politico-
economic wave was both primarily forced and more likely to produce migrants desiring settlement.
Seasonal migration became more intensely subsistence based, and because ofthe unsustainable nature
of pauperised living conditions migrants returned in fewer numbers. While skilled Protestant artisans
continued to migrate to the northern English cities, migration to the south, and London in particular,
became increasingly Catholic, female and single, familial, and unskilled. The result was a large body of

pauperised and unskilled Irish migrants living in London and other large English towns.

483 Marianne S. Wokeck, ‘Irish and German Migration to Eighteenth-Century North America, in David Etlis, (ed.), Coerced and
Free Migration: Global Perspectives, Stanford, Stanford University press, 2002, p 155.

464 Robert Miles, Racism and Migrant Labour, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1982, p 126.

4% Patty Seleski, ibid, pp., 16-7. Seleski understands this first wave as primarily voluntary and seasonal, but the history of
British colonialism in Ireland in the eighteenth century suggests that many of those seasonal labourers used migration as a
necessary subsistence strategy.

4% Linda Colley, Britons: Forging the Nation, 1707-1837, New Haven and London, Yale University Press, 2005, p 329.

467 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 297.

438 Christine Kinealy, op cit.

40 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, pp., 93-5.



Whilst the ‘push-factors’ involved in producing large-scale Irish emigration were subject to the
mercantilist and, subsequently, laissez faire and disciplinary incorporation ofthe Irish economy within
the circuits of metropolitan production, the ‘pull-factors’ included the growing labour demands ofthe
United States, the British American colonies, and Britain itself. The demand for Irish immigration in
Britain occurred as part of the conflict between industrial and capitalist/aristocratic landed factions
within the prevailing historical block. Industrialists seeking the availability of a mobile and casual pool
of working labour had their access restricted by the controls placed on pauperised mobility by the Acts
of poor reliefand settlement that favoured the landed interests desire for labour-stasis. With a reduced
English workforce to turn to this sector was grateful for the inflow of Irish immigrants. Capitalist
interests were divided over the issue, tending to favour the restrictions on labour movement while
requiring its often-criminalised form for their colonial endeavours. Whilst metropolitan financial
interests provided the capital for much of the growth of regional industrialisation, their members
tended to form political alliances with the landed gentry that, similarly, had a definite interest in the

supply of colonial migrant labour.

The British mobility regime during the eighteenth and first half of the nineteenth century can thus be
seen to have been a complex of both intensive and extensive practices whose borders were national,
and then nationalist at the infra and international levels. At the nationalist infra-national level, parishes
bore and sought to ameliorate the burden ofpauperised immigrants, and Irish immigrants in particular.
The Poor laws required them to support “genuinely” destitute residents from Parish funds. Vagrancy
Acts allowed parishes to arrest those deemed unwilling to support themselves, and the Act of
Settlement allowed parishes to return vagrants to their “home” parish at that parish’s expense. Neither
the Vagrancy nor Settlement Acts helped parishes in dealing with Irish paupers, for the first required
the maintenance of imprisonment, while the latter could not be used as Ireland did not yet have a Poor

Law ofits own, and despite the Union, English law didn’t extend to Irish parishes.

The recession following the Napoleonic wars saw the problem of vagrancy increase drastically, as did
the pressure for the refonn of the Poor Laws. By the late eighteenth century parishes that felt
themselves particularly burdened sought to have the burden of Irish “vagrancy” borne at the county
level. Reform became a matter of contestation, for too liberal a reform could have created a situation in
which the parishes’ ability to exclude migrants from the rights of settlement would have been reneged.
The vestrymen of the parish of St. Giles took a lead in opposing liberal amendments to the Laws of
Settlement, and in encouraging moves to facilitate the removal of Irish immigrants. Their success was
manifest in the provisions of Geo. Ill, cap. 12 (1828), which allowed that immigrants could be
repatriated without conviction on charges of vagrancy, and that removals would be enacted at the

expense ofthe county.



