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Migration and development: a governmental twist of the EU migration management policy
It is just 2 month ago when Sarkozy and his European colleagues passed the so called “EU immigration pact”  which was mostly interpreted - by the German liberal press – as a further attempt of strengthening fortress Europe. No hints or connections to the last discursive shifts within the migration management debate, a shift away from a main focus on security issues of the western destination countries – a highly domestically driven and Eurocentric perspective – towards a more global approach including external dimensions/questions best be seen in the production of the “Migration&Development policy field”, as Feruccio Pastore defined it (2007, 3). I again began to doubt my own reading and interpretation of the latest developments of the EU migration regime. And I strongly had to remind myself of my empirical research findings hinting at fragmentations and conflicts within the European migration management architecture and a clear indication that it is the force of migration itself which anyway upsets the political plans and therefore has to be taken serious also in our scientific analyses.  

In the first half of my paper I want to outline some of these discussions and controversies in view of the migrantion&development-narrative which I could study in the course of my ethnographic research project on the political practices and governing rationalities of the icmpd – the International Centre for Policy Development residing in Vienna. In the second part I want to reread the M&D-narrative against the background of these ethnographical findings meaning that I want to apply an ethnographically driven and practice orientated discourse analysis (Transit Migration 2007). But first of all let me shortly explain my research on the icmpd.

The icmpd was created 1993 at the initiative of Austria and Switzerland as an inter-state service agency for migration management and strongly pushed forward by its year-long general director Jonas Widgren (Georgi 2007). I got interested in the icmpd which can be characterized as the small European brother of the IOM in the analytical attempt to study the micropractices and narratives of migration governance in Europe. Concretely I have been staying at the office of the icmpd for several weeks trying to glimpse over the shoulders of its staff. Additionally I went to several conferences and workshops which they organised in the context of the so called Budapest Process as a participant observer. The BP is one of the oldest regional consultative processes, a so called “informal dialogue” on migration management and a very strategic one in the context of the latest EU accession processes, whose secretariat is based at the icmpd (Klein-Solomon 2005). At the conferences I not only got a deep understanding of the applied tools, methods and discourses to externalize the EU migration management rational to countries of transit and origin further East. More important for the workshop here is that these conferences where eastern and western European countries, countries of the former soviet union, EU agencies like Europol or Frontex and various other organisations like the IOM or the OSCE meet are a very good opportunity to learn how certain narratives are produced and operated.
Thereby I could witness how a small group came together consisting of some staff members of the icmpd and some delegates of member states of the BP planning an, I would almost say, oppositional summit in anticipation of Sarkozy’s fortress Europe-performance. The plan of the group, the new “brain” of the Budapest Process, is to use the Czech EU-presidency next year to launch an initiative in line with a liberal reading of the “Global approach to the East”. Along with the “Global approach to the South” from 2005 the Commission Communication with the full title “Applying the Global Approach to Migration to the Eastern and South-Eastern Regions Neighbouring the European Union” (Com 2007) emerged to be the central framework for the icmpd`s operational discussions. As far as I understood the discussion,  they want to call for a broadening of the migration management agenda by including question of labour migration, integration, own diasporas and development. Also on the technical side, they are strongly recommending so called “migration partnership”-programs (not to be confused with the mobility programs suggested by the EU-Com) with countries of transit and origin further east. 

Let me outline a little bit further the discussion on and the response to the plan of the small group as I want to use these empirical insights to reinterpret “the global approach” and the M&D-narrative.    

The group presented their idea at the last conference of the BP and the frictions were not really surprising. So, all eastern European Budapest Process member states agreed on such a direction demanding for “true partnership between countries of destination, transit and origin”- as the Rumanian delegate put it recalling his own experience during the accession process. The participating member of the EU commission was highly critical in relation to questions of power and competence. He mostly warned against a doubling of initiatives and delegitimized the need for and the authority to such an initiative by the Budapest Process and the new eastern European member states. He stressed that the EU Commission had plenty procedures for cooperation with Eastern Countries in the field of migration management like the ENP. Some of the western European states were rather hesitant in relation to the content. They wanted to take part only if the fight against irregular migration was still put as a priority. 

