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Preface: Thinking Feet and Dancing Minds
The journey from being a dancer to a geographer has been long, painful and joyful all at
once. After dancing for nearly 10 years as part of a professional dance company in
Bangalore, my own first piece of choreography in 2004 was titled “space: the nothing
that is.” It looked into the embodied struggles of finding one’s personal space in various
everyday private and public contexts of dense urban life. My audition piece for the
School for New Dance Development in Amsterdam in 2006 played with the blurred
boundaries of inner/outer spaces of breath in relation to my body through repetitive
movements. My contribution to a larger choreographic work for the Spring Dance
festival Utrecht in 2007 emerged from my own breaking-down of the classical gestures
(from Kathak) I was trained in into “bare social gestures” that spoke to my everyday
battles against patriarchy in the field of performing arts in Europe. After this, I faced a
burnout. A mental and physical burnout when my body and mind asked me to stop! But
what was beyond such a medical diagnosis of the situation and my choice to get back to
academics, was in fact a refusal. A refusal to play the game as per the rules that were set,
both here in Amsterdam and there in Bangalore. In Bangalore, the unwritten rules of the
game were subordination to the choreographer in charge, freezing one’s urge to create
without inhibition, while subscribing to the demands of a field that was itself forced to
dance to the tunes of the emerging industry of corporate entertainment in the late
1990s and early 2000s. In Amsterdam, while the above rules were not evident on the
face of it, there were other unwritten rules. I came to inhabit a subculture of the specific
school at hand, known for its tough auditions selecting the crème-de-la-crème of
Europe’s talent, and few from the rest of the world. This meant having to demonstrate
my uninhibitedness to get nude for rehearsals and performances, seeing the body as a
mere instrument to demonstrate visually provocative, or conceptually complex scores
and choreographies. Simultaneous to this I had to nevertheless prove my “roots” to the
orientalist gaze of my teachers and peers, which served in practice more as a check to
keep me at one arm’s distance from what were seen as predominantly European trends
and practices. My burnout was in fact a fatigue from questioning these rules on a daily
basis.
Today I write as a geographer not burned out. Space continues to matter.
Questioning the rules of the game continues to matter. What has changed perhaps is my
ability to navigate this questioning collectively rather than alone, always in relation.
Thinking back on the days after I quit dancing, when I sat endlessly in the library of the
University of Groningen before enrolling myself into the geography program in Nijmegen,
that space matters and that place matters, and that boundaries collide inter-sectionally
across race, gender, class, caste, language, age, among others, provided me with the
vocabulary to move forward. It allowed me to deviate without abandoning my past
experiences.
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Today I write as a mother not burned out. Space continues to matter. Questioning
the rules of the game continues to matter. I shuttle between worlds that converge at
patriarchy and deviate at feminisms, between worlds of “fears of masses of migrants”
and “fears of losing face in society.” Motherhood emerges as a roller-coaster ride to
claim a life without fears.
Today I write as a friend not burned out. Space continues to matter. Questioning the
rules of the game continues to matter. When does a friend become a co-worker and
when does a co-worker become a friend? Writings emerge as a crack of whispers and
translations in an architecture of self-confident glass walls. Friendship becomes a third
space between the formal language of academia and the paternalism of civil society.
Today I write as a woman of many colours not burned out. Space continues to
matter. Questioning the rules of the game continues to matter. I have come to catch my
whiteness in a reflection, in between the lines of my granduncle’s nostalgic memoirs of
the British influences in our family. I have smelled my blackness against the white forms
of the Dutch immigration department. I have blossomed into violets and purples and
maroons in the chance encounters that stay with one forever. I have touched my
brownness in my privileged access to education when standing next to my comrades
fighting for the right to education and a decent life in Europe. I have heard my multilingual
tongue fold along the contours of Dutch.
All this is the underlying mass to the tip of the iceberg that is this thesis. Bringing my
colors, my stories, my pains, my joys into geography, and into my relations branching out
from the Radboud campus for this thesis, is a practice that unfolded both consciously
and sub-consciously over the last years. All my training in improvisation techniques in
dancing has transformed into modes of burning the separation between “the field” and
“the university.” All the years of fitting into costumes tailor-made to freeze my thinking,
has unleashed into an urge to push analytical categories to speak to the dramas of
everyday life. “Thinking Feet and Dancing Minds” has been my state of consciousness the
last years. I have been training myself to invert the frames I received in the fields of
“geography” and “dancing” across and into each other.