The removal ofthe burden of immigrant pauperisation from the parish to the council level broadened
the level of attention given to the intensifying problem. By the 1830’s, when politicians had begun to
discuss the possibility of an Irish Poor Law, or ofthe extension of England’s new Poor Law to Ireland,
a political consensus evolved around an analogy between the burden that had been placed on the
parishes and the burden that would be placed upon the nation. The effect of this consensus was that,
despite the existence ofthe Union, there could be no question of dealing with Irish poverty as if it were
a national problem: The Irish were British subjects, but did not own the substantive rights of English
“citizens.” The introduction of an Irish Poor Law in 1838 was riven by contradiction, and did little to
alleviate the crisis, and its extension in 1847 made assistance (in the form of famine relief) available to
peasant farmer only on the condition that they relinquish their tenures. The support offered was
substantially weak (and abusive) when compared to the opportunities that emigration continued to

provide, and it made no provision for immigrant settlement in England.

As a result of the broader frame of British policies towards Ireland including the management of the
inter-relationship of the different flows of mobilities, while Irish immigrant poverty continued to be
pauperised, and immigrants continued to be regarded as a morally inferior “race,” the level of
migration continued unabated and Irish labour continued to supply a cheap supplement to the needs of
British industry and commerce.40 Self-sufficient Irish immigrants were incorporated into the British
labour market, where, in the northern cities at least, their ‘ability’ to undercut the local labour force
resulted in anti-Irish agitations47l Immigrants who had become pauperised as a result of colonisation
and modernisation were subjected to a form of apartheid, in which the British sought to return them to
unsustainable communities. Thus, for example, from the time of the 1846-51 famine, the Laws of
Settlement were ‘abused’ in such a way that ‘paupers removed from Britain to Ireland were not
returned to their own Union, but were unceremoniously dumped at the nearest port of entry in
Ireland’ 472 John Archer Jackson notes that ‘the existence of a large pool of cheap labour at a time of
national expansion proved an essential ingredient to the rapid industrial advance’.47 Colonial Irish
migration supplied a reserve labour army that facilitated, at the lower circuits of production, the growth
of British agriculture and industry, whilst those migrants that exceeded the requirements of colonial-

capitalism were disposed of as a form ofsocial waste. Politico-economic migration was thus mobilised

40 Robert Miles notes that the majority of the nineteenth century immigrants worked in semi-skilled and unskilled labour
categories, including bricklaying, roadmaking, canal-cutting, railway construction, harbour construction and dock labour’, as
well as cotton loom weaving, clothing manufacture, transport, food, and hospitality services. See Robert Miles, ibid, 1982, p
129.

47 Jeffrey Williamson, The impact of the Irish on British labour markets during the Industrial Revolution’, in Roger Swift and
Sheridan Gilley, (eds.), The Irish in Britain, 1815-1939, London, Pinter, 1989

472 Christine Kinealy, ibid, p 26.

473 John Archer Jackson, The Irish in Britain, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963, p 82.
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by a colonising state-society structure that subsequently divided the consequent immigration into its

‘legal’ and ‘illegal’ forms.

In these processes the Irish subjects who became emigrants were racialised. It was the articulation of
the pauperisation of Irish and British subjects and the racial coding of national identity that facilitated
the construction of Irish persons as ‘white negroes’ in elite and popular cultural discourse of the
eighteen thirties and beyond.47 John Marriott finds that as the Irish were visible as both colonial
subjects and urban poor, they presented a more extreme disruption to the social order ‘by forcing the
conjunction of a culturally constituted whiteness with its own metaphor of difference’.475 From as early
as the 1730s, the tension surrounding the issue of belonging had been exacerbated by the indigenous
perception of having their wages undercut by cheaper immigrant labour.47% Thus in the context of the
impoverishment of the British workforce in the first half of the nineteenth century, ‘white’ Irish
immigrants came to be represented as a form of ‘blackness’, and between 1840 and 1890 social
Darwinian assumptions were brought to bare on the representations of Irish persons as simian,

particularly at historical junctures where Irish political resistance seemed to threaten the metropolis.477

In the context of these processes of pauperisation and racialisation we can observe several of the
ambiguous features of the formation of British liberalism in this period. As Patty Seleski notes, Linda
Colley’s argument that the developing importance of Protestantism in the construction of British
national identity from its anti-French and anti-Catholic moorings in the aftermath of Britain’s victory
in the Napoleonic Wars had consequences for the re-construction of Irish identities in Britain fails to
take account of the rise in anti-Irish sentiments that occurred after 1829.48 Colley cites the Catholic
Emancipation Act of 1829 as a point at which the emergent political, rather than ‘racial’ formation of
British national identity began to appear, as Britishness had proved to be sufficiently flexible to
accommodate the granting of civil rights to propertied Catholics.4P Seleski refers our attention, instead,
to Mary Poovey’s argument that anti-Catholicism was transformed into anti-Irishness in the period

following the Emancipation Act.49 Poovey here instances the invention of an Irishness that encoded

474The representation of Irish persons as ‘white negroes’ comes from Thomas Carlyle’s Sarfor Resartus, 1833-4; cited in
John Marriott, ibid, 2003, p 165.

