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Note on terminology

The vocabulary used to describe ethnic, racial and migration identi-
ties is inevitably flawed and contested. In this book we have chosen
to use some terms and not others:

Migrant — We use this term to denote those who have moved, either
temporarily or permanently, from one country to another. In some
research studies, the category ‘migrant’ refers to those who have citi-
zenship in another country from the one in which they reside. We do
not refer to descendants of migrants as migrants unless they them-
selves have also moved between countries, nor as second- or third-
generation migrants.

Asylum seeker — Someone who has left their country of citizenship and
applied for asylum (refugee status) in another country but whose
application has not yet been decided.

Refugee — The 1951 Refugee Convention defines a refugee as ‘any
person who, owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for
reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social
group or political opinion, is outside the country of his/her nationality
and is unable, or owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himself/
herself of the protection of that country’.

lllegal/irregular — Rather than referring to an individual as an ‘illegal’
migrant we use the terms ‘irregular’ and ‘undocumented’ for those
without a visa or citizenship as this is usually more accurate, given
the frequent changes in law and its interpretation, and individuals’
changing circumstances in relation to this. The exception to this use
of language is when we refer to the survey work undertaken with Ipsos
MORI. In some of the questions for that survey, the term ‘illegal/
irregular migrant’ was used, as it was seen as more likely to be rec-
ognised in everyday conversation.
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Minoritised — In general we do not use the term ‘minority ethnic’ or
‘ethnic minority’, except when this is the term used in texts we are
discussing or by others we have been in conversation with (for the
survey we commissioned, for example, Ipsos MORI use the language
of ‘white’ or ‘black and minority ethnic (BME)’). We use ‘racialised
minorities’ and ‘racially minoritised’ to draw attention to the active
processes of racialisation that are involved in terminology.

EU citizen — In most countries of the European Union (EU), citizens
of fellow member countries of the EU are referred to as EU citizens,
and migrants from countries outside the EU are referred to as ‘third-
country nationals’. In the UK, common political and public debate
has tended to refer to citizens of other EU countries as migrants,
despite sharing many similar rights of settlement, work and welfare
with UK citizens while the UK remains a member state of the EU.
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Introduction

"To say good-bye is to submit to the will of heaven.
John Berger and Jean Mohr (2010/1975: 36)

‘It’s extreme, scary’, said a woman from Senegal. She was looking at
an image of a van carrying a government billboard with the words ‘In
the UK illegally? GO HOME OR FACE ARREST".

Hannah had asked this group of asylum seekers and refugees in
Bradford what came to mind when they saw the photograph of the
van and its huge billboards (see Figure 1). For the next person to
speak, it was the broken promises between a husband and wife.
Imagine this, Sara' said: in their country he had made her many
promises, now she’s alone here, she doesn’t know anything. She does
not know about the rules. In this new world her husband is everything.
Imagine that her husband beats her and kicks her out. She tries to ask
her family for help but they will not let her come back: “Where will
she live? Where will she go?’

Lucee, a refugee from Sierra Leone, worried that the van would
create ‘racial tension’. All foreigners could be stigmatised. In the area
where she lived, ‘there had been a few racist things going on ... these
are people who obviously don’t care whether I’ve got my stay or not
... every time they’ve seen me they’ve always told me to go back to
my country. So imagine if they saw this they’d probably call them [the
Home Office], pick me up [laughs], do you know?’

The van had got Abas thinking about why he had fled Afghanistan
to come to England, rather than seeking refuge elsewhere. In his
mind’s eye, England was a place where he might be able to continue
his education or even get a good job; there was the BBC, and the best
newspapers!

'All the interviews were anonymised to protect the privacy of the research
participants, so the names used in this book are pseudonyms.
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GO HOME OR FACE ARREST

Text HOME to 78070

for free advice, and help with travel documents

Figure 1: Go Home van

That a single image of a government immigration policing cam-
paign can bring up such thoughts and feelings begins to suggest
something of the emotional, existential and political textures of con-
temporary immigration control — the ‘submitting to the will of heaven’
— of which the crossing of national borders and citizenship rights
1s just one part. For those like Lucee, the Go Home campaign is
frightening because it might inflame the hostility and racism that she
has already faced in her local community. Sara’s stream of conscious-
ness is deeply gendered; the figures of an aggressive and volatile
husband and a host country are almost interchangeable (see also
Gunaratnam and Patel, 2015). The questions Sara asked in imagining
a homeless and abused wife — “‘Where will she live? Where will she
go?’ — when transposed into the contemporary political vocabulary of
the nation state can be read as: Who belongs? Who can move and how
easily? Who can stay? For how long? And on what terms?

It was questions like this that troubled us when we came together
as activist researchers to counter the 2013 Home Office immigration
publicity campaign ‘Operation Vaken’, of which the vans discussed
in the Bradford focus group were a part. Five months later, and in
partnership with civil society organisations in six different areas
in England, Scotland and Wales, our funded project, ‘Mapping
Immigration Controversy’ (MIC) began. We used multiple methods
(ethnographic observation, focus groups, qualitative interviews and a
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survey) to research Vaken-related policy and media narratives and
associated initiatives. We were especially keen to investigate Vaken’s
aftermath in local communities.

The moment of the Go Home van seemed to us to be a turning
point in the climate of immigration debates — a ratcheting up of anti-
migrant feeling to the point where it was possible for a government-
sponsored advertisement to use the same hate speech and rhetoric as
far-right racists. Sadly, as we finish writing this book in the immediate
aftermath of the UK’s June 2016 referendum on membership of the
European Union, it seems as if the process has gone full circle. In the
days immediately following the narrow vote to ‘Leave’ the EU, after
a campaign largely focused on the ‘problem’ of immigration control,
there have been many reports of physical and verbal abuse of migrants
and racially minoritised people, linked directly to the Leave vote and
to the violating language of the Go Home van. Shazia Awan, a Muslim
businesswoman from Caerphilly in Wales and a Remain campaigner
in the referendum, was told on Twitter the day after the referendum
result ‘Great news ... you can pack your bags, you’re going home ...
BYE THEN’ (Staufenberg, 2016). Signs saying ‘Leave the EU, No
more Polish vermin’ were left outside homes and schools in Hunting-
don, Cambridgeshire (BBC News, 2016). Countless other reports of
people — mostly nationals of other EU countries, and British Muslims
— being threatened and told they must ‘go home now’ began to cir-
culate in press and social media reports (Agerholm, 2016; Lyons,
2016; York, 2016).

Before the referendum votes were cast, in the midst of the cam-
paign, the Labour Member of Parliament and pro-refugee campaigner
Jo Cox was murdered in a horrifyingly brutal attack. Witnesses
reported that Cox’s assailant had shouted ‘this is for Britain’ and ‘keep
Britain independent’ (Boffey and Slawson, 2016). Far from being
random statements, these were slogans used by Britain First, a far-
right fascist group, which claims to share most of the goals of the
right-wing United Kingdom Independence Party (Britain First, n.d.).
There are parallels here with how fear of UKIP’s popularity was seen
by many commentators as the inspiration for the Operation Vaken
vans in 2013 (e.g. Merrick, 2013; Syal, 2013). As several of our
research participants feared (see especially Chapters 4 and 5), use of
increasingly hostile anti-migrant rhetoric in government and main-
stream political debate seems to both authorise and fuel such hate-
filled outpourings, verbal and physical.

When we began the research for this book we did not know the
significance of Operation Vaken, of course. But we were disturbed by
the vitriol of government rhetoric and an intensifying public mood of
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besiegement (Hage, 2016). These worries were shared by the com-
munity organisations with whom we developed and did the research.
"This way of doing research, collaboratively and with local community
partners, developing ‘working knowledges together’ and ‘partially
shared imaginaries’ (Suchman, 2012: 52), has helped us to include a
variety of perspectives and stories of immigration enforcement, and
to explore how ‘the object of study is ultimately mobile and multiply
situated’” (Marcus, 1995:102). It has also challenged us to think more
critically about the politics of immigration research and knowledge
production. How are we contributing to the manner in which immi-
gration is imagined and lived? What part does research play in the
circulation and meanings of categories such as the ‘immigrant’,
‘asylum seeker, ‘refugee’ and ‘British citizen’? How might we produce
an anti-racist and feminist ‘situated knowledge’ (Haraway, 1988) in a
way that does not reinscribe our research participants into dominant,
dehumanising discourses (see Bhavnani, 1993)?
In this chapter we will:

1 contextualise the immigration regimes and debates within which
our study took place

2 describe and discuss the Go Home van and related government
communications in relation to broader immigration regimes and
practices

3 summarise briefly our key findings from the research, which will
be developed and elaborated on throughout the book

4 outline the approach that we took in the project as activist
researchers

5 provide an overview of what is in the book.

The problem of immigration

Look at all these borders, foaming at the mouth with bodies broken
and desperate.
(Warsan Shire, 2011: 25)

Discussions of immigration and immigration control, securitisation
and illegality have become more voluble throughout the research and
writing for this book. According to the United Nations Population
Fund, in 2015, 244 million people, or 3.3 per cent of the world’s
population, lived outside their country of origin, with increasing
numbers of people being forcibly displaced as a result of conflict,
violence and human rights violations (UNPE 2016). As we worked
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on this manuscript in April 2016, harrowing scenes of what has
become known as the Mediterranean ‘refugee’ or ‘migrant crisis’
played out in the media almost daily, as more people fleeing war,
violence and poverty in Africa and the Middle East tried to find safety
in Europe. Sometimes, these lives have faded from our screens and
pages as another spectacle has caught journalistic and public atten-
tion, but these dangerous journeys and the trauma and deaths, ‘bodies
broken and desperate’, that they entail continue. So far (June 2016),
there have been 215,380 ‘arrivals’ to the EU by sea in 2016; 2,868
people were reported as dead or missing on their journey to the EU
in the first half of 2016 (UNHCR, 2016a). Others lost at sea go
unreported. Of the nearly five million Syrians registered by the UN
High Commissioner for Refugees, just over 50 per cent were women
(UNHCR, 2016b). This new era of migration, which includes more
women and children, is characterised for the most vulnerable by
‘necropolitics’. This term was coined by the African philosopher
Achille Mbembe (2003) to describe ‘death worlds’, where ‘vast popu-
lations are subjected to conditions of life conferring upon them the
status of living dead’ (p. 40).

The growth of harsh new border regimes or what activist Harsha
Walia (2013) calls ‘border imperialism’ has been a midwife to the
birthing of these death worlds in Europe, not only in the Mediterra-
nean but in planes, lorries and detention camps and centres across
the continent. There are three simultaneous, imbricated developments
in contemporary border regimes: the deterritorialisation of state sov-
ereignty; a fortification of land-based borders; and the domestication
of borders (Rigo, 2005; Walters, 2006; Vaughan-Williams, 2010).

The first is characterised by an outsourcing of border control,
especially by those in northern Europe to more southerly nations, as
increasing numbers of migrants have been heading to Europe’s south-
ern shores as part of a longer journey to destinations such as Germany,
Sweden, France and Britain. Increasingly, richer countries — potential
places of sanctuary — require asylum applications to be made from
outside their territory (Hyndman and Mountz, 2008). This require-
ment extends border and migrant management into third countries,
as the EU has done at different times with Turkey and Morocco
(Wolft, 2008).

Alongside this deterritorialisation, the fortification of state borders
can be seen in more aggressive forms of border surveillance and
policing, including the building of razor-wire fences, new makeshift
detention camps, and the re-establishing of border posts. The latter
erodes the Schengen system of open internal borders that has been
key to European integration for over two decades.
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In a seemingly contradictory but actually complementary move,
borders have also come ‘home’, entering into domestic spaces, as citi-
zens are increasingly required to check the visa status of those they
live with, work with, and serve. The UK Immigration Act 2014
brought in rules requiring private landlords to satisfy themselves that
a tenant’s immigration status is in order, or risk penalties. Since the
Asylum and Immigration Act of 1996, employers have been obliged
to check that employees meet immigration rules, or face large fines;
and the Immigration Act 2016 means that banks will have to check
the immigration status of people opening accounts.

Each of these developments requires increased surveillance, docu-
mentation and justification for the most basic of everyday transac-
tions. They also make ordinary people — who are unqualified to
understand often complex legal immigration documents — liable for
the maintenance of border control nside a territory. Domesticated
bordering increases suspicion and fear of the (potentially irregular)
migrant and carries these into everyday personal interactions: if an
irregular migrant can trick a landlord or bank clerk or human resources
officer turned border guard, these proxy border guards could them-
selves be punished.

These changes in law and practice are heavily entwined with
public feeling and discourse, as our research into performative
politics demonstrates throughout the book. As we write, the last
twelve months alone have seen huge shifts in what is being said in
public and in local debates about migration. Throughout 2015, the
press regularly carried sensationalist stories and images of people
arriving in, or crossing, Europe to seek refuge. As the Lebanese-
Australian anthropologist Ghassan Hage has observed, ‘Hardly any
newspaper — whether antagonistic to asylum seekers, such as the
Australian Daily Telegraph (September 9, 2015), or sympathetic
to their plight, such as the Los Angeles Times (August 6, 2015) —
failed, at least occasionally, to refer to refugees in terms of “flows,”
“flood,” and “waves™ (2016: 39). The then British Prime Minister,
David Cameron, talked of ‘a swarm of people coming across the
Mediterranean, seeking a better life, wanting to come to Britain’
(BBC, 2015). Others went further: ‘these migrants are like cock-
roaches ... they are built to survive a nuclear bomb’ wrote a Sun
journalist (Hopkins, 2015). The potency of such visceral signifi-
ers is that they work to reshape both the object of disgust (the
migrant, or those suspected of being migrants) and the person
who feels disgust. The circulation and accruing of emotions in
this way is what the feminist cultural theorist Sara Ahmed (2004),
drawing on the ideas of Karl Marx, calls an ‘affective economy’. For
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Ahmed, emotions are understood as a form of capital. They are full
of value.

But emotions, for all of their power, can change. A palpable, if
perhaps temporary shift, in public and political orientations towards
refugees in Britain, took place on Wednesday 2 September 2015. After
weeks and months of media coverage of arrivals of people by boat
into Europe, a single image seemed to change the register of debate:
the photograph of the dead body of three-year-old Syrian Alan Kurdi,
washed up on the shores of a Turkish beach. Alan had drowned with
his brother, Galip, who was five, and their mother Rehanna, when
their boat sank as they tried to reach the Greek island of Kos from
Bodrum in Turkey. They had previously applied (unsuccessfully) for
asylum in Canada. The image of Alan elicited huge international
public and political concern, perhaps because, as the writer Avan Judd
Stallard (2016: n.p.) believes, Alan looked so much like a typically
middle-class Western boy with ‘his shirt bright red, his long shorts
deep blue, his skin perfect vanilla. With arms by his side and palms
facing the sky, it looked as if he had fallen and could not get up.
Whatever it was about the image that moved people, more and more
individuals across Europe began to offer support to displaced people
in large and small ways: signing online petitions, sending money, visit-
ing refugee camps, joining protests and offering shelter in their own
homes (Jones, 2015).