Today I write as a migrant. Space continues to matter. Questioning the rules of the
game continues to matter. Why are bodies made to wait until they can think and engage
as citizens? Why are bodies accelerated to think of migration in boxes, graphs and
typologies rather than from one’s veins and feet? What started as an initial walk from the
Radboud campus to a local support organization for “rejected asylum-seekers” in the
city centre of Nijmegen, has been a point of no return. The walk has been a journey of
confronting my own prejudices, biases, implications in the systematic exclusion of
multitudes of people coming to and living in the EU, as much as it has been a path of
friendships built along the way to open up what one thinks as Europe.
“Ah, I understand why you write about migration”, said a friend once to me possibly
referring to me as a migrant. But I do not write about migration. Today I write from

Preface: Thinking Feet and Dancing Minds | 13

Asylum University. Space continues to matter. Questioning the rules of the game matter.
Questioning the rules for access to formal education and related issues of language-access to actors waiting for citizenship matters. Teaching relations matter as an informal
process of transforming classrooms into “spaces of refuge” for stories to be shared.
Research and writing relations matter as spontaneously constructed stop-overs to
connect worlds otherwise meant to be kept separate.
The collage of chapters that follow are then a series of moments that speak from
such relations. From the intimacies of tea-drinking in domestic spaces to the power of
collective writing; from sharing personal stories of border crossing in a railway station to
collective cooking in asylum-centres; from reading Frantz Fanon in a park to doing
classrooms as spaces of refuge, asylum emerges as a mutual relation of displacement
rather than solely as a category of emplacement of the Other.
Displacement as a relation means constantly questioning one’s own place, and in
this case, questioning my ontological place (of what I see, and where I see from) in
relation to the “place of actors” (both in terms of where actors are seen to be and what
actors claim to see/see from ontological place), or what I have referred, along with my
colleagues, as the processes of ontological up-rooting (Andersen, Aparna & Sandberg,
2019). Displacement also means questioning the place of discourses, imaginaries of
“(Asylum) Europe” as attached to certain peoples and places, and geographical imaginations
in practices of “Help” or “welcoming” refugees. Displacement means questioning the
very ontological separation of “thinking bodies” and “bodies of experience” and the
epistemic division between “Asylum” and “University.”
Today I write from the margins that bell hooks (1989) also locates herself, as a space
of radical openness and possibility. A marginality that one chooses as a site of resistance
as opposed to an imposed marginality. Resistance against what, you ask? Resistance
against the fragmentation of “I’ academic and “Other” migrant/refugee, against constructing
a discourse about the “Other,” against being made “Other” in one’s own space. Resistance
against wanting to know your story of pain so I can re-write it and authorize it, claiming
authority. Resistance against a whitewashing of Europe. Resistance against a painting of
our relations into victory or victimhood. Resistance against naming all relations. Resistance
rather as a meeting place where our relations of resistance in everyday life come together,
and stand side by side. As hooks (1989) argues, it is not just important what we speak
about, but how and why we speak.
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1
Introduction:
Enacting Asylum University as a
Relational Politics of Emergence
Relation is not made up of things that are foreign but of shared knowledge.
(Glissant, 1997, p. 8)

The opaque is not the obscure…it is that which cannot be reduced,
which is the most perennial guarantee of participation and confluence.
(Glissant, 1997, p. 191)
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While talking about asylum migration often legal and common parlance assumes an
“origin” and “destination” country, as well as so-called “host” populations and “newly
arriving asylum-seekers” (Rosello, 2001; Schapendonk, van Liempt, Schwarz & Steel,
2018) that is also reproduced in academic parlance (Barthel & Neumayer, 2015; Brekke
& Brochmann, 2015; Gibney, 2015; McDowell, 1996). Further, academic parlance is
predominantly based on epistemologies and ontologies that speak of rather than from
asylum, inevitably hiding the politics of everyday relations (what I call here enacting
asylum) that actors – including researchers – find themselves in (Mountz, Miyares, Wright
& Bailey, 2003). More crucially, asylum is fundamentally built on fixed epistemologies that
often results in enacting asylum in ways that reproduce methodological nationalism
(Wimmer & Glick-Schiller, 2002), and appropriation of migrant voices often under
unequal conditions of knowledge production on asylum migration. Building on claims
for “writing histories”, “constructing worlds,” and “right to education” by actors seeking
asylum that I engaged with, enacting Asylum University emerges as a mode of forging
relations responding to these everyday claims. Such processes acknowledge the deep
entanglement of research and pedagogical practices with everyday processes of
producing asylum relations (Mitchell & Kallio, 2017).