475John Marriott, ibid, 2003, p 165; Marriott draws upon David Lloyd, ‘Race under representation’, Oxford Literary Review, no.
13,1991, pp., 62-94.

476 Peter Linebaugh, ibid, p 296

477 John Marriott, op cit.

478 Patty Seleski, ibid, p 12; Seleski is here making a useful intervention into Linda Colley’s account of the development of a
liberal national identity. Colley addresses Irish immigration and the Catholic Emancipation Act (1829); See Linda Colley, ibid,
2005, pp., 329-30. Paul Gilroy makes an analogous intervention into the imperial apologetics of Colley’s recent history of
British Imperial ‘captives’. See Linda Colley, ibid,, 2003, and Paul Gilroy, ibid, 2004, pp., 103,115.

4P Linda Colley, op cit.

43 Mary Poovey, "Curing the social body’ in 1832: James Phillip Kay and the Irish in Manchester’, Gender and History, no. 5,
1993, pp., 196-211.



fears ofboth Catholicism and the general social disorder that poor Irish persons were held to represent.
The consolidation of Britishness as Protestant and middle class allowed Britons to celebrate their own
tolerance and the expansion of British political liberalism whilst simultaneously justifying the

exclusion ofthe Irish from the imagined national social body.481

Thus, where British liberalism can be seen to have been in effect during this period it was primarily
governed by the dictates of economic liberalism, even as the openness to Irish immigration has
subsequently been placed within the discourse of political tolerance. Moreover, if political liberalism
had grounded this regime of mobility control then we might expect that the question of the Irish
poverty caused through colonial practice would have been redressed. As it happened, far from
operating within a paradoxical form, economic and political liberalism in this period were articulated
forms; their operation was mutually reinforcing because their articulation was relayed through the

figure ofthe pauperised colonial other.

Section 2.3. Transatlantic mobility and stasis.

Over the entire period of the Atlantic slave trade, some 12 million African persons were shipped to
West Indies and Americas, often to work on the large-scale plantation system. British interest were
responsible for the shipping of 3.4 million ofthese, and a further 500,000 Indian indentured labourers
to the West Indies after emancipation.4® The British slave trade was immensely profitable. Hilary
Beckles has recently estimated that were repatriation to be made for the unjust enrichment made in the
British slave trade, then the debt would amount to £7.5 trillion.48 The slave trade provided the labour
power for British West Indian and American plantation economies, and formed an intrinsic element of
the global circulation of colonial produce between metropolitan sites of consumption and colonial sites
of production. These commodity flows, the lower circuits of colonial exchange, provided a major
support for the metropolitan accumulation of capital that facilitated Britain’s financial and industrial

advantages.

The origins ofthe British slave trade lie in the Mediterranean slavery and plantation systems that had
involved a shift from the use of European slaves to a trade with Africa states, and dates back as far as
the twelfth century. 4% In 12th to 15th centuries, Islamic Africans and other dominant African

communities had acquired African slaves and sold them onto other Africans for profit, or removed

481 Mary Poovey, ibid, p 209; Patty Seleski’s presentation of Poovey’s argument is essentially similar. See Seleski, ibid, p 13.
4821address Indian indentured migration in the following section

483 Hilary Beckles, Sugar, BBC4, August 2005.

484 David Brion Davies, Slavery and Human Progress, Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press, 1984, pp., 56-7.



them to distant regions where there was a demand for labour. Portuguese, Spanish, Dutch and the other
European traders that followed came to the west coast of Africa for the purpose of expanding their
trade. By the early 1500’s it was apparent to the Europeans that Africa yielded wealth in the form of
gold, ivory, wax, hides, sugar, pepper. Following the African trade, the Portuguese, Spanish and other

Europeans were to develop the habit ofturning to the African west coast for enslaved African labour.