In the UK, this shift in public sympathies led to the government
promising that it would take more refugees (having previously refused
to participate in any international plan). It was announced that the
UK would take twenty thousand Syrian refugees — coming through
the UN resettlement programme — over five years. Rather than relo-
cating people who were already in Europe, Britain would be resettling
those from refugee camps in the region. In effect a territorial border
and the ‘problem’ of refugees was moved from Europe to Syria, and
a moral border was drawn around Syrians as legitimate (see Holmes
and Castafieda, 2016) and deserving refugees (see also Chapter 5).
The number (twenty thousand) was seen to be large, but once spread
across five years, and across regions of the UK, meant that few fami-
lies would arrive in any one area.”? Thus the move enabled national

A survey published in early July 2016 found that a third of UK councils
have refused to take in Syrian refugees because they lack the financial
resources to support them. See www.ibtimes.co.uk/one-third-councils-

refuse-house-syrian-refugees-due-high-accommodation-costs-1569340
[last accessed 8 July 2016].
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government to assuage growing public pressure for the UK to do
something to help refugees, while effectively limiting its (conditional)
hospitality.

The identification of Syrian refugees specifically as deserving of
help (and the downgrading of the lives of others seeking refuge from
elsewhere) changed again on 13 November, as media reported that a
Syrian passport had been found near the body of one of the suspected
terrorist attackers in Paris. In the attack 130 people had been mur-
dered (the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant ‘ISIL later claimed
responsibility for the violence). Three days afterwards, the then Home
Secretary, Theresa May, gave a speech associating immigrants with
terrorists, superimposing an announcement of ‘targeted security
checks’ on to a promise of more stringent control at both national and
European borders. The point here is that the ways in which immigra-
tion and immigration enforcement emerge as a problem are continu-
ally evolving. This includes not only how categories of ‘them’ and ‘us’
are open to revision but also how these categories can be mediated
by moments of, and movements between, indifference, welcome,
compassion and conviviality (see Brah, 2012/1999; Jones and Jackson,
2014).

In the months following the Paris attacks, Britain’s political debate
increasingly focused on campaigns about whether to ‘leave’ or ‘remain’
in the European Union, with both sides focused on immigration. The
Leave campaigners emphasised a promise to ‘control immigration’
and the Remain campaign appeared to offer something similar,
though slightly less stridently. Over months, confusion abounded over
what exactly was meant by immigration control. Would EU citizens
in the UK have their residency rights removed? Would Britons have
their residency rights, and freedom of movement, in other EU coun-
tries revoked in return? What would it mean, if anything, for non-EU
citizens wanting to live in Britain? No specific details were given,
except that immigration would be more ‘in control’ following the
referendum, whatever the result. And it was promised that conse-
quently, there would be an easing of the problems of limited jobs,
housing and disinvestment in the NHS. These promises came from
government ministers campaigning on both sides, and senior politi-
cians and public figures.

In this atmosphere, on Thursday 16 June, exactly one week before
the referendum vote, the then UKIP Leader and prominent Vote
Leave campaigner Nigel Farage launched a poster with the words
‘Breaking Point: The EU has failed us all. We must break free of the
EU and take back control of our borders’. The words appeared
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above an image of a crowded queue of Syrian refugees at the Slo-
venian border. Immediate parallels were drawn with similar images
used in German Nazi propaganda (Lister, 2016). A few hours after
the poster was unveiled, the LLabour MP and pro-migrant Remain
campaigner Jo Cox was murdered outside her constituency office by
a man whom witnesses said they heard shouting far-right nationalist
slogans.

Farage dismissed any connection between the temperature of the
debate on migration and the assassination of Jo Cox, stating: “T’he
Remain camp are using these awful circumstances to try to say that
the motives of one deranged, dangerous individual are similar to half
the country, or perhaps more, who believe we should leave the EU’
(quoted in Smith, 2016: n.p.). This was the same man who, a month
earlier, had said: ‘It’s legitimate to say that if people feel they’ve lost
control completely, and we have lost control of our borders com-
pletely as members of the EU, and if people feel voting doesn’t change
anything, then violence is the next step’ (quoted in Simons, 2016:
n.p.).

Farage’s latter prediction seems to be materialising. His Leave
campaign won the referendum, but, as we completed this book in the
days following that result, the vote seemed to have changed both
everything and nothing. Everything, as there was apparently no plan
about how to proceed, no political leadership within the government
(following the Prime Minister’s resignation and before Theresa May’s
appointment as his replacement), or opposition (as Labour MPs
attempted to remove their leader). There are dramatic economic fluc-
tuations and uncertainty, with the renewed possibility of Scottish
independence since Scotland voted strongly to remain in the EU, and
increasing political fracturing between the almost equally divided
voters across the country.

And nothing, because, in the days following the result, all key Leave
campaigners insisted that they had never promised to reduce immi-
gration, or to invest money they claimed would be saved from EU
contributions into the NHS. In the days immediately after the refer-
endum it emerged that there was no plan of how to begin negotiations
or renegotiate the UK’s relationship to the EU, or what this might
mean in practice. And yet again everything, as violence towards EU
migrants and racially minoritised people appears to have been rein-
vigorated. ‘Go home’ racist catcalls and graffiti have been reported in
unusual numbers, and, as it becomes clear that ‘migrants’ (or those
assumed to be) are not going anywhere, the anger and xenophobia
that have been stoked are expected to become more intense. There is
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a certain painful relentlessness to waking up every morning to more
reports of racist abuse and violence. Our pained disbelief and
depressed sighs carry the ‘worrying exhale of an ache’, as the poet
Claudia Rankine (2014: 60) has written of the impact of living with
the ongoingness of racism.

‘It’s all about immigration’

I have been unprotected. I have been naked and exposed. I have
been clothed and armoured. I know what I carry in my suitcase. |
carry my history. I carry my family. Over my saris, I wear my sisters.

(Shailja Patel, 2010: 41)

What has been clear at this time is how toxic and capacious the signi-
fiers ‘migrant’ and ‘migration’ have become. People moving across
state borders to settle in a new place do so for many reasons, with
various citizenship and visa statuses (or their lack), with different
economic and social resources, and different ethnicities and religions.
The ‘problem’ of migration is at some points characterised simply by
those who break the rules — as with the Go Home van and the ques-
tion ‘In the UK illegally?’ This identification can slip into the associa-
tion of asylum seekers as ‘rule breakers’, even though under the
Geneva Convention it cannot be illegal to seek asylum (until that
claim is accepted or rejected). There is also the slippage between
seeing certain groups of migrants such as migrant workers, or ‘eco-
nomic migrants’ as a problem, though often in the same breath there’s
an appeal to visa systems that might prioritise ‘skilled workers’ or
concerns are voiced about how immigration control can damage
British industries, such as the seasonal work of fruit picking. As we
saw in the shifts in mood toward Syrian refugees and a later entangle-
ment with fears of terrorism, we now also see anti-immigration rheto-
ric blurring with Islamophobia: ‘It’s all about immigration. Right, it’s
not about trade or Europe or anything like that, it’s all about immi-
gration. It’s to stop the Muslims from coming into this country.
Simple as that’. So said a ‘man in the street’ interviewed by a Channel
4 journalist the day the EU referendum result was announced
(Jenkins, 2016).

As we write in this politically volatile context, we ask: what does it
mean to live in this time of an obsession with borders and where
‘taking back control’ holds such a political and psychological appeal?
How do different groups of people — migrants and refugees, policy-
makers, British citizens and pro-migrant activists — understand and
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narrate the ‘problem’ of immigration and its control? How might we
make a problem out of the problem of immigration?

Operation Vaken

It is with these questions in mind that we tell the story of our Mapping
Immigration Controversy project. The study, funded by the Eco-
nomic and Social Research Council, investigated Operation Vaken
that took place between 22 July and 22 August 2013. The short-lived,
two-week Home Office campaign in England, Scotland and Wales
included the Go Home vans discussed earlier. There was also a sepa-
rate pilot scheme where ‘Ask about going home’ posters were put up
in detention centres in Glasgow and Hounslow (see Chapter 4 for
more detail).

Vaken is most often associated with the two Go Home vans that
were driven through six of the most ethnically diverse LLondon bor-
oughs (Hounslow, Barking and Dagenham, Ealing, Barnet, Brent and
Redbridge). The full message carried by the vans (see Figure 1) read:
‘In the UK illegally? GO HOME OR FACE ARREST. Text HOME
to 78070 for free advice, and help with travel documents. We can help
you return home voluntarily without fear of arrest or detention.” Along
with these words was a close-up of a border guard’s uniform and
handcuffs, a telephone number to call, and the claim: ‘106 ARRESTS
LASTWEEK INYOUR AREA’. At the time of the piloting of Vaken,
the Home Office issued press releases and Twitter updates, reporting
on arrests of ‘immigration offenders’. The official Home Office
"Twitter account shared images of immigration raids, showing people
being put into the back of secure vans. The tweets read, “There will
be no hiding place for illegal immigrants with the new #immigration-
bill’. Another hashtag was #immigrationoffender.

Not surprisingly it was the visual drama of the vans that attracted
much press coverage and commentary from politicians, civil society
organisations and the public. As well as eliciting anger, the vans
became objects of ‘play’, a source of satire and ridicule in the ‘rever-
beration’ (Kuntsman, 2012) of feelings between online and offline
worlds. The Liberal Democrat Cabinet Minister Vince Cable, speak-
ing on the BBC, said that the campaign was ‘stupid and offensive’,
adding, ‘It 1s designed, apparently, to sort of create a sense of fear [in
the] British population that we have a vast problem with illegal immi-
gration’ (Huff Post Politics, UK, 2013, n.p.). Images of the vans
circulated quickly on social media, along with the hashtag #racistvan,
directly connecting the language used with the history of the words
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‘go home’ as racist abuse used in the streets and by far-right political
groups such as the National Front in the 1970s.

In response to criticisms of Vaken, the then Minister for Immigra-
tion, Mark Harper, wrote an article in the tabloid newspaper the Daily
Mail on 29 July 2013, saying that he had been ‘astonished’ by the
reactions of the ‘Left and pro-immigration industry’ that had
denounced Vaken as racist. ‘L.et me clear this up once and for all’,
Harper wrote, ‘it is not racist to ask people who are here illegally to
leave Britain. It is merely telling them to comply with the law. Our
campaign targets illegal immigrants without any discrimination at all
between them. By no stretch of the rational imagination can it be
described as “racist” > (Harper, 2013a: n.p.). This rhetorical move to
separate out racism from immigration control was not new. As the
cultural theorist Paul Gilroy (2012) has observed, it was during New
Labour’s administrations, between 1997 and 2010, that ‘the bogus
proposition that race and immigration could be easily untangled in
Britain’s political culture held sway’ (p. 380). This proposition holds
that to be anti-migrant or anti-immigration is not the same as being
racist. It was a rhetoric that did not go unchallenged.

On 2 August 2013, Doreen Lawrence (an anti-racist campaigner
and Labour peer) added her voice to surfacing claims that Vaken’s
immigration enforcement checks at railway and Tube stations were
based on racial profiling, targeting racially minoritised commuters.
‘’m sure there’s illegal immigrants from all countries, but why would
you focus that on people of colour, and I think racial profiling is
coming into it’, she said (Malik and Batty, 2013). Civil society organi-
sations were also taking action to highlight Vaken’s racist tropes and
the kindling of racism and suspicion within local communities. Three
days before Harper’s article on 26 July, the Refugee and Migrant
Forum of Essex and LLondon (RAMFEL) (one of our community
partners in the research for this book) held ‘an emergency tension-
monitoring’ meeting with Home Office officials. On 31 July, RAMFEL
announced that it had written to the Department to inform it of legal
action to declare Vaken unlawful. In RAMFEL’s words:

Two service users from RAMFEL, supported by Deighton Pierce
Glynn launched a legal challenge against the Home Office based
on the fact that there had been no consultation done with anyone
(community organisations, and local councils and borough police)
and that the Home Office had failied [sic] to pay due regard to
equality and cohesion issues. Further legal action was precluded by
the fact that the Operation Vaken was a pilot.

(RAMFEL, n.d.)
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In a written statement to Parliament in October 2013, Mark Harper
gave this retrospective rationale for Vaken:

It 1s better for both the UK taxpayer and offenders themselves if
offenders leave the country voluntarily rather than in an enforced
manner. Immigration Compliance and Enforcement teams are
therefore working to identify how they can promote the visibility of
enforcement operations to drive compliance and encourage more

immigration offenders to leave the UK voluntarily.
(Harper, 2013b: n.p.)

In short then, Vaken was presented as being for the benefit not only
of immigration offenders but also of the UK taxpayer. The campaign
was subsequently condemned by the Advertising Standards Author-
ity for using inaccurate information (the ‘106 arrests in your area’
claim was inaccurate; see ASA, 2013). On 21 October, the Home
Secretary announced that Vaken would be scrapped. Yet this drive to
communications campaigns by national government, ostensibly tar-
geted at immigration offenders but with an audience of the law-
abiding and taxpaying public in mind, continued. This extended to
similar measures over the following years, including an increased
visibility of marked Home Office Enforcement vans on raids around
the UK; signs in hospital waiting rooms declaring “T’he NHS is not
free for everyone’ to highlight limited access to ‘universal’ healthcare
for some migrants (see Figure 2); press releases on immigration
enforcement activities; and ride-alongs for local and national journal-
1sts on immigration raids.

In fact, the spectacle-making of British immigration enforcement
was not something that began in 2013. There was a clear turning point
in the UK government approach to migration policy in around 2006,
under a Labour government. A policy consensus in Whitehall and
Westminster reached the conclusion that, while immigration had been
a long-standing concern in public opinion polls (see Blinder, 2015),
any previous attempts to define migration as good for the UK, par-
ticularly in economic and cultural terms, appeared to have no effect
in increasing positive pro-immigration views and feelings. Instead,
hostility to new immigration seems to have been taken as a given, and
government resources invested in demonstrating a visibly tough
approach to controlling borders and movement. In 2006, under the
then Home Secretary John Reid, the visibility of UK Border Control
at ports was increased, with new uniforms and signage, and politicians
and journalists accompanying enforcement officers on photogenic
Immigration raids.
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These changes in immigration enforcement are related to the
increasing militarisation of policing and control in the UK that has
taken place over decades. The changes happened incrementally and
through the targeting of particular demonised groups, such as striking
miners or rioting black youth, bringing tactics previously deployed in
Northern Ireland to the British mainland.