		
This work is written as a travelogue and as a mapping exercise of the relational
politics involved in such entanglement. At the same time, it is a collection of writings that
also simultaneously enacts such entanglement. The chapters that follow are in fact
roadmaps of the journeys I have been taking with actors the last years. And this journey
has meandered across various related but different landscapes and mindscapes, and so
have the research processes and topics. During a feedback session, a colleague once
pointed out to me that it would be interesting to reflect on the moments of shifts when
I/we (the authors in relation) deviated to another topic or theme in order to expose the
“trajectory” of this research. This provoked me to think about it and I realized that this
thesis is itself a sort of testimony of this trajectory.
All of the Parts deal with intersecting issues relevant for research relations on the
“refugee question” and refugee-support relations in the European Union today, and are
linked by a general introduction and a concluding chapter at the end. However, each
chapter introduces the topic with a focus on one dimension relevant to the relational
politics involved in such work.
Academic, refugee-support networks and policy-oriented relations of asylum processes
have too often been limited by a gaze on the Other (Valentine, 2002) as different rather
than processes built on the mutuality of shared knowledges itself. This reflects the
borders in people’s minds as much as by structural barriers. In other words, the relations
of pre-fixed boundaries between Us (researchers) and Them (asylum-seekers, refugees,
volunteers, activists, among others, involved in the so-called “practicalities” on the
ground) remains the most unchallenged.
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1.1 From a (Foot)note on Methodology to a Relational
Politics of Asylum as Emergence
“Can we talk for a moment now?” knocks a colleague at my door one Wednesday
afternoon. “Sure, come on in,” I reply. He continues, “Well, its regarding your friends
or acquaintances who were present at the last meeting of our campus-wide network
for experts on migration inclusion. I am not sure if you spoke to them after the
meeting or if you know that they were present at the meeting. Well, it was interesting
that they were there, but I must say that this network is really for Radboud experts,
and I think they felt out of place. One of them particularly was looking down all the
time during the presentations. We were sharing our research and expertise about
“migrant inclusion” and I am not sure how much this was interesting for him. And in
the end when he finally spoke, he started to share his personal story of struggles of
leaving Turkey and seeking asylum here in the Netherlands. I am not sure what he
expected out of the meeting. I just wanted to check with you if you spoke to him
afterwards about how he felt about attending the meeting.” I responded, “Well, the
question is who are experts. If I am considered an expert part of this network then
certainly the gentlemen you refer to are much more academically qualified than me.
However, that he chose to speak from his personal experiences as a refugee from
Turkey to the Netherlands rather than from his “professional expertise”, makes me
wonder why the other experts in the network chose not to speak from their own
personal experiences or of implications in researching topics related to “migrant
inclusion” underpinning their professional line of expertise. I think that instead of me
asking him about how he felt attending the meeting maybe we should reflect on what
you felt with their presence and what the network is (not) about.”
The above experience is an example of how everyday research relations and expertise
about asylum migration continue to be built by separating “spaces of expertise” and “the
field of stories” despite claiming terms such as “migrant inclusion”, that when collide tend
to be dismissed as awkward and unproductive. Regardless of whether such a practice is
valuable in itself or not, and regardless of the legitimacy of the claim to “keep out”
non-University employees from a research network on migrant inclusion, there is a
relational politics at work. My colleague did not see any problem in separating a network
of experts researching on migrant inclusion from the presence of migrants/refugees
themselves eager to intellectually engage on such topics. This was in fact a difference of
how each of us related to the topic of asylum migration itself, influencing how we
understood such processes and therefore how we implicated ourselves as part of them.
While for my colleague the world of migration and the world of “professional expertise”
were separate and therefore something that one researches about and one speaks
about or of, for me the University was a meeting place for blurring or problematizing this
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separation by speaking from relations yet-to-be-forged with voices currently excluded
from knowledge production processes that nevertheless implicate our/their lives. More
importantly, it was a difference about how the relations between the processes we are
trying to understand, and ultimately how we ourselves related to asylum processes that
influenced how we understood our roles and research relations.
Often the above experience might find itself either brushed aside for its mundaneness
or in a footnote or a methodological reflection where one clarifies one’s choices of
interviews, participant observation or ethnographic research where relations were forged
with “the Other” situated “outside” the realm of academia - asylum-seekers/refugees or
volunteers, for instance (Darling, 2010). While such work is important, there is nevertheless
a need to revisit the ontology of “the field” (Gupta & Ferguson, 1997) and the (spatial)
relations underpinning such approaches. In the above encounter, “a story” disturbed the
space of expertise understood as a space “outside” the realm of asylum-seeking, where
the “grasping” is done. The verb “grasp,” as Glissant reminds us, contains the movements
of hands that grab their surroundings and bring them back to themselves (1997,
pp.191-192). It is common place for researchers to collect stories of asylum-seekers “in
the field,” but when the same enters the “space of expertise” it is seen as “out of place.”