But what struck me most was the consensus of the discussion which is well expressed in the following small dialogue. I followed this dialogue in the context of a working group at the second day of the conference. At the working group the delegates should brainstorm on the future of the Budapest Process and the plan for the Czech presidency. After a sluggish start one delegate said: “Please, be honest, the management of migration is out of control of governments.“ The delegate of another eastern European accession country agreed by saying: “Yes, we could say, it is self controlled.“ The first delegate continued: „Its not us, it is organised crime, they influence matching the needs of the labour market and the labour force. Dear colleagues, lets try to really establish a governmental system! Our message should be, do not contact a smuggler or an uncle, contact us, our service.” The participating EU-delegate was quite nerved and responded: ”The Commission is trying to say since six years: be more open! Try to think of some legal channels. We cannot stop migration we can only manage it more effectively.”

This small conversation contains a couple of far reaching confessions and hints at a new set of rationalities governing the migration policy of the new eastern European EU member states involved in the discussion.

1) the confession that the previous migration policy mainly focussing on control and security issues failed, which was pushed forward by the EU core countries like France and Germany. 

2) The conversation contains a very honest acknowledgment of the phenomenon, which is meanwhile labelled as the autonomy of migration (Hess/Karakayali/Tsianos 2008). Especially ethnographic and transnational migration research has proven all instrumental or functional theories of migration as the push-pull-model to be only partially appropriate. They have rather shown that migration is a collective action embedded in networks and diasporas, that it follows its own logic of happiness and has a high potential to subvert and circumvent control measures.

3) The discussion as well expresses deep frictions and contradictions within the EU power-bloc, between the EU-Com and the member states and between the member states themselves. The days of an unquestioned leadership, hegemony of the core countries are seemingly over which is itself to be seen as an intrinsic effect of the policy of the enlargement of the EU. The German social scientist Ulrich Beck and the political scientist Edgar Grand thus label the EU as being a “transformation regime”. They want to stress that the europeanization process once started has unintended, dynamic effects of its own. The attempts to govern these unintended effects produce, as Beck and Grande put it, a transformative surplus which can be seen in the invention of new political practices, actors, and new modes of governance. This theorization is, I think, also very helpful  in order to analyse the dynamic and unintended but nevertheless highly transformative effects of the European Union policy of externalising the migration management agenda which changes in unexpected ways the international power relations. Against this background the Sarkozy-performance can be understood as a symbolical attempt to recapture ground. And the concrete outcome of his “immigration pact” is a very good example of a compromise between the socio-economical interests of southern European countries with a migration regime which has been based for a long time on “ex-post-legalisations” and the total-control-fraction. In contrast the eastern European accession countries with its prosperous economies and different political histories demand as the presented discussion shows a proactive immigration policy. The Easterners show to be very aware of the political mistakes of de facto immigration-countries like Germany, Austria or Great Britain, where quite a lot of the young personal has finished their PhDs. 

4) But and that is a very interesting point on which I want to reflect a little bit more. The absent norm of the discussion and of the plan of the BP-group for the next Czech presidency is Africa, or to put it more concretely is “The global approach to the South” with its new concepts, tools, platforms and especially fresh money under the so called “thematic programme”. 

This enlarged European migration policy matrix meanwhile spanning from Africa towards the Caucasus and China can be read as a neo-colonial and imperial act (Düvell 2002). But I think this analysis is too fast and misleading. Rather, the externalisation of the European Union migration management policy has produced a highly fragmented setting, as I have already indicated. Moreover, it has some far reaching, I would call them, “boomerang effects”. One boomerang effect can be seen in the fact that countries of transit and origin themselves more and more play the “migration card” in international and economical negotiations.  For example recently a delegate of a leading European country in regard of the externalisation policy told me that it is getting harder and harder to negotiate readmission agreements with African countries as they start to demand a real equivalent amount for the missing remittances of their returned migrants what small EU-countries alone could not afford any longer. 

Against this background I want to analyse in the last minutes the invention of the “Migration&Development policy field” as a highly ambivalent, double edged one. On the one hand it seems to be one of the latest really effective tools to externalize the EU migration management policy while on the other hand it can be read as a partial victory of the countries of the global South inscribing some of their own interests in the European Union migration management agenda. Let me begin with the first dimension: The Migration&Development policy field adopts a methodology which can be defined as govermental in the Foucauldian sense ( Foucault 2004): prioritising cooperation and dialog between all three parties involved, stressing self-regulating, self-governing capacities of the individuals and the countries to apply a economical rationality in regard of the migration project, the economical usage of the diasporas, remittances, knowledges and in general human resources. All these meant as a substitute for decreasing international development programs.