Through the 1970s and 1980s to the present day, the physical
appearance and weaponry employed shifted from a police force that
did not differentiate between the appearance and uniform of the
‘bobby on the beat’ and officers deployed in urban disturbances, to
become actively intimidating. After the Brixton disturbances in the
summer of 1981, and while LLord Scarman was still compiling his
report into the events, the results of a review of ‘protective clothing
and equipment’ announced that in future the police would have
special riot gear: overalls, NATO’ helmets, special shields (short and
long), special riot batons (much longer and thicker than usual), ‘pro-
tective’ screens for transits, and CS gas and plastic bullets (Bunyan,
1985: 301). The language throughout was militaristic, speaking of
gaining and holding ground, seeking ‘strategic’ advantage and induc-
ing fear (Bunyan, 1985: 302).

The 2006 introduction of newly branded staff and vehicles to
undertake immigration enforcement, including the extension of
immigration raids with the accompanying militarised uniforms and
dogs, could be regarded as another development of this militarised
approach to public order. Just as the introduction of military-derived
equipment for police officers was deployed to induce fear among
particular targeted groups, shows of force in the name of immigration
enforcement might also be regarded as a tactical performance of
power.

During the period of escalating militarisation of policing through
the 1970s and 1980s, this uneven performance of violent intent was
communicated as a confirmation that there were indeed enemies
within. In this framework the performance of power has two distinct
audiences — those who are the immediate target of coercive power
and those who must be persuaded that the state is exerting its powers
against dangerous ‘others’.

As we will go on to explain (see Chapter 2), we understand Vaken
as part of this developing ‘performative politics’ (Rai, 2015) of immi-
gration control, in which emotions are recruited and played upon.
Margaret Wetherell’s (2012) notion of ‘affective practice’ as including
situated discourses, practices and bodily states, has helped us to think
through and apply the ideas of the political theorist Shirin Rai (2015)
on political performance to our empirical research (discussed further
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in Chapter 2). Rai describes political performance as “T’hose perfor-
mances that seek to communicate to an audience meaning-making
related to state institutions, policies and discourses’ (2015: 1179).
However, the extent to which such communication is successful in
achieving its intended effects is always locally contingent and unstable
(see also Austin, 1975/1962).

The hate speech of a politician or a journalist, for instance, can
overlap with what is said in a café or in a focus group interview, but
the power and consequences of each of these speech acts are not the
same. Because our project included various levels of research that
moved between texts and policy discourses, such as the post-hoc
rationale for Vaken given by Mark Harper, to talk-in-interaction in
social media, to observation and one-to-one interviews and focus
groups in different localities, we have been able to decipher some
of the continuities as well as what Wetherell calls the ‘different com-
positional logic’ (2012: 159) of the affective practices surrounding
Vaken. As we show in Chapter 4, the localities in which elements of
government communications campaigns were deployed, and the ways
opposition to them was mobilised, shaped how the campaign was
variously felt and responded to in different contexts.

What we found

Throughout the book, we discuss the findings of our research in
detail. Our data and analysis are intertwined, and we draw on existing
knowledge and theory in the social sciences to make sense of what
we have found. Here, though, we summarise very briefly what our
research uncovered.

1 We found no evidence that government communica-
tions about immigration and enforcement are based
on research about ‘what works’ in managing immigra-
tion. The only research evidence policy-makers mentioned
to us was privately commissioned research on managing
public opinion about immigration, particularly among
those worried that immigration is ‘out of control’. Yet our
research suggests the tactics used on this basis can increase
fear and anxiety.

2 Government campaigns on immigration provoked
or increased anger and fear, among irregular migrants,
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regular migrants and non-migrants, including those
opposed to immigration. The latter told us they thought
that the government campaigns were ineffective ‘theatre’.

3 For people who were the subjects of immigration cam-
paigns (or felt under threat from them), talking about the
publicity campaigns often led them to think about their
own experiences of immigration enforcement and trig-
gered feelings of fear and anxiety. Our own research
focused on communications campaigns, but partici-
pants also made direct links to, for example, images
of enforcement raids and their own experiences of
immigration enforcement in their homes.

4 Hard-hitting government publicity on immigration
seemed to provoke new waves of pro-migrant activ-
ism. Anger and outrage was translated into online and
street-based activism, including by people who had not
been engaged in activism before.

5 Some, but not all, activism has been migrant-led, and we
identified inequalities in who felt able to take part
in political debate because of real or perceived
threats to their residency status as a result.

6 Traditional anti-racism campaigns are finding it
hard to keep up with changes in the focus of hos-
tility and discrimination, for example with how to
engage with the status of international students and asylum
seekers.

7 Our local case studies demonstrated local variations in
how government campaigns were experienced, and
the activism that was produced in response. In some
places migrants and activists could build on existing infra-
structures for political organising. In other places such
resources did not exist or had dwindled, or energies were
focused on service provision for vulnerable people in an
increasingly difficult funding environment.

8 There is not always solidarity between people being
targeted by anti-immigration campaigns. We found
several instances of hostility between different groups of
migrants, often based on an idea that their own group was
‘deserving’ of residency and status in the UK, while others
were ‘undeserving’.

9 The different legal statuses that migrants can have is
confusing. For many people in the wider public, the dis-
tinctions between ‘illegal’ and ‘legal’, and between asylum
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seeker, refugee, student, worker, resident, and sometimes
between migrants and ethnic minority British-born people
1s difficult to understand. Many people reported har-
assment for being ‘illegal immigrants’ when they
had settled status, or were British citizens.

10 We heard that many people had come to the UK
because of ideals often promoted as ‘British values’
— such as democracy, the rule of law, individual liberty and
mutual respect and tolerance for those with different faiths
and beliefs. Their experience since arrival called into
doubt the existence of these values.

Researching immigration

As well as telling the story of government immigration communica-
tion campaigns, we want to contribute to thinking and discussions
about the role of critical migration research and the relationships
between activism and research (see also Casas-Cortes et al., 2014;
Walia, 2013). There 1s a ‘civic task’ at stake in how we make use of
our sociological imaginations in such endeavours, the sociologist
Alberto Toscano argues, which ‘is not to create pacifying knowledge,
but to sharpen and concretise what would otherwise be a vague and
powerless anxiety, while at the same time providing a realistic estimate
of the powers necessary to alter, however minimally, the course of
history’ (2012: 68). The term ‘militant investigation’ (Casas-Cortes et
al., 2014) has been used more recently to refer to new ways of think-
ing about and doing migration research, although research propelled
by a ‘civic task’ has a long history in early British research on migra-
tion and race, such as the studies Race, Community and Conflict by
John Rex and Robert Moore (1967), Elizabeth Burney’s Housing on
Trial (1967), Racial Discrimination in England (Daniel, 1968) and
Because They’re Black (Humphry and John, 1971).

For us, it was crucially important that we connected and extended
the civic task of sociology to the structures and practices of actually
doing the research. The MIC team included early career academics
and more established scholars. We are predominantly women, and
women of various ethnicities and migration histories. An aspiration
of our research, from the very beginning, is outlined in a warning
from Stuart Hall and his ‘Policing the Crisis’ (1978) co-authors: we
tried not to fall into ‘a trap of “liberal opinion” — to split analysis from
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action’ (Hall et al., 1978: ix). As we have already mentioned, our
research began in July 2013 with unfunded street surveys to capture,
as quickly as we could, reactions to Vaken (details of the methods we
used are in the Appendix). At the time, our primary aim was to record
and provide some evidence of the impact of Vaken, and more ambi-
tiously to intervene in and encourage public discussions of immigra-
tion enforcement.

However, on the same day that we began to foment the idea of
immediate action research to counter Vaken, we were separately
alerted to a call for proposals by the Urgent Research Grant scheme
of the Economic and Social Research Council. It seemed to be worth
a try to do something bigger and more systematic. In putting our
funding proposal together, we consolidated our connections with local
civil society organisations that were interested in doing some of the
research with us in their local areas. Their time was costed into the
proposal (see Living Research Six). The organisations helped us to
shape our overall research questions and research design, to identify
activists and community workers to interview in each area, recruited
participants for our focus groups and invited us to local events and
meetings where immigration enforcement was being discussed. They
also helped us to set up feedback sessions, where we took the interim
findings of our research back to open meetings in each community,
and learned more from their responses, which in turn were fed into
our emerging analysis.

In brief, the research methods that we used in the study
consisted of:

13 focus groups with 67 people (including new migrants, long-

settled migrants, ethnic minority and white British citizens)

* 24 one-to-one interviews with local activists

* Interviews with eight national policy-makers about the intentions
and thinking behind immigration enforcement campaigns

* asurvey commissioned from Ipsos MORI to investigate awareness
of and attitudes to immigration enforcement. Questions were
placed on the Ipsos MORI Omnibus (Capibus) amongst a nation-
ally representative quota sample of 2,424 adults (aged 15 and
over). Interviews were conducted face-to-face in respondents’
homes between 15 August and 9 September 2014, using Com-
puter Assisted Personal Interviewing software. All data are weighted
to the known national profile of adults aged 15+ in Great Britain.

* participation in and documentation of online debates on Twitter

about key elements of Vaken and related campaigns, and reactions

to them
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* presenting and discussing interim findings with the communities
and organisations with whom we had done the initial research, and
including their responses in the findings

* fieldnotes of interviews and ethnographic observation that we used
to help us develop more multisensory and reflexive insights.

The approach we took in the project comes closest to the ethos of
‘live sociology’, which is the term coined by sociologist Les Back
(2007; 2012) for a sociology that is civic, dialogic and multisensory
(see also Back and Puwar, 2012). Live sociology for Back is ‘histori-
cally situated, reflective, contestable, uncomfortable, partisan and
fraught’ (2007: 22), with an ‘intellectual architecture’ attentive to the
‘scope and scale of global social processes’ (2012: 20). One way in
which we tried to be receptive to matters of ‘scope and scale’ in the
statecraft of immigration communications was to use a combination
of qualitative and quantitative methods. By working across methods
and sites of research, including the digital, we were able to connect
the more nuanced and intimate responses that we elicited through our
face-to-face interviews and observations to larger, more distanced and
distributed affective patterns. Our survey not only focused attention
on immigration enforcement, we were also able to contextualise some
of our questions with regard to racism (see Chapter 2). A vital aspect
of our ‘live sociology’ is that it has been collaborative throughout (see
Living Research Six). This included producing research in partner-
ship with those outside the academy, communicating our thoughts
and engagement with immigration politics as they unfolded in real
time through blog posts and Twitter. And, not least, the imagining,
writing, editing and redrafting of this book have been a collective
effort.

About this book

Throughout the book, we draw upon ideas and theories from cultural
studies, economics, politics, media and communications and sociol-
ogy to develop an account of contemporary British immigration
enforcement politics. There are six substantive chapters, which begin
by contextualising Vaken with regard to the performative politics of
immigration control (Chapter 2) and post-liberal governmentality
(Chapter 3). Chapters 4 and 5 provide a more close-up analysis of
our empirical research, situating the research within space and place
(Chapter 4) and critically examining narratives of the ‘deserving’ and
‘undeserving’ migrant, and ways these characterisations have been
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resisted (Chapter 5). Chapter 6, our concluding chapter, brings
together the key themes from our research and raises questions about
the developing politics of immigration control at the critical and fast-
changing moment in which we complete this book.

The chapters are separated by short interludes that we have titled
‘Living Research’. These are reflective pieces, breathing and thinking
spaces that offer our thoughts and experiences of doing the research.
They cover why we did the research (Living Research One); the
methodological challenges of researching emotionally charged topics
(Two); the politics of migration research and the media (Three);
ethics (Four); how social media and social research allowed us to
channel and also connect our anger at Vaken with others (Five); and
how the collaborative aspects of the research worked (and didn’t
work) in practice (Six).The Living Research sections are intended to
incite thinking and dialogue about these issues of the politics and
practice, as well as the findings, of research. For this reason we also
include some questions for the reader to reflect on, whether in a group
or independently.

Our understanding of Vaken draws on the framework of perfor-
mance politics proposed by the political scientist Shirin Rai (2015).
In Chapter 2 we describe and use Rai’s work to make sense of the
deployment of theatricalised violence by the British state in which
performances of state power are directed at many audiences and serve
to segment the population. Drawing on our research we suggest
that, despite attempts to address a diversity of audiences, commu-
nications and performances of immigration policing appear to be
met with indifference or anxiety. They can also be reinterpreted
through a popular cynicism that is influenced by a broader culture of
anti-politics. Chapter 2 explores the impact of such scepticism on the
politics of migration, and asks whether there are possibilities for a
politics based on mutuality.

In Chapter 3 we consider how the politicisation of British immigra-
tion policy tests the limits of ‘liberal governmentality’ (Rose and
Miller, 1992). Typically, this form of government is understood in
terms of splitting questions of ‘politics’ from those of ‘expertise’,
employing statistics, professions, economics, audits and so on, to
insulate certain issues as matters of ‘fact’ or ‘efficiency’. ‘Blackboxing’
political questions through the use of statistics (and utilitarian assump-
tions), we suggest, i1s a way of preventing them from turning into
controversies which invite public deliberation. Immigration is an
exception that evades this bracketing. More emotional, story-based
impressions of immigration, often cultivated by the media, appear
hard to dislodge through statistical data. Under these circumstances,
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policy-makers have engaged in different types of knowledge acquisi-
tion and production, focusing on the affective, emotional and sym-
bolic dimensions of immigration. This involves unwieldy combinations
of pre-liberal sovereign performances (parading state violence) with
postliberal attempts to manipulate affect (nudging and social market-
ing). Here, by engaging with policy-makers’ accounts of the negotia-
tions they make in this context, we explore the strains that immigration
control places on liberal governmentality, with its desire to separate
technical decisions from politics, and the challenge posed by postlib-
eral approaches which emphasise morality and distinctions between
deserving and undeserving subjects.

Having contextualised the Go Home van and other government
anti-immigration communications as part of a performative politics
that challenges liberal governmentality, we move on to situate these
developments by considering the part played by spaces and places
— from the street to the digital realm — in the implementation and
reception of, and resistance to, anti-immigration campaigns (Chapter
4). For us, such interventions are closely tied to the increasingly
domestic nature of immigration control and as they are enacted in
particular spaces, with different local histories of migration and activ-
ism, they have had unintended consequences. These include increased
fear, feelings of not belonging and acts of resistance. For instance, we
discuss how opposition to Go Home posters in Glasgow fed into
debates about Scottish Independence and how the Go Home vans’
appearance in West L.ondon played into divisive discourses of respect-
ability among more established migrants and British citizens. We
argue that it is vital to consider specific sites of immigration interven-
tion and resistance (e.g. the hospital waiting room, Twitter) and how
local and urban contexts shape and are shaped by reaction and resist-
ance when examining the impact of anti-immigration campaigns.