Thus rather than seeing the “narration of one’s story of refuge” as a way of understanding
the Other, following Glissant (1997), one can argue that it is urgent to move away from
the notion of understanding as reducing -- “in order to understand you and thus accept
you, I have to measure your solidity with the ideal scale providing me with grounds to
make comparisons and, perhaps, judgements. I have to reduce” (p.190) – and instead
work from what emerges in-between the shifting roles of “narrator” and the “listener”
(Mackenzie, McDowell & Pittaway, 2007). Rather than “grasping,” following Glissant, can
one walk on the path of opacities? The right to opacity for Glissant (1997) is built on
“subsistence within an irreducible singularity” (p. 190). He argues that, “Opacities can
coexist and converge, weaving fabrics. To understand these truly one must focus on the
texture of the weave and not on its components” (Glissant, 1997, p.190). Thus, rather than
building relations based on transparency, and grasping the Other, this thesis is a journey
of the many opaque trajectories intersecting and weaving stories that manifest as (de/re)
articulations. In other words, the focus of relations has been on articulatory processes
rather than unidirectional story-telling by refugees to me as a researcher.
I argue that rather than a neutral position situated “outside” the field of asylum, the
very status of being a researcher entering into spaces of “refugee-support” or in dialogue
with asylum-seekers/refugees or writing about “their” condition, implies producing
relations that are shaped by power relations through which asylum as a claim to rights of
citizenship comes to be de/re-articulated.
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1.1.1 A Note on Articulations
The articulatory process is an engagement with the concrete in order to change it,
that is to re-articulate it. To understand theory and method this way shifts perspective
from the acquisition or application of an epistemology to the creative process of
articulating, of thinking relations and connections as how we come to know and as
creating what we know. Articulation is, then, not just a thing (not just a connection)
but a process of creating connections, much in the same way that hegemony is not
domination but the process of creating and maintaining consensus or of co-coordinating interests. (Slack, 1997, p. 114)
Building on the works of Stuart Hall (1996a, 1996b, & 2002a, 2002b; see also Clarke, 2015;
Lawrence, 1986), Donna Haraway (1992 & 1988), Paulo Freire (1972), and bell hooks (1989)
on articulation and critical pedagogy, the articulatory processes in this thesis is a process
of engagement with the politics of claiming asylum in order to re-articulate it as part of
university practices. Articulation is a process of creating connections that are otherwise
not. As Haraway argues, articulation rather than representation is “a whole other way of
seeing actors and actants-and consequently another way of working to position scientists
and science in important struggles in the world” (1992, p. 313). The fundamental “unrepresentability of social nature” makes her suspect of “doctrines of representation and
objectivity” as they inevitably involve “possession of a passive resource, the silent object,
the stripped actant” (1992, p. 331). Thus, along the same lines as Glissant, Haraway pleas
for relations of articulations built upon situated knowledges. Situated knowledges for
Haraway is a partial view that is situated in struggles and is about communities rather
than isolated individuals. It is a view that rejects the totalitarian vision of objectivity and
the non-committal position of relativism: “We seek those ruled by partial sight and
limited voice – not partiality for its own sake but, rather, for the sake of connections and
unexpected openings situated knowledges make possible.” (Haraway, 1992, p. 590).
The difference between a political semiotics of articulation and that of representation-
based social science and philosophy, according to Haraway, is that the former sees
meanings in the kinds of collective action taking place and claim-making in which we all
are inhabitants of “liminal areas where new shapes, new kinds of action and responsibility,
are gestating in the world” (1992, p. 314), while the latter sees the Other/Other’s practice
within pre-determined frames of primitive/modernity. “The represented is reduced to
the permanent status of the recipient of action, never to be a co-actor in an articulated
practice among unlike, but joined, social partners” (Haraway, 1992, p.312). So, the point is
not that the Other crosses the line from being represented as Objects to become a
“modern” subject of participation, but rather of formations of articulated collectives
where these distinctions are not the most important.
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As Zetter (2007) argues, the shift from the label “refugee” to “asylum” marks a shift
in politics to lengthen the processing chain of becoming a refugee in Europe, acting as a
reservoir label, while refugeehood becomes a prized claim available to a selected few.
Asylum, precisely because of this interstitial zone of legality also implies a space of
contestations in the social realm. Enacting asylum as a relational practice in the social
realm then simultaneously implies enacting forms of relations in spite of and because of
the legally ambiguous conditions of people involved in such relations. Research relations
then become part of the power relations produced because of such ambiguities rather
than remaining external to the same and can easily reproduce (Cabot, 2016) rather than
contest the borders marking actants seeking asylum as more or less deserving of “being
here.” Precisely because of the ambiguities of asylum-seeking the ‘need’ for “social
scientific research” comes to justify the power relation of the researcher to gather
further “material.” Our relational politics of Asylum in this thesis, among others, attempts
to question this spatial and ontological separation between the “bodies of stories” and
the “authorities of expertise” in academia, but remains simultaneously also in a “poetics”
– in claiming language itself as a struggle.