The M&D-discourse is also being criticized as a Trojan horse for the export of migration control policies as it ties development and aid issues together with the adoption of the EU border regime by the countries of transit and origin. And indeed it seems to be quite effective to bring the African countries under the rationality of migration management if we look at the negotiations with Morocco and Libya or Mali and Senegal. Thereby it is interesting that alongside the standard control policies the EU pursues new ways, which can be seen in the set up of CIGEM in Mali, the international centre for migration management in Bamako. Even though CIGEM is in fact underfinanced and people wonder if it will function at all the agenda is interesting: it should serve as a transnational EU-labour office, as an information centre and as a centre launching reintegration-programs for returnees. Apart from these direct and visible actions the even bigger impact of M&D as an UNODC delegate implied in an interview is to be seen in its data-collecting and mapping dimension and its new knowledge producing technologies bringing together new actors in new kinds of cooperation. In this regard let us look again at an icmpd operation, the dialogue on Mediterranean transit migration, in short: the MTM process, which is in fact a cooperation with Europol and Frontex – UNODC now wants to join as well (www.icmpd.org). The MTM team is very proud on the effectiveness of its informal dialogue in this very complicated region. They not only claim to be highly integrative as Algeria, which opted out of the Rabat plan, is taking part. They also claim to be very effective in persuading the countries to adopt the EU migration policy. One of the central tools is the so called I-map - which by the way is very controversially debated within the icmpd: for its scientifically problematic usage of data and for its strong law-enforcement-impetus. It is a digital interactive map which on the first glance is all about mapping the “dark continent” Africa and producing data and knowledge “in real time” on migration routes, hubs and dynamics in. This alone is highly interesting. But there is more to it. The I-map is as well an effective pedagogical method to teach these countries how to produce EU compatible statistics at all. Additionally it is a highly governmental technology in so far as for the first time it visualises migration in Africa and manages to produce a common area of shared concern, an identification as Africa being under a common thread. With this potential of identification the I-map apparently succeeded what the EU-political dialogues only partly did, to persuade the African countries that migration is a problem, a problem for Africa which has to be politically addressed and managed in their own interest. As the general director of the icmpd smilingly told me, many African countries at the beginning did not want to understand why they should control their “own brother and sisters” for the former colonial powers. And many brought forward a strong anti-imperialist rhetoric of “we are there in your countries because you were here”.  

But the development of the I-map is as well a very good example of the discursive shift and the second dimension of the M&D-narrative, namely that the narrative can be read as a hint of the increasing negotiating power of the countries of the global south to inscribe their interests in the European migration policies: as the question of remittances, of brain and care drain, of diaspora-led development, culminating in the double question of labour migration and of eradicating the root-causes of migration.  

So in spring a circular e-mail reached my desk stressing that the full name of the MTM I-map had been changed into “Interactive Map on Migration Routes and Flows in Africa, the Middle East and the Mediterranean region”. The email stated: “no mentioning of “irregular” anymore as they were discussions with donors to include information on migration and development and labour migration”.  This new priority with a total drop of the hitherto omnipresent fight against irregular migration can be understood as a cosmetic operation to attract money also from the developmental side. But this new agenda also governed the Rabat action plan which in Germany was being read as a general attack against the movements of migration. As you all know better the list of actions was headed by the topic of “migration and development”, followed by the topic of “legal migration” and only at the third place “illegal migration” was mentioned. This threefold perspective can be already found in the “Global approach to the south” from 2005 (which is falsely translated into German as “total approach”). As you all know the communication let me come to my final evaluating remarks.

Against the background of my ethnographical findings I interpret the invention of the “Migration and development policy field” as an highly ambivalent development, in fact as a govermental twist of the confession of the Northern countries that in order to globally manage migration, and to externalize the European migration management policy they have to take into consideration the interests of the southern countries much more than before. In so far it is an attempt to regain lost grounds and to recuperate opposition. But there is more to it: It not only broadens the field of actors acting in line with migration management so that the German development organisation GTZ suddenly gets active in border management issues and on the other hand the IOM suddenly behaves like a development aid organization. The twist also broadens the field of consent to the migration management rationality as the anti-trafficking-discourse already did in respect of feminist groups. On the other hand it opens up the postcolonial perspective for migration research in an unprecedented way as new north-south alliances are being forged on the civil society level (e.g. the European-African alliance against deportation) and new civil society actors emerge in African countries like the Association Maliennes des Expulses (www.noborder.org) – worthwhile and interesting to include in our research projects in the future. 
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