The distinctions between ‘deserving’ and ‘undeserving’ migrants
(and citizens), that are made by local people, including those from
racially minoritised communities and recent immigrants, are the
subject of Chapter 5. Our research has found a certain complicity
with anti-immigrant messages and, as diverse local communities
compete over limited resources, the exacerbation of latent tensions.
In making sense of these findings, we use Bridget Anderson’s explora-
tion of ‘communities of value’ (2013), Imogen Tyler’s theorisation of
social abjection (2013) and Beverley Skeggs’ examination of the poli-
tics of respectability in relation to gender and class (1997; 2014). In
an intersectional analysis we look at the fracturing of the connections
between ‘race’ and immigration and discuss the role of socially con-
servative codes of respectability in internalising disgust towards
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particular social groups — sex workers, the destitute and people using
alcohol and drugs (some of who are assumed to have irregular immi-
gration status).

Our own

The proliferation of domestic immigration enforcement, the seem-
ingly more mundane and shadowy ‘other’ of international border
control and necropolitics, has uneven and unexpected effects. Immi-
gration is itself an internally differentiated experience of inclusion and
exclusion (Erel, 2010) and of changing identifications (LLa Barbera,
2013).

We know that the damage inflicted by enforcement campaigns can
be slow-paced and dispersed across lives. It is difficult to quantify and
capture. Operation Vaken was terrifying for some people. For others,
it signalled the authorising and normalisation of the public expression
of hostility towards immigration and migrants. ‘It is now acceptable
to come out and say I am anti-immigration’ one person told us in a
focus group interview.

If government communications on immigration lend a certain
respectability to anti-migrant feelings and racism, we should not
forget that it can also galvanise opposition and dissent, both serious
and playful. The government’s own evaluation of the Operation Vaken
makes for interesting reading (Home Office, 2013). Of the 1,561 text
messages received by the Home Office, 1,034 were hoax messages,
taking up 17 hours of staff time. At the time of writing, the You'Tube
film of one of our research partners, Southall Black Sisters, disrupting
a Vaken immigration raid has been viewed over 39,000 times,’ sug-
gesting an impact much wider than the original spontaneous event
(discussed further in Living Research One and Five and Chapter 4).

There are plenty more examples of dissent from the politics of
suspicion and hatred, signifying what the political scholar Vicki Squire
(2011) thinks of as ‘mobile solidarities’ — collective engagements and
small acts of hospitality that cut across social hierarchies and divisions.
We also take heart from the work of the feminist and postcolonial
theorist Avtar Brah, whose doctoral research (1979) in three schools
in Southall in the 1970s, sought to better understand the interrelations
between race, ethnicity and class in this fast-changing West .ondon
community. Brah’s research picked up on similar themes to ours in

> www.youtube.com/watch?v=pQO0_TFBVots [last accessed 27 June 2016].



Introduction 23

the interplay between xenophobia and racism, the feelings of resent-
ment, fear and antipathy to the arrival of migrants from India and the
Caribbean. At the same time Brah (2012/1999: 20-1) identified com-
plicated and ambivalent affinities across lines of class, gender and
ethnicity, expressed most beautifully in the South Asian creole lan-
guage of Urdu. Urdu recognises dynamic movements between the
positions of ‘ajnabi’ (‘a stranger; a newcomer whom one does not yet
know but who holds the promise of friendship, love, intimacy’), ‘ghair’
(where difference ‘walks the tightrope between insider/outsider’) and
‘apna’ (‘one of our own’).

As borders continue to mobilise and insinuate themselves across
and within our everyday lives, our hope is that so will resistance and
a more unconditional hospitality to migrants, who might yet cross the
most significant frontier, moving across the boundary of the ajnabi
into the space of the apne (plural) — our own.
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Living Research One: Why are we
doing this? Public sociology and
public life

This short section is a conversation between an activist involved in
the project' and a member of the research team. Each reflects can-
didly on the value of the MIC project to civil society and on social
research (and socially engaged research) in general as a ‘public
good’.

Sukhwant: Personally, I was motivated to getinvolved in the Mapping
Immigration Controversy project because of a sense of frustration
with the way that immigration was being discussed by politicians and
the media. There seemed to be a cross-party consensus on the need
to restrict immigration. There was almost no public or media atten-
tion to the specific experiences of people subject to immigration
controls. My personal engagement also carried an investment and
commitment to anti-racism, a belief that as academics we have a role
in highlighting discriminatory and dehumanising practices and poli-
cies and in challenging these. And conducting the AARX® surveys
was a way to collate information about the experiences of local
people and to engage them in a conversation about their views,
which aren’t always obvious — as we discovered at the last general

'Southall Black Sisters (SBS) is a not-for-profit organisation, established
in 1979 to meet the needs of Black (Asian and African-Caribbean)
women. It aims to highlight and challenge all forms of gender-related
violence against women; and to empower women to gain more control
over their lives, live without fear of violence and assert their human
rights to justice, equality and freedom. SBS were our research partners,
helping us with the fieldwork in Ealing and Hounslow.

*Action Against Racism and Xenophobia is a group of academics and
activists who came together to conduct ‘flash research’ into the impacts
of the Go Home vans, as a precursor to the Mapping Immigration Con-
troversy research project.
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election [2015], we tend to surround ourselves with others that hold
similar views. What prompted Southall Black Sisters to want to par-
ticipate in the AARX survey and then to become one of the com-
munity partners in the Mapping Immigration Controversy bid? And
why did you think it would be valuable to involve the SBS support
group in the focus group sessions?

Southall Black Sisters: The research was timely. For us, it was part of
a process that had already started at SBS. The London borough of
Ealing was one of the areas where the Go Home vans were piloted.
Alongside that, women using the [Southall Black Sisters] centre
were telling us about the stops and checks taking place at the local
train station. We were hearing from them that there had been an
increase in the number of immigration raids within the local area.
So we were already discussing this with users of the centre. The
research enabled the women to see their own experiences as con-
nected to others around the country. Also, we saw our involvement
in the research as part of our wider community work; it became a
particularly good example of this. Immigration is a toxic issue and
we know from the two public meetings that we then organised jointly
with you and the MIC team that the local community is divided on
this issue. After all, this is a deprived area and it is easy for people
to blame each other. The research was one way of doing sustained
community work, of flagging those divisions and challenging them.
In a sense it was a form of community cohesion work® — whatever we
might think of the government’s cohesion agenda, when we are
questioning and challenging divisions within local communities we
are doing cohesion work. These events had a unifying effect, they
enabled the coming together of people within local areas.

Sukhwant: You referred there to the users of your centre, can we talk
a bit about their engagement with the fieldwork? I found it really
enlightening, right through from the surveys to the focus groups to
the public meetings. People had so much to say on this issue. And
they supplied valuable insights into the incidence of immigration
raids and stops and checks, including new information about people
being stopped at particular bus stops and outside usual office hours,
the sorts of times where ethnic minorities will be working the early
morning, late evening or night shifts. Things we may have suspected
but didn’t know were happening. And I felt the data collated here

’‘Community cohesion’ became important in UK local and national
government from 2001, as an attempt to redefine ‘multiculturalism’
(see Jones, 2013).
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[at the SBS centre], through the focus groups, gave rise to some of
the key themes within the MIC findings, especially the point that the
Home Office and media campaigns were exacerbating divisions
within local communities and local people are distinguishing
between immigrants that they consider to be deserving and unde-
serving of support.

Southall Black Sisters: Yes! If you remember, one of the focus group
sessions was fairly coherent and women had the opportunity to share
their personal experiences, fears and concerns and to support each
other. And the focus group session gave them a voice, it allowed them
to say for themselves the massive impact immigration rules were
having on their daily lives. Up until then, there had not been many
spaces to highlight these impacts or to record their daily lived experi-
ences. But the second focus group session reflected local tensions
and hostilities — there were lots of references to ‘us’ and ‘them’,
points about the worthiness of some immigrants and not others. That
second session took place in the context of heightened UKIP mobi-
lisation against Eastern Europeans and some of that anti-Eastern
European sentiment was expressed by participants in that session.
For us, getting involved in the MIC research was part of a process, a
continuation of work we were already doing with service users. And
after the focus group sessions we continued some of those debates
— as a follow-up to the points made at the second focus group, we
organised a debate on the elections and political parties and we did
a lot of work on building understanding and empathy towards all
migrants, to encourage users of the centre to understand that anti-
immigrant sentiment is not just impacting on them but on other
communities as well.

Sukhwant: I do have a question in my mind though; even I as a
researcher wonder how much impact we have actually had, beyond
awareness raising and discussion among the research participants.
The European elections [2014] and the subsequent national elec-
tion results [2015] seem to have wholeheartedly supported the anti-
immigrant hostility of that period. And here in the UK, the
government did bring in the Immigration Act 2014, irrespective of
opposition and projects like ours giving voice to their divisive and
undemocratic nature. And, although the two public meetings in
Southall were really well attended and we had an excellent discus-
sion, I had the sense that we were talking to the ‘already converted’.
There were just two voices that contrasted with what speakers on the
panel were saying — the man at the first meeting that wanted to make
a strong distinction between recent migrants allegedly claiming
welfare benefits and the work ethic of his parents’ generation. Then
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there was the man at the second meeting, where we discussed the
MIC project findings, who said he could not understand why a focus
on ‘illegal’ immigrants would impact on established ethnic minority
communities. But these were minority views at the public meetings.
Did you see any value in these events and what is your sense of the
impact that we had?

Southall Black Sisters: But it gave us space to make the connections.
For example, to hear from the JCWI [Joint Council for the Welfare
of Immigrants] speaker about the work going on in Birmingham
around landlord checks. We heard about the rise and fight across
the country as well as the compliance. You make connections and
build support, solidarity among dissenting voices. We heard about
the disparate ways that people are protesting. In fact our contact
with Rita Chadha* came through all this. None of us were aware of
Rita’s fantastic work and she is such an important voice. Also, we
can’t look at ‘impact’ as something that will completely overhaul all
these things. The anti-immigrant push is like a juggernaut! It has
been layer upon layer of anti-immigration measures. Some of the
measures in the current Crime Bill are like the pass laws of apartheid
South Africa — if this goes through, it will allow the police to stop
people not just on suspicion that you might not legally be in this
country but to ask for your documents and if you can’t produce
them within the stipulated time then be able to arrest you. They
don’t even have to have reasonable suspicion, just suspicion.

Sukhwant: So even more likely to involve racial profiling.

Southall Black Sisters: Yes. And you don’t even have to give a good
reason. The combination of this and the new measures under the
Immigration Act have created levels of fear among people because
landlords etc. are being encouraged to report people. So in that
climate, where minorities are treading on eggshells, all of this work
is so, so important because it’s about trying to create alternative
networks. The anti-immigrant push is a tidal wave, it’s a juggernaut!

*Throughout the MIC research project Rita Chadha was Chief Executive
of RAMFEL (Refugee And Migrant Forum of Essex and London).
RAMFEL was a community partner for the research in Barking and
Dagenham. Prior to the research project, Rita was a prominent voice
opposing the Go Home van in local and national media and active in
the AARX survey (see note ), and RAMFEL supported one of their
clients to make a successful legal challenge to the Go Home van initia-

tive (see Taylor, Gidda and Syal, 2013).
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And all we can do is create spaces for discussion and networks that
challenge those views. One other very real impact is that the next
time when one of the women in the focus group sees an Eastern
European she won’t be so hardened in her views.

Sukhwant: Did it do that? Did it change the views of the women
within the groups?

Southall Black Sisters: Yes, yes. We were doing the Everyday Borders
project’ at the same time and that helped as well. That period, the
series of discussions, was a good opening for us to discuss what all
of us, local people can do. And it was important for creating alterna-
tive networks of support. Networks are vital, not only for individual
women to overcome some of their fears and sense of isolation, but
also for us as an organisation to link with other groups working
around the country.

Sukhwant: Is that why SBS are involved in a number of social research
projects?

Southall Black Sisters: Yes but there is a reason that this particular
project has been unique — we are not encouraging, carte blanche,
all academics to come and knock on our door [laughs]. This project
was unique because women had already had a spontaneous protest
outside the Himalaya Palace and then organised a demonstration
outside the reception centre in Hounslow. These actions helped to
galvanise individual feelings into a collective sentiment. It focused
attention on a pressing issue. It generated a public debate. And that
is the context in which the research comes along. It’s not like the
research has manufactured something. It’s not like the research, or
SBS workers for that matter, are manufacturing it. We were all sup-
porting women that wanted to do something about it. And the
research offered to map what was happening around the country.
And italso gave us spaces for self-reflection. Activism teaches research
what the issues are but academics may help us understand the pro-
cesses and to develop our analysis of all this. That self-reflection is
always a necessary part of activism. Research gives you a chance to
step back and think about what has gone on, to connect your input
with what other people are doing around the country. But it doesn’t
work when researchers just swan in, in an instrumental way. We have

’Research conducted at the University of East London between 2013
and 2016 as part of the EU Borderscapes project; see Yuval-Davis,
Wemyss and Cassidy, 2016.
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that experience all the time, where academics just want us to organ-
ise the focus groups and ask the women to discuss a particular issue,
without context or process, then it becomes manufactured. And
there is also the question of payment.

Sukhwant: You've raised two issues there. So the research needs to
be part of a process. And two, the financial aspects — are you saying
that payment is an important part of this discussion?

Southall Black Sisters: One, staff time and staff resources that are
taken up when we engage with research and that needs to be recog-
nised. Secondly, it’s the women’s time and researchers need to rec-
ognise that they don’t have any money, especially those subject to
immigration controls. Researchers tend to think they can just come
along and do this session and take the data and go away and write
up. But the women need to be reimbursed, as they were on this
project. The fact that they are giving up their time and they are
travelling in especially, all this needs to be taken into account. But
the other thing that happened, and this is an important offshoot
that has made this research project unique, is that the same women
then decided to get involved in UEL [University of East London]’s
Everyday Borders project and that process that they started on the
MIC project continued. That was really empowering, it helped their
confidence and a couple eventually went on to speak at public events
about their experiences.

Sukhwant: That is great to hear! The focus groups were so powerful,
really comprehensive discussions. I can see how your activism and
the data have contributed to the project but have you learned or
gained anything from us?

Southall Black Sisters: We can say for sure that being part of this
helped us to reflect on what was happening. We spoke at a couple
of the events and two of us also co-authored the New Left Project blogs
with you and Yasmin.’ And we valued the joint production of these
intellectual outputs — that is real partnership, not parachuting in
collating data and exiting again. And I'll tell you what that helped
us to do, it helped us to develop our own thinking — key points that
we aired for the first time at the Westminster Breakfast Briefing.” It

®Dhaliwal and Patel, 2015; Gunaratnam and Patel, 2015.