Coming back to the opening vignette of this section, by inviting the two scholars
(who recently contacted me and my colleague as academics waiting for their refugee
status fleeing Turkey and wanting to keep their intellectual thinking alive) to join the
meetings of the “network of expertise,” we were trying to create a meeting place where
languages collide. The meeting place of the “space of marginality” (referred in the
preface) where the questions of who is speaking and to whom and on behalf of whom
about (asylum) migration and thereby constituting what forms of language, can be
re-visited and re-configured, in the hope that others would join. But this did not happen,
and instead we became marginalized. This is not to claim that “highly qualified” actors are
solely eligible for such a meeting place, but in this case, it was by chance that the two
academics contacted me at the time of the network meetings, that led from one thing
to the other. The main argument here is that rather than ignoring such encounters as
“out of place” is it possible to actively engage with such a relational politics inevitably
involved in processes of knowledge production on asylum migration? And even more so,
how can we centre the power dynamics in “research encounters” and geographies of
“research” practice (Simonsen, 2007) where claims are being made at all levels by actors,
but most importantly in processes of knowledge production, in other words, the
becoming of a relational (knowledge) politics of asylum?
Another connected question with regard to a relational politics of asylum is, what
spatial ontologies are being enacted as part of research practices and relations forged
with people seeking asylum or with those working to support them? Often relations with
asylum-seekers/volunteers/state actors are forged or researched within (inter-)national
contexts (Turton, 2005; Bakewell, 2008), asylum understood as essentially in nationalist
frames and as a relation of states welcoming refugees through international agreements.
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While the legal dimension of asylum certainly involves state-institutions and actors
implementing international laws, as a relation asylum is certainly not limited to legal
relations. The blind spots of methodological (inter-)nationalism is not only a failure to
understand the transnational dimensions of asylum processes but also one in which
research relations reproduce fixed spatio-temporalities (Amelina, Faist, Glick-Schiller &
Nergiz, 2012; Bloch & Chimienti, 2011), while being indifferent to the transformative and
transnational potentialities of research relations to actively move with or becoming
mobilized from asylum processes that one becomes engaged with.

1.1.2 Research Question
Based on such a positionality, this thesis asks the research question:
What articulations emerge as part of enacting asylum as deeply entangled in research
and pedagogical practices?
Enactment here implies the inherently performative and political nature of research
relations, and in this case in producing “asylum” as a relation of claiming rights of
citizenship in everyday practices. Emergence situates the research process as an
anticipative consciousness more in line with Glissant’s (1997) right to opacity, but also
what Santos (2012) calls “sociology of emergences.” In his construction of epistemologies
of the South urging for alternative thinking of alternatives beyond theories and concepts
developed in the global North, Santos (2012) elaborates:
The sociology of emergences is the inquiry into the alternatives that are contained
in the horizon of concrete possibilities…the sociology of emergences enlarges the
present by adding to the existing reality the possibilities and future expectations it
contains. (p. 56)
The alternatives in the horizon of concrete possibilities when asylum is enacted as deeply
in and part of research and pedagogical practices, is what is being inquired here. Rather
than understood as contexts in which researchers can only be witness to harsh or
empowering realities of asylum processes part of daily life in the European Union today,
the horizon of possibilities in this research is built on the Not Yet that Bloch (1995)
elaborates as crucial to critique the mechanical conception of matter in Western
philosophy dominated by All (Alles) and Nothing (Nichts). In emphasizing the affirmation
of our capacity to think and act productively upon the world, Bloch, in Santos’ words,
urges the Not Yet “as a more complex category because it expresses what exists as mere
tendency, a movement that is latent in the very process of manifesting itself.” (Bloch,
1995; Santos, 2012, p.54). This departs from the notion that research relations have
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agency to enact and anticipate future possibilities of social transformation rather than
merely observing them (Freire, 1972). Santos underlines that subjectively the Not Yet is
anticipatory consciousness and objectively is capacity and possibility. Such an anticipatory
consciousness is explored here as a relational politics that can, as Bloch claims, end in
either disaster or hope. Or as Haraway puts it, “Articulation is work, and it may fail” (1992,
p. 314). It is from such a positionality of fundamentally not knowing what articulations
emerge or fail to emerge that the processes in this thesis are situated. Each of the
encounters leading to articulatory processes were not driven by transparency but the
opacities of our relations and life trajectories. The encounters lead to conversations that
lead to the chapters that follow. The chapters can then be seen as manifestations of
articulatory processes of making connections that otherwise remained hidden, or latent,
or were yet-to-emerge. They are slices of movement-affect-space-times (Merriman,
2012) of the shifting relations producing asylum that however re-articulate in concrete
possibilities for a university-yet-to-come and for research and pedagogical relations-yetto-come.