By 1600 the Portuguese had established an effective monopoly over the African slave trade, and by the
middle of the seventeenth century, the Portuguese had shipped some 200,000 African slaves to the
Brazilian sugar plantations. This evident profitability was recognised by the other European powers
thatjoined the slave and plantation system, and also came to prefer African labour to indigenous forms
of labour. The Spanish, who established a vast empire in South America, transported a further 268,000
African slaves to the Americas, and when the Spanish and Portuguese Crowns were united in 1580, the
scale ofthis empire became even greater. The trade of African slaves to the Spanish Americas between
1521 and 1591 consisted of the passage and labour of some 73,000 Africans, and a further 151, 205
were transported between 1595 and 1639.485 Brion Davies notes that there was a strong correlation
between regions of Spanish American prosperity and the use of black slaves, the foremost amongst
these being the sugar producing regions: yet, by the seventeenth century, ‘the Spanish Caribbean had
fallen into poverty and decay’, and this moment marked both ‘the temporary ‘failure’ ofblack slavery
to become part of a sustained, secure, and prosperous plantation system’, and, to a strong extent, the

institutional origins ofthe latter British system .48

By the 1620s, ‘the connection between slaves, plunder, and wealth were even better understood by the
Dutch West India Company, which won naval hegemony throughout the Caribbean’.487 As Brion Davis

observes,

The Hollanders * eagerness to retain control of the Atlantic slave trade, even after they had been
expelledfrom Brazil in the mid-seventeenth century, underscores the pre-eminence o fsugar and slaves
in the struggles for mercantilistpower. Black slavery took root in the Americas in a slow, spasmodic,
and seemingly haphazard way, but even the last three-quarters o fthe sixteenth century gave ample and

cumulative evidence that thefortunes ofthe New World depended on Africa. 488

48 Colin A. Palmer, Slaves ofthe White God, Chapel Hill, NC, 1975
48 David Brion Davies, ibid, p 68-9.

487 David Brion Davies, op cit.
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Throughout the first half ofthe seventeenth century, the Dutch had challenged and then overtaken the
Mediterranean empire in Africa, South America and Southeast India, but were unable to establish the
successful settlements that the former powers maintained. Although it was the Dutch who were initially
the most successful, the help they gave the English (as the English and Dutch were Protestant allies)
and the speed and efficiency of British ships meant that English privateers and pirates were
increasingly able to make incursions into the Portuguese dominance of the African commerce, and in
particular, to make substantial inroads into the slave trade and plantation-settlement system by the
1620s, which, prior to the successful establishment of the English as a colonial power, had shipped

some 630,000 slaves from Africa.

The British Atlantic colonial economy was built on the labour power of both European and African
workers. In describing the regimes of transatlantic migration David Etlis observes the ‘huge (and
before 1850, majority) presence of either unwilling migrants, or migrants who arrived under
impersonal and long-term obligation to others’. 489 Etlis differentiates between the overlapping
categories of bound and coerced migrants. Bound migrants included indentured servants, contract
labourers, slaves, convicts and prisoners, whilst coerced migrants included only slaves, prisoners, and
convicts.40 The ‘transatlantic indentured servitude arrangement was a direct outgrowth’ ofthe English
institution of servitude that had, since the mid-fourteenth century, ‘forced all persons not in a
recognised occupation to serve in husbandry’.491 By the end of the sixteenth century some forty per
cent of the English population existed in a state of servitude, and the further substantial population of
vagrants existed in an extreme state of pauperism that has been recently theorised as constituting a lack
of'the negative liberty requisite to the state of freedom.42 Masters, like slaveholders, held great powers
over their servants, and used physical punishment and a system of testimonials requiring good
behaviour from servants to discipline their labour and circulation.49 In the latter aspect the significant
feature was the ability of the master to withhold the testimonial, thus binding the labourer to the
employment he or she sought to leave. Indentured servants signed contracts ‘binding them to service
for a stipulated time in return for their passage’, typically for a period of four years.4% While contract
labourers were not subject to the debt bondage of indenture, slaves, who were regarded as
commodified labour-power, had none of the prospects of freedom promised to European migrant
labourers. Prisoners and convicts, on the other hand, had more in common with other European
migrants serving periods of indenture, inasmuch they had the prospect of entering the colonial labour
40 David Etlis, ibid, 2002, pp., 1-2.

490 David Etlis, op cit

491 David Etlis, ibid, 1993, p 206

42 Gregory 