"An event held by the MIC project to share our interim research find-
ings with policy-makers and activists in March 2015, at which Pragna
Pratel from SBS gave a response to the findings and the ongoing
research.



Why are we doing this? 35

helped us articulate the view that this drive on immigration, this
‘hostile environment’ (and all the duties being foisted on statutory
agencies and local people), this drive contradicts the protection
principle and public policy/practice guidelines that remind public
sector workers that they have a duty to protect women and children
from violence and abuse. We had been thinking and discussing these
points but the spaces around the project helped us to consolidate
some of that thinking. And in fact the research project bolstered the
position of SBS as well. Campaigning on immigration, in Southall
particularly, has historically been led by BME [Black and Minority
Ethnic] men while there have been few voices from the women’s
voluntary sector questioning and challenging immigration rules. For
us, getting involved in that space was important and the research
project gave us legitimacy in this respect — we were involved in the
work, so no one could say ‘well who are you, how do you know what
is going on?” And the events embedded our group in community
structures and processes. And it’s really important that people can
see a women’s group playing a part in the networks and spaces that
have arisen as a consequence of the range of activities that are chal-
lenging the intensification of anti-immigrant policies and views. This
is as important for migrant rights networks to see this as it is for
other women’s groups to see. And for each section to connect the
issues across race and gender and class. Women’s groups like Sand-
hya’s group — Sisters 4 Safety — in Manchester have felt isolated and
academia can play a role in countering that isolation by linking them
into what else is happening around the country.

Has reading this conversation made you think any differently
about how academic researchers might work with community
and activist groups? If so, in what ways?

When planning a research collaboration between academic
researchers and community or activist groups, what issues
might you consider with regard to:

1 Benefits of the relationship (to the community or activist
group, to the participants, to the researcher)

2 Costs of the relationship (to the community or activist
group, to the participants, to the researcher)

3 Ethics

4 Relationships

5 Clarity of roles

6 What happens after the fieldwork finishes?
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Permeable borders, performative
politics and public mistrust

Rita: I was just taking the train from Victoria to Clapham Junction.
And Clapham Junction when I get off from the train, I saw so many
UKBA [UK Border Agency] people they were there, I saw them
with large dogs, blocking the entire area. I had a visa and have it
now also. But I got really scared because I could see the place
blocked. I cannot describe how terrified I was, wondering why there
1s a man there with dogs and searching, what are they searching,
was it drugs, or what? I got so panicked and scared that I went and
sat in the wrong train ... When I got on the train I started crying.
I was thinking how long will I live with this fear? I’'m not allowed
to work ... I started to think to myself, if I can’t move around at all,
that people are blocking the way like this, and I’'m so scared then
perhaps suicide is better.
(Ealing and Hounslow Focus Group,
conducted by Sukhwant)

Our [Go Home poster] campaign targets illegal immigrants without
any discrimination at all between them. By no stretch of the rational
imagination can it be described as ‘racist’. Furthermore, the cam-
paign is not meant to, and does not, discourage legal immigrants
who have earned the right to live or settle in Britain. To claim that
the poster campaign is unfair to legal migrants is silly.
(Mark Harper, Immigration Minister,
writing in the Daily Mail, 2013)

Alan: Yes, they’re trying to give the impression that they’re doing
something about it ... “We are doing our job, we are catching these
illegals, we are putting them in the van and we’re taking them to
the jail’ and half an hour later they’re going to let them go again,
they’re not saying that bit, are they?

(Dagenham Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)
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The three statements above provide very different perspectives on the
performative politics of immigration control, demonstrating some of
the contradictory reactions to the increasing visibility of the ‘tough-
ness’ of UK immigration enforcement. In the first narrative, a woman
describes the visceral fear that gripped her on seeing a large, public
show of force by border officials at a domestic railway station in South
London. Rita had a valid visa and therefore in theory had no reason
to fear being stopped. But she was ‘terrified’, ‘panicked’, ‘scared’ and
‘nervous’, to the extent that she got on the wrong train, and began to
think that death might be better than such constant fear when simply
trying to move around the city. She saw her way, and perhaps her life,
as ‘blocked’, almost impossible.

This account is in contrast to the second extract, in which the then
Minister for Immigration, Mark Harper MP, makes a defence of the
Go Home vans in a column in the Daily Mail newspaper (see also
Introduction). He argues that it is not ‘rational’ to view the poster as
threatening to anyone other than people who are in contravention of
immigration law. By extension it seems that Harper would class the
experience of terror described by Rita as ‘silly’ too. Why should Rita
feel ‘blocked’ if she is carrying a valid visa and being ‘rational’?

In the final extract, the speaker identified himself in our focus
group as supporting the far-right British National Party (BNP), a
party which has long supported ‘voluntary resettlement’ for (legal)
‘immigrants and their descendants’ (BNP, 2010; our emphasis). Much
journalistic commentary and analysis of the Go Home vans suggested
that their purpose was to appeal as much to this audience — the voter
sceptical about immigration and turning to far-right parties — as to
those ‘in the UK illegally’ (see BBC, 2013; Merrick, 2013; Wigmore,
2013). This was a view supported by some of our interviews with
policy insiders about the reasons for the rise in demonstrations of
toughness in government communications about immigration (see
Chapter 3).Talking not just about the Go Home vans but also about
the images of arrests by immigration enforcement officers circulated
by the Home Office on Twitter and elsewhere, Alan both supports the
1dea that such performances reach out to these audiences, and ques-
tions their efficacy in doing so. The message is at once recognised and
dismissed as insufficient and as a public relations game. It seems,
indeed, that by following the logic circulating in Westminster, whereby
government has given up on trying to discuss the facts of immigration
in favour of emotional appeals to reassurance and fear (see Chapter
3), the Home Office has met with further scepticism.

In what follows, we explore these different experiences and view-
points, focusing on the ways in which the theatricalised performances
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of the state emerged in the particular moment of border control
materialised by Operation Vaken. Through our research we have been
able to delve into the effects of the state performance and mobilisation
of the border through the accounts of both those who have suffered
the most coercive aspects of bordering and those who are most vocal
in their distrust of political elites. In both groups, the performative
aspect of Home Office immigration campaigns is identified as a
moment of crisis and crumbling credibility. What should be constitu-
tive becomes indicative of an underlying lack; and for both of these
audiences this serves to confirm the vulnerability and contradictions
of government activity in this area. In our discussion of these com-
plicated dynamics, we will consider the responses of different audi-
ences to highly staged instances of Home Office performance,
suggesting that, in the process, what is revealed is the scepticism of
these varied audiences towards the performativity of immigration
enforcement and its politics.

In making sense of these different entanglements in the perfor-
mance of immigration enforcement, in this chapter we:

1 engage with debates about performative politics to consider the
apparently contradictory performances mounted in the name of
border control

2 discuss the deployment of theatricalised violence by the state

3 argue that performances of state power should be understood as
directed at several audiences and also as techniques that segment
the population

4 consider how some attempts to address a diversity of audiences
can be met with scepticism, anxiety or indifference

5 note how, despite amplified expressions of anti-migrant sentiment
across public life, the anti-migrant performances of government
are viewed with suspicion and re-interpreted through a popular
scepticism influenced by a broader culture of ‘anti-politics’.!

Performing coercion

The key question that concerned us during Operation Vaken was a
deceptively simple one: how do governments seek to demonstrate that

'By ‘anti-politics’ we are referring to both feelings of disaffection and
disillusionment and to the movement of political activities and interven-
tions outside of established political institutions and spaces.
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they are controlling immigration? Importantly, although the Go
Home vans might be regarded as the most crass and obvious form of
political performance, throughout the course of the project we came
to understand the many other and varied forms political performance
can take. For example, while we were doing our research the Home
Office initiated a series of interventions, all designed to confirm the
government’s commitment to tough border controls. The majority of
these constituted what we might understand as speech acts.? These
were public proclamations of intent. At the same time, there was a
period during the project when the more overt coercion of immigra-
tion raids and people being ‘lifted’ in public places seemed to escalate.
In trying to better understand the impact of the varied initiatives
undertaken to create a ‘hostile environment’, we sought out responses
to this range of quite different actions. We have now come to under-
stand both the communication campaigns and the physical assertion
of the border through checks, raids, detentions and deportations as
modes of state performance.

Central to our interests has been the manner in which popular
understandings of sovereignty place the issue of the border as a
central test and marker of soverecign power. Nicholas Vaughan-
Williams, a scholar in politics and international relations, explains the
centrality of border marking to theoretical accounts of the exercise of
state sovereignty:

the concept of the border of the state can be said to frame the limits
of sovereign power as something supposedly contained within fixed
territorially demarcated parameters.

(Vaughan-Williams, 2009: 730)

Alongside these assumptions about the role of the border in demon-
strating sovereign power and for complex reasons that may be par-
ticular to the UK, the question of immigration control has become

*The philosopher J.L. Austin (1975/1962), known for his pioneering
work on ‘Speech ActTheory’, makes a distinction between the ‘illocution-
ary’ speech act that does what it sets out to do in the moment and the
‘perlocutionary’ component of ‘utterances’ that has impacts beyond the
moment of interaction. However, as the feminist philosopher Judith
Butler (1997) has pointed out, in reality this distinction is hard to main-
tain. Whatever the intention, any speech act might spin out to become
perlocutionary. What is said may come to circulate more widely and in a
longer timeframe, and in this process, other responses and interpretations
can proliferate.
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one of the central talismanic markers of the alleged failure of main-
stream politics. In the moment of increasingly vocalised anti-politics
in the UK, the issue of immigration has taken on a symbolic status
that goes far beyond the detail of any policy intervention or outcome.
While we will go on to reveal the extent to which ‘the UK’ is a diverse
space in relation to the reception of government-led immigration
campaigns (see Chapter 4), the presentation of the issue of immigra-
tion in mainstream political and media discourse erases many of these
differences. For the most part then, immigration is presented as: a test
of sovereignty and/or as evidence that sovereignty has been eroded;
an example of the diverging interests of a (possibly metropolitan)?
political class and the rest of the population; an indication of the
overall loss of control of central government; a demonstration of the
questionable use of data in official pronouncements. The chapters in
this volume will go on to reflect on the repercussions of these varying
views among different audiences, including the manner in which such
discourses position different actors as inside or outside political space.

In relation to the exclusions that arise from border marking,
Vaughan-Williams has revisited the philosophy of Giorgio Agamben
(1998, 1999, 2005) to think again about the spaces of indistinction
and what Agamben calls the ‘banned’ person. In doing this, Vaughan-
Williams reopens debates about the location and character of sover-
eign power and, importantly for our interests here, the ambiguous
and ambivalent inclusion extended to those who are disallowed by the
exercise of power. As we will go on to explain, these discussions of
the banned and disallowed person have been important in helping us
to acknowledge and interpret the unexpected and contradictory
impacts of immigration enforcement campaigns for the (more usually)
ignored subject of border enforcement (namely irregular migrants,
refugees and asylum seekers).

Our aim then is to offer a critical reading of the performance of
recent border enforcement campaigns in order to understand the
impact of such campaigns on political spaces and popular under-
standings of the business of government. To do this, we will link our
analysis of state campaigns to a larger debate about the conduct of
political life and suggest that the assertion of power may not always

>The term ‘metropolitan elite’ has been used by the media and politicians
across the political spectrum not only to denote the class privilege of
liberal Londoners but also as a way of suggesting that the views of this
elite group are out of touch with the feelings and experiences of ‘ordinary
people’ (see Chapter 6).
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play out in linear or predictable ways among the wider population. In
particular, we have been alert to the debates about anti-politics or
postpolitics (see Burnham, 2002; Hay, 2007; Schedler, 1997) signify-
ing a disaffection, negativity or a disengagement from political institu-
tions and processes, such as elections (see Saunders, 2014). Yet these
1deas have been rarely linked to discussions of immigration and state
Immigration campaigns.

Our exploration of state performances in the name of immigration
control found that the fear of popular scepticism both informed gov-
ernment tactics and circulated in the reception of the various cam-
paign initiatives. This constant whisper of scepticism in the face of
all and any government initiatives relating to immigration control
brings up questions of political performance and the impact of such
performances.

What do we mean by political performance?

Shirin Rai offers a useful framework through which to analyse politi-
cal performances and the ways in which they are received and inter-
preted by different audiences. For Rai, political performances are:

those performances that seek to communicate to an audience
meaning-making related to state institutions, policies and discourses.
This meaning-making is read in very specific socio-political con-
texts; it can be either consolidative or challenging of the dominant
narratives of politics.

(Rai, 2015: 1179-80)

Rai’s interest is in the active and planned business of political life. Her
own work has examined parliamentary ritual and how this positions
women. When she writes of political performance, it is with a focus
on statecraft and the actions of political representatives. It is a concep-
tion that places most of us as audience, not actor, but in a manner
that gives due weight to the interpretative power of audiences:

Its legitimacy rests on a convincing performance; it has to be repre-
sentative of a particular political stand; it must engage the audience
that is its particular target; it should satisfy the formal rules, rituals
and conventions of the institutions through which the meaning is
being projected; and be received as logical and coherent. Because
much of this performance can be challenged by disruption of the
performance itself through counter-performance, mis-recognition
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or mis-reading of and by the audience, political performance is
inherently unstable and vulnerable to being seen as illegitimate.
(Rai, 2015: 1180)

The central realisation here is the inherent instability of political per-
formance. Much of what we found suggested that various audiences
viewed government performances as weak or misplaced and, as a
result of this reading, were confirmed in their view of the incompe-
tence or irrelevance of government more generally. The inherent
instability of political performance is of key importance when consid-
ering recent immigration campaigns because this reminds us that
what the powerful say and do may not determine how all actors
understand what is happening in public space. With this in mind, we
have used Rai’s work to inform our readings of this set of state per-
formances. Rai suggests a framework for understanding the produc-
tion of political performances by identifying two axes of activity:

On one axis we can map the markers of representation: the body,
the space/place, words/script/speech and performative labour.
Together, these four markers encapsulate political performance. On
the second axis we can map the effects of performance: authenticity,
mode of representation, liminality and resistance (of and to) politi-
cal representation.