1.2 D
 oing Articulation(s) as Method: Embracing a Processual
Geographical Approach
As mentioned earlier, “the creative process of articulating, of thinking relations and
connections as how we come to know and as creating what we know” (Slack, 1997, p. 114)
has implications in terms of methods. The simultaneity of processes of knowing and
creating from such knowing along-the-way drove the choice of methods. From the
beginning it was important for methods to emerge through the process of making
connections (including the processes of failing to make connections leading to other
processes of connections and disconnections) through embodied, sensorial, events and
relations unfolding. This meant that “places” came to be produced in these processes of
making connections through (un)knowing, rather than sites seen as fixed (single/
multi-site). Nevertheless, the connections were all emerging from an underlying urge to
entangle (Self/Other, researcher/researched, refugee/academic, university/refugee-support), not only from my side but also from the actors becoming part of the articulatory
processes part of this thesis. Different (dis)connections and processes came to be
formed at different moments that were relevant to the diverse yet specific institutional
contexts of cultural and academic production alongside specific power struggles of
asylum rights such as right to education and work, language access, intellectual
aspirations. This enactment took the path of “itinerant action-research” processes that
were intuitively responding to the shifting “epistemic need of the hour” from embodied
movement, methods following.
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Following processual and poststructuralist philosophers like Henri Bergson, Michael
Serres, Brian Massumi and Gilles Deleuze, Merriman points to embodied movement as
“emerging from the incessant and turbulent unfolding of events”. He argues, “mobility is
not secondary to the events of spacing and timing rather the unfolding of events is
characterized by a prepositioning and turbulence, and by material, experiential and
relational effects of spacing, timing, movement, sensation, energy, affect, rhythm, and
force.” (Merriman, 2012, p.21). It involves as argued by Brown & Spinney, “actively engaging
movement in the creation of research knowledge” (Brown & Spinney, 2010, p.130). This
had the consequence of approaching methodology as an improvised toolkit of relational
methods collectively adapted and selected along-the-way (Cerwonka & Malkki, 2008;
Waite, 2015) that were fundamentally shaped by the nature of encounters.
Our processes have been triggered by affect, lived struggles, and the need to
transform “the margins” into a space of possibilities, which was not always equally shared
but nevertheless experienced differentially across actors. These affects, thoughts, smells,
sweat from lived struggles of asylum relations in everyday life were then transformed
into sub-questions that were then answered by choices of tools/methods. Keeping the
processual geographical approach, the doings of methods emerged as part of processes
of enacting asylum in various contexts that is elaborated in each part and the chapters
that follow.
To give a brief overview, Part I introduces a broader process geographical approach
as part of articulating hospitality, and reading as a relational practice; Part II elaborates
more specifically on methods of collective auto-ethnography in articulating languaging
encounters; Part III elaborates on methods of relatedness - focus workshop, biographical
resonance/co-scripting, journeying and memory-work in articulating processes of asylumscaping; Part IV does so on critique as method; montaging, and collective auto-ethnography.
These methods need to be understood in the processual contexts of how they cameto-matter (Law, 2004) and are best done so in the respective chapters. These processual
contexts, however, were triggered by spontaneous unplanned encounters that shaped
the articulatory processes part of this thesis that I briefly introduce below.
The walk from my university campus to the Heumensoord refugee camp in Nijmegen,
2016 was where Zainab (co-author of Chapter 9) and I met each other by chance, not as
“researcher”/“refugee” but as women of colour, walking on the same path. Mehari
(co-author of Chapter 7) and I met each other through a common friend in Copenhagen
in 2017, with the eagerness to build social networks beyond the borders of the countries
were living in. We met each other as immigrants in Europe thriving on informal conversations
(often while eating injiras and the smell of the curries lasting on our fingertips for days)
as a means of educating each other, while questioning the boundaries of educational
institutions to recognize diverse knowledges. Arlene (co-author of Chapter 1) and I met
each other outside the Radboud campus canteen in Nijmegen when the word spread
that our courses were open to communities still waiting for/who had received their
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asylum papers. We met as sisters for whom writing was a tool of (self)awakening in an
everyday life of sleep-walking. Ingmar (co-author of Chapter 9) and I met as the angry,
young(er) generation tired of rules governing our daily lives rather than our hearts. We
met as amateur night musicians improvising in a basement in Nijmegen. And eventually
met again in the refugee camp Heumensoord, angry with the petty rules regulating our
relations with people in the camp. Huda (co-author of Chapter 5) and I met as lonely
women looking for friends during my initial visits to Stiching Gast1 in Nijmegen. We met
as women outraged with paternalism and patriarchy overshadowing our lives in different
ways. We met as jazz-lovers and as giggling teenagers sometimes laughing for no reason.
Efrem (collaborator for processes outlined in Chapter 6) and I met in the train to
Nijmegen also by chance as travellers. We met as Geographers and as immigrants.
Beatrice (collaborator for processes outlined in Chapter 6) and I met as restless souls
invited by a cultural organization in Bolzano to collaborate for a residency on migration
in the context of the selective closure of the Brenner border to travellers from outside
Europe. We met as mothers exchanging children clothes and as women from here and
there, with more-than-one-home. Joris (co-author of Chapter 2) and I re-met as colleagues
eager to translate our shared friendships into conceptual windows that helped us
break-free from sedentarist-thinking. Olivier (co-author of Chapter 5 and 9) and I re-met
in the classrooms of Radboud, Nijmegen, as migrants in exile burning to connect to the
worlds under our skin and behind our backs. I re-met Sunday (collaborator for processes
outlined in Chapter 6) outside the church in Bolzano as we both struggled to give words
to the visceral experiences of racism. Oumar (co-author of Chapter 8) and I met as
intellectuals on the streets of Bolzano inspired by ideas from the Négritude movement.
And yet, A and I did not meet while walking in Bolzano (Chapter 3), because of a
tension in our interactions where I felt discomfort and framed by his gaze. H and I met
but collided in the events unfolding around “the language question” in education and
refugee support (elaborated in Chapter 4). MXX and I met but I did not meet her
“expectations” of a “good researcher” deserving her time (elaborated in Chapter 7). AXX
and his friends and I met for few days but I could not meet their needs of mobilizing
people for protesting against the controlled im/mobilities of living in asylum centres in
Netherlands. We lost touch. Tape and I met in the café De Klinker in Nijmegen, but I did
not again meet his expectations of “helping” him get a job. And many more such dis/
connections happened without even making it to the pages of this thesis.
However, focusing on everyday encounters and processes of enacting asylum does
not imply a blindness to mechanisms of state borders. Instead these encounters and the
processes they opened up are also inevitably situated in broader contestations around
state borders. In what follows I briefly now delve into the question of what borders

1

Stichting Gast is a volunteer-run organization supporting a select of those whose asylum applications have
been rejected (www.stichtinggast.nl)
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matter in the everyday processes shaping articulations of asylum, rather than assuming
state borders as fixed (Gill, 2010).

1.3 Borders that Matter, Border as Articulation
The folding of EU’s “internal” and “external” borders, or what William Walters (2002) has
named “Schengen as borderland”, manifesting more recently in locked waiting rooms on
train platforms, immigration checks at “internal” border crossings otherwise meant to
be “open”, has urged us to move beyond the distinctions between geographies of
“closed” and “open”, “hot” and “boring” borderlands driving research and policy agendas
till recently (Lois, 2017). The so-called “open” internal EU borderlands, between 2015 and
2018, manifested as borders explicitly “closed” to the multitudes of people crossing them
for not possessing the “right” documents. The “cultural turn” in border studies
investigates the notion of borders as social constructs, using mostly ethnographic and
interpretative approaches, while critical geopolitics, focusing more on “b/ordering” (van
Houtum, Kramsch & Zierhofer, 2005 ) and the inseparability between “real” and
“symbolic” borders, investigates the production of or how borders come to be rather
than the “where” of borders through various interdisciplinary methodologies such as
discourse analysis, and deconstruction of representational practices, among others.
However, the question remains what alternatives beyond b/ordering relations are
stimulated in such practices and knowledges? Simultaneously, where do the spaces of
universities feature in these theorizations? Given that our university campus was claimed
as a “public space” for protests by people living in the refugee-camp close to our campus
against the poor conditions and non-transparent bureaucracies ruling their lives,
geographies of borderlands need to be situated in cartographies featuring universities
rather than seeing them “off the map” of asylum claims. Where do universities feature in
the map of borders solely seen as everywhere (Balibar, 2002; Rumford, 2012) or at
physical borderlands (Strüver, 2005)? Scholars have acknowledged the role of educators
in b/ordering practices of states given the requirements to check immigration status of
enrolled students in university programs (King & Raghuram, 2013). Decolonial and
postcolonial studies have highlighted the central role of universities and disciplines to
the production of the “orient”/colonized Other as part of Europe’s imperial networks.