(Rai, 2015: 1181)

Applying this schema to Home Office immigration campaigns in the
period of our project has allowed us to pull out the aspects of these
campaigns that typify these particular strands of performance. There-
fore, we might consider that bodies are adapted, rebranded or con-
tained through the varied activities of updating uniforms and
Instituting immigration raids (see also Bunyan, 1985: 295). The per-
formance of immigration control utilises space and place both by
reiterating the border at the border and through new signage in public
locations such as hospital waiting rooms (see Figure 2). Equally the
circulation of immigration enforcement teams, branded vans and
public raids all extend the space of political performance to the street
and this also is a tactical remaking of political space (Yuval-Davis,
Wemyss and Cassidy, 2016). As we have already identified, much of
the campaigning activity under scrutiny consists of speech acts,
including tweets, slogans and branding. As these performances are
not tied to any particular representative, the performative labour can
be harder to identify. However, the positioning of journalists as an
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Figure 2: Signs in NHS on limited rights to healthcare for some
migrants

internal audience to the most coercive elements of border control
through invitations to witness its performance, along with the overall
effort of communication and will to embody authority, all point to
the locations of performative labour in these endeavours. We have
understood the campaigns that we analysed as representing this range
of tactical performances.

Alongside focus groups, interviews and observations in our own
six research locations, to help us understand how the wider popula-
tion reacted to these campaigns, we commissioned a survey from
Ipsos MORI on attitudes to Home Office immigration campaigns
(see the Appendix for more details). The opening section of the
survey mapped public awareness of a number of overlapping initia-
tives, chosen to represent the focus on communicaring the active
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pursuit of immigration control. The survey asked people whether they
were aware of the following:

1 advertising vans around London in 2013 stating ‘In the UK
illegally? GO HOME OR FACE ARREST”

2 tweets from the Home Office showing images of people
being detained by immigration officers and the hashtag
#immigrationoffender

3 journalists accompanying immigration officers on raids of
wedding ceremonies, homes or workplaces

4 signs in NHS premises stating ‘NHS hospital treatment is not
free for everyone’ [see Figure 2]

5 UK Border branded signs about immigration regulations at pass-

port control areas introduced in 2006

uniforms for passport control officers introduced in 2006/7

Immigration Enforcement branded vans on UK streets

other communications (please specify)

none of these

don’t know.

S O 0 3O

We wanted to map the extent of public knowledge of the Home Office
campaigns and also to get a sense of how it felt to be positioned as
an audience to these campaigns. In effect, we conducted a very basic
form of audience research and, in so doing, we sought to shift the
discussion away from attitudes to a thing called ‘immigration’,
and towards an assessment of how government campaigns about
immigration made sense or incited sensation for different audiences.
Table 1 summarises some key outcomes of the survey we commis-
sioned from Ipsos MORI.

After the heightened publicity accompanying the Go Home vans,
it is perhaps surprising that such small proportions of the sample were
aware of the Vaken initiatives. The media coverage of the Go Home
vans was intensive for a short period of time, yet by the time of our
survey more than a year later only a little more than a quarter (26
per cent) of those surveyed recalled this campaign. Other initiatives
also had little impact on popular recall; only new signage at passport
control elicited a higher level of recognition (31 per cent). In relation
to the introduction of vans (either the ad-van or those used by enforce-
ment officers), tweets or accompanying journalists, those who said
that they were aware of various initiatives were almost as likely — or
more likely — to be concerned about the impact of unnecessary sus-
picion as they were to be reassured by evidence of government action.
The areas where a significantly greater proportion expressed a sense
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of reassurance — NHS signs, border signs and uniforms for border
staff — relate more concretely to the marking of a static border albeit
extended into the space of healthcare. As Rai (2015) has indicated,
the sense of space and place significantly shapes the possibilities and
impact of political performance. In our case, the spaces in which the
‘performance’ is enacted appears to shape the extent to which the
general audience considers it legitimate.

The Ipsos MORI survey also gave respondents opportunities to
provide textual, qualitative responses in addition to the multiple-
choice questions. Although this option was taken only by a minority
of those familiar with the government campaigns, the responses show
the uncertain impact of the performance (see Table 2). In order to
summarise this range of material, we have organised comments in
relation to each campaign strand under the headings of:

* considered ineffective

* opposition/disgust

* agreement with approach

* stupid or equivalent

» a failed or misplaced performance
* other responses.

Table 2: ‘Other’ written responses to the question “Which, if any, of
the following best reflects how you feel about this communication/
action?’ (responses are verbatim as typed by survey respondents)

Advertising vans around London in 2013 stating ‘In the UK
illegally? Go Home or Face Arrest’

Considered ‘1 feel strongly that the previous labour govt +
ineffective coalition have performed badly in controlling
immigration’

‘government doing nothing’

‘1 think the vans are a waste of money on a
personal note. we need to curb immigration to
uk & 1 now vote for UKIP as a protest vote’

“T’he Home Office are not doing enough to
combat immigration ie funding reduced to tackle
this major issue’

‘they have to control immigration so i am for the
work of officers but against the vans as they
create problems for us british citizens with our
neighbours’

‘the vans are a waste of public money’

‘CANNOT SEE VANS BEING THE ANSWER’
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Opposition/disgust ‘A worrying shift to the right wing in this country’

‘Disgusted by it’

I think it’s horribly racist.’

‘Angry’

‘1930’s Berlin?’

‘Absolutely fucking outraged that public funds
were spent on such a crass and insensitive waste
of effort’

‘Intimidating!’

‘1 think the vans initiative in london is appalling’

Agreement with ‘the illegals are here on false pretences & should be
approach deported immediately.
‘where there is a strong suspicion’
Stupid or ‘Ridiculus’
equivalent ‘ed embarrass’
‘It was stupid’
A failed or ‘counter productive’
misplaced ‘bad publicity!’
performance ‘inappropriate action’
Other responses ‘ONTV’

‘1 am fully aware of the immigration problem’
Tweets from the Home Office showing images of people being
detained by immigration officers and the hashtag
#immigrationoffender

Considered NONE
ineffective

Opposition/disgust  ‘disgusted’

Agreement with ‘fine’
approach

Stupid or NONE
equivalent

A failed or NONE
misplaced
performance

Other responses NONE
Signs in NHS premises stating ‘NHS hospital treatment is not
free for everyone’
Considered ‘they need to act more not just put up signs’
ineffective
Opposition/disgust  ‘Disgusted’
‘should not be there’
‘legal immagrints should get free nhs’
Agreement with ‘foreigners abusing our nhs’
approach ‘Fine’
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Stupid or NONE
equivalent

A failed or ‘its not necessarily immigration.its not being legal
misplaced or illegal’
performance

Other responses ‘only concerned about postcadev treatment’

UK Border branded signs about immigration regulations at
passport control areas introduced in 2006
Considered ‘not enough is being done’
ineffective ‘should be stricter’
‘I feel thst these signs would make little difference
- I doubt anybody intending to enter the country
illegally is going to be discouraged by signs.’
‘theres not enough resources’
Opposition/disgust NONE

Agreement with ‘Fine’
approach ‘concerned some may be treated with uneccesary
suspicion as well as too many immigrants
entering.’
Stupid or NONE
equivalent
A failed or NONE
misplaced
performance

Other responses NONE

Journalists accompanying immigration officers on raids of
wedding ceremonies, homes or workplaces

Considered ‘Steps taken not enough’
ineffective
Opposition/disgust  ‘Outraged’
‘Disgusted’
Agreement with ‘Fine with it’
approach ‘too much immigration’
Stupid or NONE
equivalent
A failed or ‘dont feel the need for it to be publisised’
misplaced ‘it i1s an inappropiate way of carrying out
performance government bussiness’
Other responses ‘Null’
Uniforms for passport control officers introduced in 2006/7
Considered ‘theres not enough resources’
ineffective

Opposition/disgust NONE
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Agreement with

approach

Stupid or
equivalent

A failed or
misplaced
performance

Other responses

‘Fine’

‘it makes the process formal and tidy.nothing to do
with illegal immigrants.it makes them look
professional.its same in other countries.’

NONE

‘thought they were badly fitting - not good
impression’

‘More widespread than PEOPLE realise’

Immigration Enforcement branded vans on UK streets

Considered
ineffective

Opposition/disgust

Agreement with
approach

Stupid or
equivalent

A failed or
misplaced
performance

Other responses

‘government is not taking enough action’

‘money would be better spent tracking down
llegals’

‘dont feel gov’t is taking enough action’

‘waste of money’

‘it creates the wrong impression of the weakness of
the immigration service’

‘xenophobic, alarmist,unprofessional, unethical.’

‘feel digraceful’

‘Disgusted’

‘they are a disgrce’

‘UNFAIR/ILLEGAL’

‘CONCERNED ABOUT THEM FUELLING
RACISM’

‘FEEL. SAD ABOUT THE SITUATION
SURROUNDING ILLEGAL IMMIGRATES’

‘Offensive’

‘Racist’

‘like it’

‘If it’s done in a good way then that’s a good thing’

‘it’s a joke’

‘govt are doing their best’

‘badly phrased’

‘legal immigrants may be victimised’
‘bigger problem than government thinks’

The question of the effects of the performance of immigration
enforcement has been central for us. From the very beginnings of the
project we have tried both to describe the particularity of these inter-
ventions at a time of heightened politicisation of immigration control
and to register and trace the impact of such actions on migrants and
on others. In the process, our analyses have revealed the extent to
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which campaign messages circulate differently according to audience
and location. With this in mind, the questions that are raised by Rai
in relation to the effects of performance should be regarded as varying
across audiences. The second axis that Rai identifies consists of:

» Authenticity — Is this for real? Vocal scepticism reveals distrust of
performance and effectivity of state actions overall (e.g. ‘Abso-
lutely fucking outraged that public funds were spent on such a
crass and insensitive waste of effort’).

* Mode of representation — for vans, this mode has been regarded
as improper and/or ineffective. For signage, there seems to be a
greater acceptance of both script and place (e.g. ‘they need to act
more not just put up signs’).

* Liminality — possibility of rupture, here arising from dangerous
admission that performance is required (e.g. ‘it creates the wrong
impression of the weakness of the immigration service’).

* Resistance of/to political representation — including humour, ridi-
cule, outright disbelief (e.g. ‘it’s a joke’).

All four of these aspects of reception were mentioned in the sceptical
readings of state campaigns in our survey. In particular scepticism
was sometimes expressed as ridicule and the performances were also
taken as a reminder that authority is uncertain and sometimes inef-
fective (see also Living Research Five). Taken together the two axes
allow us to consider political performance both as a set of performa-
tive techniques and as a set of responses or audiences.

It is important to remember that the immigration campaigns that
we studied did not inhabit the usual spaces of political life and did
not constitute the ritualistic performances of bodies such as those
seen in Parliament. Instead, they were designed to enact and mark
the border in everyday locations. At the same time, the very act
of reasserting such sovereign authority also served to reveal the fra-
gility and precariousness of state power. As Rai points out, political
performances are always inherently unstable and open to alternative
interpretations. The very act of seeking to make power visible can be
regarded as a sign of weakness (because ‘real power’ has no need of
such theatrical assertions) or as a demystification of the workings of
power (revealing the secrets that create the illusion of authority).

Immigration campaigns that took place during our research were
undertaken against a backdrop of public scepticism and the increas-
ingly amplified view that government had no control over immigra-
tion. We learned from discussions with those tasked with the formation
of policy and government campaigns that public opinion was
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considered to be beyond influence by any data that could be presented
to demonstrate ‘effective border control’ (discussed further in Chapter
3). In this context, the performative assertions that the border is being
guarded can be seen as an attempt to persuade the public that some-
thing is being done about immigration enforcement. The move to
these particular modes of political performance is a response to the
ineffectiveness of more usual practices of presenting evidence. Our
task becomes, then, to understand the workings of government mes-
sages that are not presentations of evidence and to explore how such
messages are received and interpreted by different audiences.

Popular scepticism

In our research, the most explicitly voiced scepticism came from those
who identified themselves as wishing to see more and stronger con-
trols on immigration. In Barking and Dagenham (a borough in the
east of LLondon), focus group discussion revolved around the negative
impact of recent immigration in local neighbourhoods, yet these
groups also expressed high levels of distrust in government initiatives
to communicate actions taken as part of immigration control.

In Dagenham, one man revealed that he had stood for election
as a BNP candidate — an action that had led to considerable public
barracking. For this group, mainstream politics (national and local,
as they were keen to point out) was out of touch with people like
themselves and unable to address the issue of immigration in any
meaningful way. In the context of these views, government commu-
nications on migration control, and the Go Home vans in particular,
were interpreted as another distraction from the underlying impotence
or indifference of government in relation to the issue of immigration
control.

To understand the manner in which this form of scepticism is
voiced, it is helpful to listen closely to the conversation. The first
cause of scepticism arises from the purported audience for the ‘Go
Home’ message. In assessing the impact, this group do not include
themselves as part of the intended audience and point instead to the
likely resistance from the implied audience.

Yasmin: So with things like the van, what sort of impact do you
think it actually has?

Joe: None, because they don’t take no notice anyway, they just wait
until they get caught, you know that, don’t you? What, you think
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someone’s going to hand theirself in, look, I’'m a criminal, I just
robbed a bank.
Carol: Not when it’s paved with gold, no, they ain’t going to hand
themselves in.
(Dagenham Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

However, this unambiguous assertion of the ineffectiveness of the
initiative contrasts with a point made earlier in the conversation. In
an earlier remark, it had been suggested both that the offer made on
the vans was welcome to those who wish to see fewer immigrants in
Britain and that the offer of advice and support was magnanimous
and should be regarded as such (echoed in the views of a policy-
maker quoted in the next chapter).

Yasmin: So you’re sort of saying different things. So on the one
hand you’re saying it’s good because it’s advising and on the other
hand you’re saying it’s going to have no impact at all?

Joe: No, it’s not going to have no impact, it’s good for the people
that live here.

Alan: Yeah.

Joe: It’ll make them happy.

(Dagenham Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

These statements suggest that ‘the people who live here’ (i.e. non-
migrants) will be made happy by the circulation of the vans and the
publicity given to government immigration advice. LLocal residents
become the intended audience and the performance takes on a dif-
ferent intention, to evoke the emotion of happiness. The feminist
cultural theorist Sara Ahmed has outlined a way of understanding
such shifting investments in ‘happiness’:

An attachment to happiness as a lost object involves not simply a
form of mourning but also an anxiety that the wrong people can be
happy, and even a desire for happiness to be returned to the right
people.

(Ahmed, 2010: 13)

For a moment it seems that those in our focus group participate in
these feelings of properly returned happiness, viewing the vans as a
momentary confirmation that they have been listened to. Yet this lull
passes quickly and the conversation moves back to the question of
why the vans were withdrawn.
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Alan: But the fact is, though, it made an impact, didn’t it, because
who said that it was racist, all the foreigners, all the foreigners
revolted and said we’re not having that.

Carol: Yeah, all the English said it’s racist.

Alan: And that’s the impact that it made, it brought the foreigners
out to say we’re not having that, that is racist against us and
therefore the government went for them again and said you’ve
got to take it off.

(Dagenham Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

In this final analysis of the vans, the idea that the intended audience
is elsewhere returns. There is an obvious confusion about who initi-
ated the campaign and who holds authority — ‘the government ... said
you’ve got to take it off’ as a result of supporting foreigners and the
complaint of racism. There is also some variance between the two
speakers — is it foreigners or the English who said it was racist?
However, the overall sense of deflation is palpable. After the momen-
tary happiness of being heard, the reminder that the impact has been
to reaffirm the illegality of overt racism places this group outside the
circuit of communication again.

The scepticism continued in the response to tweeted images of
immigration raids. Here the same group explain why they place little
trust in such images:

Joe: they’ve obviously raided somewhere and found a couple of
illegals and they’ve taken them into custody, but what brings to
mind again is what I said before, they won’t keep them in custody,
they’ll give them bail to appear in court or to report to the police
station every Tuesday or whatever and they won’t be seen again.

(Dagenham Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

As discussed in the opening of the chapter, this process of Home
Office reporting was considered disingenuous by this group. This was
an issue that arose again later in the same discussion.

Alan: I've seen this on the television, on the police programmes
where they’ve raided certain shops and things like that and
they’ve arrested four or five and within a couple of days they’ve
all been released to report back to the station, every week.

There was a strong sense in the group that the theatricality of such
performances was designed to distract public attention from govern-
ment weakness in the face of immigration.
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Alan: They’re trying to give the idea to the general public that
they’re doing something about it, but they’re doing absolutely
nothing.

Carol: Nothing, yeah.

Alan: Because they’re going to release them people.

Joe: That van ain’t big enough, though, is it?

(Dagenham Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

Here the agreement within the group that such images are just for
show reveals, paradoxically, that the government is not doing anything
(‘absolutely nothing’). The group agree that these campaigns are
unconvincing to them, but that they may work for other, more trusting
(gullible), audiences.

In Barking, discussion of the vans and tweets took a slightly different
turn, returning to the question of what government hoped to achieve
through such initiatives. The discussion opened with scepticism:

Annie: It’s not going to work, because if you're illegal you’re illegal
and you’re hiding, because you don’t come out in society, you
stay hidden, so yeah, it’s true, it is true, but it’s not going to work,
I don’t think. I don’t object to the actual picture.

(Barking Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

There is another circling around the question of the identity of the
intended audience in this extract. Of note is how Annie clarifies that
she is not offended (‘I don’t object’), so that she is not aligned with
those complaining of racism. Instead, her concern is directed to the
effectivity of this approach (‘it’s not going to work’). Annie assumes
that she (and people like her) are not the primary intended audience;
that role belongs to the ‘illegal’. Yet the intended interlocutor is absent
and Annie does not believe that the targeted group will engage in this
pretended dialogue (‘you stay hidden’). As the ‘secondary’ audience,
watching the official address to this absent other, Annie feels that
her doubt about the intention and efficacy of government actions is
confirmed.

Yasmin: And so if it’s not going to work, why do you think they
did it?

Annie: Because they wanted it to work, they want it to work, because
we’ve just explained to you, we’re overloaded with illegal immi-
grants, not anybody in the government or anyone I spoke to can
tell us how many illegal immigrants are here, how many have gone
back, so that is just, well, it’s playing lip service and yet this is
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Once again the conversation positions speakers as a knowing audience
who are not susceptible to the somewhat foolish performances of
government. More than this, the interchange reveals a more nuanced
narrative around immigration, one where ineffectual government
picks the ‘easy target’ but does not know how many people are here
illegally and chooses to ignore ‘the terrorists’ and ‘28,000 Romanian
criminals’ (see Chapter 5). In this instance, and despite the underlying
discomfort with the impact of immigration, this group viewed the Go
Home van campaign as disingenuous and not in good faith. As a
demonstration of this, the discussion circles back to local knowledges

n

The framework through which the potential efficacy of government
campaigns is judged returns to these most basic constraints of local

Go home?

what annoys me, you’ll get our Home Office people going into
say a Chinese shop, a Chinese takeaway shop and they’re looking
for people that have overstayed their welcome, overstayed their
visas. They send one little Chinese man back home, because they
caught him. What about 28,000 Romanian criminals in this
country, they’re here, they haven’t sent them back, they haven’t.

Chris: Or any of the terrorists.

Annie: One little Chinese man and I feel really sorry for them
people, because what they’re doing, they’re earning a living in
their little takeaways and they get sent back.

Chris: Well, they pick the easy target all the time, don’t they?

Annie: Yeah.

Chris: Because then they can brag about what they’ve done.

Annie: Yeah, well, that to me, that is ridiculous, what you need is
the wider, do the wider thing, leave them poor little devils who
are not really doing any harm to us.

Chris: I think this was probably done as something to make people
think oh look how brilliant we are and what we’re actually doing,
but it’s a load of rubbish, really.

(Barking Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)

a lovely, almost Pinteresque exchange:

Yasmin: But did you see it [the Go Home van] at all because it went
through Barking and Dagenham, didn’t it?

Chris: Well, apparently it did.

Annie: What this?

Yasmin: Yes.

Chris: But you can’t go through the high street, because it’s pedes-
trian, so I don’t know where it would have gone.

(Barking Focus Group, conducted by Yasmin)
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architecture. The ‘targeting’ of localities reveals the distance from what
1s local here. The spaces where such displays might have made sense
as theatre, if nothing else, are pedestrianised, ‘so I don’t know where
it would have gone’. The claim of coming to localities, a key aspect
of the theatricality of this particular initiative, is called into question.
Where would it have gone and, it is implied, who would have seen it?
Without an audience, there is no political performance at all.

The suggestion of violence

Insaaf: This picture already made me sick because I've been in the
same situation that they have been in and I know what it makes,
it makes you feel.

(Coventry Focus Group, conducted by Kirsten)

"This was the immediate response to the tweeted image of an immigra-
tion raid from one focus group participant who had been caught up
in the cycle of raid—detention-release. Whereas some participants
experienced Home Office campaigns as a belated but bungled recog-
nition of their locality, others immediately placed the campaigns in a
wider circulation of mediatised communications. For those who have
had direct experience of raids and of detention, the trigger image of
the deportation called up an array of fears and humiliations. To this
constituency it was all too apparent that these circulated images and
phrases were warning of the physical coercion not far behind. Jawad
in Coventry explained, ‘they think it might force you without ... We
don’t know what is going on but they’re dragging like in the force, so
you don’t know what is going on, there is no human rights.
Another person in the same group described their own experience:

Insaaf: I was in the same situation. I have been detained without a
reason now they took me to the Pakistani high commission, Par-
liament, in front of everybody they put me in handcuffs and when
they took me inside the Pakistan Parliament but I saw me, they
said why have they brought you here, I said I don’t know ... When
they check my case they say oh we are sorry, we made a mistake.
They took me in front of everyone like I’'m a criminal, they put
handcuffs. So then they are saying we are sorry, we did a mistake,
so I was very embarrassed and the whole ... In front of the whole
... I was like ... I was very embarrassed you know ... I was very
embarrassed from inside for the first time in my life and very
pent up.

(Coventry Focus Group, conducted by Kirsten)
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This personal testimony points again to the central role of humili-
ation in such displays: even when the exercise of authority is mistaken
(‘oh we are sorry, we made a mistake’), the processes of public
shaming remain. As other chapters discuss, those subject to border
enforcement were painfully conscious of the many techniques being
deployed to link migration and criminality in popular discourse
and imagination and also, increasingly, in the practices of law enforce-
ment as described in the debates around ‘crimmigration’ (Stumpf,
2006, 2013).

What those who had been subjected to such processes understood
from the tweeted images of a raid is that such actions were taken to
confirm that an uncertain immigration status rendered you constantly
vulnerable to state violence and public humiliation — and also that the
state undertook actions to demonstrate this constant vulnerability to
the wider population, even when no enforcement objective was likely
to be achieved.

Although these discussion groups included people who had expe-
rienced the indignities of detention and attempted deportation, scepti-
cism was also expressed in relation to the performative aspect of the
tweeted photographs:

Ajala: I just want to say that I think they put this photo in Twitter
on purpose to show the public or the local people that they are
doing their job, they are catching people and they deporting them
back. It’s just using ... they are using this image to get ... For a
political reason, to get more voice to work for them, you know
what I mean. This asylum thing in the UK is not a matter of
human rights or rights yet, it’s a political matter.

(Coventry Focus Group, conducted by Kirsten)

This view that such displays on the part of the Home Office revealed
an attention to political interest above anything else was expressed by
a number of respondents, both those seeking refuge and those who
opposed immigration. Another Coventry respondent who had been
subject to border enforcement explained in some detail how the cir-
culation of images of border control was designed to infiltrate popular
consciousness and elicit support without the articulation of an argu-
ment or presentation of evidence:

Femi: We are a victim of a political matter between the political
groups in this country, that’s why they put this photo on Twitter,
to show the public they are doing better than the others of
sending people away, whatever these people, this guy may be a
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victim. Maybe his life really endangering in his country, they
don’t care, they just ... for them he is a figure, a number, in the
end of the year they want to show the public X number, we
deported X number. They don’t care, this X number, who they
are and what has happened to them when they’ve been deported.
So I think they put this one in purpose to show the public that
they are deporting people.

(Coventry Focus Group, conducted by Kirsten)

Femi makes explicit the impact of different governmental discourses
on how people are treated, in particular highlighting the wilful dehu-
manisation that comes with reducing people to ‘X number’. In the
next chapter we discuss the tactical presentation of statistical data by
government. Here it is enough to note that those who have experi-
enced the intimidation of immigration enforcement understand that
the spectacular display of one raid is designed to enhance the credibil-
ity of statistical claims about immigration control.

Rupturing political space

The Go Home vans presented an unexpected intervention into public
space and in public debate. First of all, the direct address to those
unspoken presences of the undocumented (or ‘banned’ (Agamben,
1998)) created a new dynamic and theatre of immigration control.
The public address through the streets revealed what had been previ-
ously avoided or brushed over: that, when we speak of ‘illegals’ and
the enforcement of the border, these unwanted others are already
among us. The geographer Eric Swyngedouw (2011) summarises a
range of debates about the ‘postpolitical’ and the apparent closing of
contemporary political space by suggesting that we live in a time when
there is a push to empty political space of divergent voices and “‘unrec-
ognised’ actors. He goes on to suggest that the concepts of ‘the post-
political’ and ‘post-democratisation’ describe the process by which
politics becomes increasingly closed through an assumption or impo-
sition of consensus in the name of management. Antagonistic interest
cannot be voiced or even made visible. Against this tendency, Swyn-
gedouw argues that the struggles of those who are undocumented
may represent an example of the reinsertion of the political into public
space:

Those un(ac)counted in the instituted order became the stand-in
for the wuniversality of ‘the People’. Today’s undocumented
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immigrants, claiming inclusion, are a contemporary example of the
political paradox, i.e., the promise of equality that is disavowed in
the policing, categorization and naming of some as outside the
symbolic order of the Law.

(Swyngedouw, 2011: 5)

This claim is based around the idea that the managerial politics of
neoliberalism disallow some people from the status of political actor.
The allowable space of political debate renders them both silent and
invisible. The forced incursion into public space in order to undo this
invisibility is described as the mark of the political and it is this
moment of rebellion or disruption that interests Swyngedouw. What
he seeks to describe are the events that reinsert politics into spaces
that have been actively depoliticised. Yet in our research it is the state
that disrupts the calm of existing political arrangements.

The Operation Vaken initiative and the Go Home vans seem to
change the dynamic of political theatre altogether. There is an odd,
almost cartoonish, ineptitude about them. Whereas other debates have
indicated a falling away from participation in mainstream politics and
alongside this an increasing scepticism towards what the government
says and does, the Go Home vans appeared to be an attempt to
somehow take the battle back to the street. If the public had ceased
to believe in the actions of the political class then the Go Home vans
appeared to be an attempt to change this through shifting the dynamic
and location of political space. However, in the process, state enuncia-
tions appear to address the ‘banned’, those subject to immigration
control and positioned as outside the realm of politics. Although this
tactic amplifies terror for those who have experienced the physical
coercion of immigration control, for other audiences this is a theat-
ricalised interchange that further destabilises the pretence of sover-
eign authority. The address to the ‘banned’ reveals the limit of
government authority and, unexpectedly, repoliticises the space of
supposedly consensual community. The rest of this volume goes on
to discuss the implications and impact of this disruption in different
settings.
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Living Research Two:
Emotions and research

Operation Vaken’s posters, newspaper adverts, immigration surger-
ies and mobile billboards were a dramatic display, designed to reas-
sure some citizens that the government was ‘getting tough’ on
irregular immigration. However, the campaign also increased worries
and anxiety. The survey carried out for us by Ipsos MORI of a nation-
ally representative sample of 2,424 people (for further details see
the Appendix) found that the advertising vans that drove around
London in 2013 stating ‘In the UK illegally? Go Home or Face
Arrest’” made 15 per cent of the people who were aware of them
‘concerned that irregular/illegal immigration might be more wide-
spread than they had realised’.! That Vaken may have distorted
perceptions and feelings about the problem of irregular immigra-
tion was also a point made by Rita Chadha, Chief Executive of the
Refugee and Migrant Forum of Essex and London (one of our
community partners in the research). Chadha was quoted in a local
newspaper in August 2013, saying that Vaken ‘incites racial hatred
and ... inflames community tension. It’s just going to scare people
to think that immigration is a huge problem when it’s not’ (/lford
Recorder, 2013).

The inciting of feelings and emotions is a crucial part of immigra-
tion campaigns, yet is challenging to research. How might we iden-
tify, track and convey multisensory experiences of fear, anxiety,
sadness, shock, anger, shame, disgust? How do such emotions circu-
late, intensify, linger and change? To what extent do social media
— the content of what people post using different platforms — convey
these experiences? And what about atmospheres and flows of feeling
— how the sight of an immigration raid or the words ‘Go Home’ can

'92 people of 603 (weighted base 627) who were aware of the Go
Home vans.
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elicit panicky feelings, or make some of us feel unsafe? And then
there are the feelings of researchers and how these can have an
impact on fieldwork, the analysis of data and ethical relationships
(see Living Research Four).

Because feelings can be unconscious and are difficult to express
in words, the risk is that research can end up flattening out experi-
ence. An interview transcript, for example, will have inevitably lost
bodily expression and vocal nuance. This is why some researchers
work between an audio/visual recording and a transcript. Listening
to or watching an interview or research interaction can enrich analy-
sis, helping us to notice extra-linguistic data — when someone is
being sarcastic or feels uncomfortable. This type of work is also more
time-consuming, so needs to be addressed in the planning stages of
a study. Dissemination is another point in research where it is pos-
sible to reanimate data with some of its emotions and sensuality. As
our project developed, we began to experiment with methods of
conveying the emotional and embodied aspects of experiences of
immigration control by using film and dramatisations of fieldwork
scenes (practices that are discussed in the growing literature on
‘performative social science’, see FQS, 2008).

Although all research is emotional and sensual, immigration is a
subject that arouses strong feelings across social and political divides,
bringing with it particular methodological and ethical challenges. It
is what methodologists sometimes call a ‘sensitive topic’, meaning
that it can feel threatening to both research participants and
researchers. Among the challenges of researching sensitive topics,
Julie Brannen (1988), drawing from the ideas of the sociologist
Erving Goffman, has identified the increased risks of sanctions and
stigma for those participating in such research. In addition, she
suggests:

respondents are likely to find confronting and telling their stories
a stressful experience. This is a problem for researchers as well as
respondents. The researcher therefore has some responsibility for
protecting the respondent. Protection is required both with
respect to the confidences disclosed and the emotions which may
be aroused and expressed.

(pp. 552-3)

Building relationships with research participants over time, demon-
strating knowledge about the politics of an issue and carefully
anonymising data are all ways of ‘desensitising’” and ‘dejeopardising’



Emotions and research 65

qualitative research (see Lee, 1993). For example, the policy-makers
whom Will interviewed (see Chapter 3) felt uncomfortable when
talking about the government’s approach to immigration as they are
expected to be neutral implementers of policy. One way of reducing
the threat of the interviews was not to record them. In quantitative
surveys, thought needs to be given to the format of questions, the
order in which they are placed and how they are contextualised (see
Bhattacharyya, 2015).

But is it unrealistic or even patronising to think that we can shield
individuals from the emotionality of a topic such as immigration?
And how ethical is it for us to treat difficult emotions and experi-
ences as data? The latter point was an issue that came up in one of
our focus groups with asylum seekers and refugees, facilitated by
Kirsten. During the focus group, a young woman began to talk about
the existential insecurity of being an asylum seeker, of feeling that
she was wasting her life. She was unable to plan for a future, unable
to study. She felt as if she was waiting in limbo while the Home Office
made a decision about her immigration status. Overcome in telling
us her story, she broke down in tears.

Kirsten, herself a minoritised and migrant woman, did not record
this part of the conversation (another participant in the focus group
had asked her to turn off the audio recording). Kirsten’s fieldwork
notes describe how she and the group rallied around the young
woman, trying to reassure and comfort her (the group had been
meeting for three months, so people knew each other relatively
well). In this case, Kirsten’s response went beyond that of the
‘empathic witness’ (Kleinman, 1988) and had practical conse-
quences: audio data were lost from the recording and the time given
to comforting the young woman also meant that the focus group
was cut short; there was less time for others to speak, resulting in a
partial and shorter interview. For Kamala Visweswaran (1994) such
redacted accounts are full of vital information. They can force us
to feel and hopefully investigate further how historical and insti-
tutional contexts can affect the micro-interactions and ethical rela-
tionships produced by a project. For Riessman (2005: 473), ‘The
investigator’s emotions are highly relevant to conversations about
ethics because emotions do moral work: they embody judgments
about value’.

Although we can never know in advance how emotions might play
out in a study, we had anticipated that the focus group interviews
could be upsetting for some people and this was where our com-
munity partnerships were important. The local organisations that we
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each worked with set up our interviews and were able to provide
initial support to research participants and, if necessary, refer them
to other local services for more specialist help. In practice this never
happened (as far as we are aware). None the less, we need to think
more critically about the ethical and political implications of this
outsourcing of emotional support in the aftermath of research,
especially when partnership working is increasingly valued by
funders. Did we leave trails of damage behind us with consequences
for others?

Looking back on the project and thinking about what we might
have done differently, it feels as if we should have talked more about
how we would respond to the emotions and feelings that are evoked
by and which surround immigration campaigns and that become a
part of research. We should also have talked to one another about
our assumptions and ideas about what emotions and feelings are.
The latter point is especially important because it impacts upon the
methods that are chosen for a project and how we interpret research
data. For instance, if we recognise that research participants and
researchers are ‘defended subjects’ (Hollway and Jefferson, 2013),
whose own biographies and feelings of anxiety can affect what is
said and/or observed, then more complex forms of reporting and
interpreting data are needed, which do not valorise what is said as
a source of access to a true self (Atkinson, 1997). This might include
providing contextual description before using interview extracts to
give a sense of where an extract is situated within a wider interac-
tion, social context or biography and why there might be layers of
meaning underneath what is superficially meant. It can also include
the iterative analysis of interview extracts with fieldwork notes, iden-
tifying areas of tension and/or contradiction between and within
accounts.

In hindsight it is apparent that as a team we took different
approaches to emotions, which had an impact on our observations,
interviews and basic recording practices. For instance, some of our
fieldnotes are rich in description about localities and research inter-
actions. They are more varied in the attention given to our own
feelings and how we might make sense of these within the wider
project, as individuals and as providing insight into our varying
social differences, research roles, the differential distribution of
emotional labour within the research team and how these might all
impact on partnership working. As always the work of research and
the thinking and feeling that goes with it extends far beyond the
funding of a study. Even the publication of this book does not bring
it to a close.
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In interviews on ‘sensitive topics’ emotions can be both
intensely felt and closer to the surface of research relation-
ships. There are several issues to think about in research where
topic threat is prevalent:

1 What recording practices (such as audio/visual recording
of interviews or events) might you adopt to lessen the
threat of a topic? What consequences might these different
practices have for the data?

2 What are your ethical responsibilities as a researcher when
individual /s become distressed because of what is triggered
for them by the subjects that are raised by the research?

3 What about the researcher? Can you think of any ways in
which a researcher’s feelings can be taken account of in
study? What support might be possible?
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Immigration and the limits of
statistical government

Camden Town Hall in North LLondon is a popular venue for weddings
and civil ceremonies. In November 2013 it was the venue for the
marriage of a Miao Guo, a Chinese national in her twenties and
Massimo Ciabattini, an Italian man in his thirties, for which elaborate
preparations had been made, including a post-service reception and
a hotel room for the night. The ceremony was dramatically inter-
rupted by Home Office Immigration Enforcement officers wearing
flak jackets and accompanied, oddly enough, by journalists.

The couple were pulled apart and taken into separate rooms for
questioning. Bridesmaids were also interviewed. This happened
because of a tip-off from the registrar, who suspected the marriage
was a sham (being undertaken to get a visa), after observing that the
couple had had trouble spelling each other’s names. Half an hour of
questioning later, and with abundant evidence that the marriage was
not a sham, the government officials left and the ceremony was
restarted (Hutton, 2013; Weaver, 2013). A Home Office spokesman
was reported to comment at the time of this failed raid, ‘it is either
the best sham wedding I have ever seen or it is real’ (Hutton, 2013).

Journalists had been invited to the raid in the hope that they could
write about UK immigration control in a more impressive light than
the one that transpired. ‘Performance politics’, as discussed in the
previous chapter, requires the state to put on convincing public dis-
plays that the ‘audience’ finds compelling. The performance of the
border as a space of fear and potential violence has to infiltrate the
public sphere, in this case with the help of the local media.

While the performance politics of raids work to spread fear, this
incident also reminds us of the fragility, or even the stupidity, of con-
temporary immigration policy. Where policy is operating primarily at
the level of affect, psychological manipulation and appearances, there
1s always the potential for this to blow back at those with power.
Making things seem ‘real’ is an ongoing challenge, especially for the
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Home Office because — in a way which no other Whitehall department
faces to the same extent — media attention to immigration is relentless
and highly charged politically. As we learnt through our interviews,
virtually everything the Home Office does must be considered with
audience reaction in mind, shaping its policy-making and implemen-
tation processes.

Developing the insights into performative politics drawn from
Shirin Rai’s (2015) work in Chapter 2, here we seek to understand
government immigration campaigns in terms of the logics, rationali-
ties and anxieties that underpin them. We will do this by exploring
the techniques of government used in Operation Vaken through an
engagement with, and extension of, the terms circulating in policy
circles themselves, framed through questions of liberalism, neoliberal-
1sm, postliberalism and preliberalism. In doing so, we pull out some
of the contradictions demonstrated in the previous chapter whereby
tools of persuasion and enforcement rely each on the other. The
analysis in this chapter is informed by a number of discussions and
interviews with policy-makers and advisers, many of which were
necessarily off the record. These included current Home Office and
former Home Office officials, and also civil servants from elsewhere
in Whitehall, including the Department of Business, Innovation and
Skills (BIS) and the Treasury.

In summary, in this chapter we discuss government migration
campaigns in terms of the policy logic that shapes them. Specifically,
we argue:

1 Liberal government treats issues like migration in the aggregate,
meaning that statistics and macroeconomics tend to be the ulti-
mate arbiters of ‘good’ policy.

2 This emphasis on aggregates has lost legitimacy where migration
1s concerned, meaning that the politics and policy of migration is
increasingly dominated by affective, symbolic and mediated issues.

3 In place of liberal government, a distinctive style of policy and
politics has emerged in the Home Office, that is an elaborate and
occasionally threatening form of reputation management.

Liberalism via quantification

We have the chance in this century to achieve an open world, an

open economy, and an open global society with unprecedented
opportunities for people and business.

('Tony Blair, speech to the World Economic Forum

at Davos, 2000)
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Migration is likely to enhance economic growth and the welfare of
both natives and migrants ... There is little evidence that native
workers are harmed by immigration ... The broader fiscal impact
of migration is likely to be positive.

(Cabinet Office, 2001: 5-7)

In terms of the politics of migration, the above quotes seem to come
from a very different political era to the one in which we write. The
proportion of the British public mentioning ‘immigration’ as one of
the most important issues facing Britain was under 10 per cent in
2000, but had risen to over 40 per cent only eight years later (Duffy
and Frere-Smith, 2014). The case for greater migration at this time
was both normative and utilitarian: people should be allowed to live
where they choose, and moreover this will bring benefizs in terms of
levels of wealth and quality of life overall. Within a decade, this sort
of rhetoric had disappeared from mainstream policy discourse. But
in order to understand the rationalities (and irrationalities) of con-
temporary government of migration, we need to consider how the
normative and utilitarian argument for freedom of movement has
functioned until relatively recently.

In a lecture series given at the College de France in 1977-78, the
French philosopher Michel Foucault identified two parallel forms of
political power that together constitute the modern state (Foucault,
2007). Firstly, there is the ‘perspective’ that Foucault defines as ‘sov-
ereignty’, which aims at securing the borders and interior of a given
territory. The chief purpose of a sovereign is to keep things as they
are, that is, to continue to be respected as the sovereign within borders
that do not shift. This conceptualisation was present in the sixteenth-
century English philosopher Thomas Hobbes’s classical vision of the
modern state. For Hobbes, sovereign power is centralised and suffi-
ciently potent that it can oblige obedience from all of its ‘subjects’. As
Foucault explains, ‘the end of sovereignty is circular; it refers back to
the exercise of sovereignty. The good is obedience to the law, so that
the good proposed by sovereignty is that people obey it’ (Foucault,
2007: 98). Securing borders, enforcing law and defeating enemies are
the key tasks of a sovereign.

Secondly, there is the ‘perspective’ of ‘government’. Where sover-
eignty is focused on applying given laws within a particular terri-
tory, government looks at how to facilitate and encourage certain
dynamics within a population. This is a very different way of conceiv-
ing of politics:

Population no longer appears as a collection of subjects of right, as
a collection of subject wills who must obey the sovereign’s will
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through the intermediary regulations, laws, edicts and so on. It will
be considered as a set of processes to be managed at the level and
on the basis of what is natural in these processes.

(Foucault, 2007:70)

The ‘processes’ in question are effects of individual behaviour and
choices, scaled up to the level of the population as a whole. Births,
deaths, marriage, sickness, productivity, income, assets and so on are
aspects of the population that government is concerned to improve
— or at least, not to damage. 'To this list, we might add migration, as
it can affect the size of a population.

Over the eighteenth century, this form of power became predomi-
nant in European states, producing a new form of administrative
government able to act on population in an expert and measured
fashion.To do this, new forms of quantitative knowledge were required,
capable of representing population dynamics. In particular, Foucault
points to the rise of political economy in the late eighteenth century,
focused on markets but also on other ‘natural’ dynamics influencing
population such as agricultural production and birth rates. No less
importantly, statistics offered a basis on which to represent things in
the aggregate, so that trends and empirical laws could emerge amongst
events that otherwise would seem contingent, accidental or moral and
political in nature. In this way, the statistical gaze takes normative
questions of individual conduct or indeed chance, and scales them up
until they are empirical questions of population dynamics.

This statistical view of society is simultaneously liberal and scien-
tific: its liberalism is entrenched in its methodology. There are various
ways in which we can understand this synthesis of quantitative social
science and liberalism. Firstly, modern statistics assumes that aggre-
gate processes are the result of diverse individual decisions, prefer-
ences and judgements. As Foucault puts it, the one thing that
government assumes is common to all people is ‘desire’. Thus, the
driving force behind migration flows, for instance, is assumed to be
freely taken choices to seek work, better quality of life, family reunifica-
tion, education or whatever else. The governmental perspective on a
problem such as migration would involve seeking to alter the value of
these different goals, so as to influence the aggregate dynamics in
certain ways.

Secondly, statistics have a liberal quality because they aim to take
everyone into account. In the search for the normal or average indi-
vidual, statisticians were also seeking a way of representing society as
a whole. The governmental emphasis on the aggregate is a tacit form
of collectivism that potentially allows individual conduct to be judged
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in terms of how it effects net outcomes, rather than on the basis of
any political, moral or cultural value or prejudice.

Thirdly, statistics potentially have a cultural blindness about them,
at least on some questions. All quantitative methodologies involve
some assumption of equivalence (Desrosieres, 1998), through which
multiple and separate cases can be treated in the same way. Where
differences are being represented, they are represented on the basis
of some principle of potential sameness. So, in order to say that ‘he
1s 20 per cent taller than her’, there must be a shared idea called
‘height’ and a shared understanding of proportions.

What has become known as ‘evidence-based policy-making’ or
doing ‘What Works’ is an effort to promote a dispassionate, scientific
perspective within government. The utilitarian statistical ethos can
serve as a way of keeping unwelcome cultural and political questions
at bay, bracketing issues of ‘policy’ as if separate from those of ‘poli-
tics’. France, for example, famously leaves out questions of ethnicity
from its national statistics data, ostensibly on the basis that ethnicity
does not affect the status of French nationals as citizens. But this
omission makes it harder to speak authoritatively about the extent of
racism in French society. In a more technocratic spirit, emphasising
economic growth as the ultimate indicator of progress allows an issue
like migration to be culturally and politically diffused (as New Labour
sought to do), and each new arrival into the country can be viewed
simply as another anonymous contributor to aggregate output. Eco-
nomics is potentially the most effective tool for depoliticisation of an
issue. For instance, representing an issue as a matter of expertise