Decolonial perspectives on pedagogy have argued for an “ecology of knowledges” and
“pluriverse” as modes where many different worlds can co-exist rather than being
subjugated to a monocultural regime claiming universality feeding Eurocentric
knowledges (Said, 1978). However, in a changing global context of refugee movements
today what are the many paths towards pluriversal ecologies of knowledges (Baker,
2012)? What renewed role can academic relations enact beyond deconstructing
hegemonic knowledges? What articulations are yet to emerge between universities and

A Relational Politics of Emergence | 31

spaces of encampment in the path towards pluriversalities? Rather than seeing borders
as socially constructed in b/ordering practices, in this thesis I position borders as
articulations from where to speak as actants in joint struggles questioning the limits of
everyday asylum relations often muted by legal language and bureaucratic hurdles, one
that simultaneously implicates academic relations often muted by scientific language
and hurdles to coevalness (Fabian, 2002). The following section articulates Asylum
University from processes intersecting at these questions that also situates this thesis in
the everyday encounters (Farrier, 2012), processes and entanglements of “spaces of
refuge” and “universities,” thereby underlining the unstable becoming of borders and
when and how they come to matter.

1.4 Articulating Asylum University
This section is published as:
Aparna, K. & Kramsch, O. (2018). Asylum University: Re-situation knowledge-exchange
along cross-border positionalities. In G. Bhambra, K. Nisancioglu, & D. Gebrial (Eds.),
Decolonizing the university, context and practice (pp. 93-107). London, United Kingdom:
Pluto Press.
Asylum University (AU) emerges as a movement bringing together academics, students,
activists, volunteers, citizens, “undocumented migrants” (whose asylum application has
been rejected), refugees (both waiting for the procedure as well as those with a “legal
status”), and just people to find ways to collaborate with each other in an informal
manner. AU emerges as a movement to transform everyday processes of knowledge-
exchange within university walls as well as within walls of asylum-procedures and walls of
“out-of-procedure.” Rather than be associated with confinement, asylum here serves as
a symbolic and powerful metaphor for speaking from “the margins.” Speaking from the
margins gives us power to call attention to the instability and uncertainty of bounded
governing structures, be it of the state or of our own university (inevitably intertwined),
while acting towards transforming the same in ways that go beyond emotionalities of
only fear or pity (for Self and the Other). Rather than be associated with the closed-off
“ivory tower” the university serves as a space of solidarity for knowledge-exchange of all
kinds. Inhabiting our borderlands and commuting across this border on a daily basis
(especially for one author) confronts us with the urgency to weave worlds that are
otherwise meant to stay apart. We started initially with uncertain steps (because of not
knowing what to expect) into migrant-support organizations on either sides of the
border. We are now weaving and becoming part of relations that connect multiple
(border)localities (from the Dadaab camp in Kenya to Bolzano in Italy (along the Austria/
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Italian border) to Copenhagen in Denmark and Aarendonk in Belgium to name a few
places where people were and still are), via practices of knowledge-exchange that
question the divide between spaces of encampment (like asylum-centres, detention
centres, refugee camps and simple waiting for legal status) and spaces of learning
(classrooms). In what follows below we share some key moments and contextual
developments around which relations central to the Asylum University initiative emerged
and continue to emerge. Building on the actions, practices and relations part of the
same, we craft what we call an “Asylum University lens” for a futuristic vision on a
university that is yet to emerge.

1.4.1 R
 eflection on Political and Institutional Conditions Leading to
the Emergence of Asylum University
Some of us have been part of the Nijmegen Centre for Border Research (NCBR), which
itself has been running as an informal network of students and academics interested in
border studies for two decades, housed at the Human Geography department of
Radboud University, Nijmegen, The Netherlands. Like all research centres, our centre is
also part of structural political-economic inequalities and unequal top-down funding
landscapes that get reproduced within research collaborations across universities.
Emerging also from a discomfort with precisely such relations, we felt the need to begin
our pedagogical and research interests via informal relations and engagements locally,
but as always open to a cross-border dimension within the context of hospitality
initiatives for asylum-seekers and refugees across our Dutch/German borderland of
Nijmegen (The Netherlands) and Kranenburg, Kleve (Germany).2 These relations at the
same time slowly extend to other locations in Belgium, Italy and Denmark, due to people
moving and small informal networks spreading, as well as research initiatives being
forged via the same.
Before the political drama of the so-called refugee crisis in Europe hit the newspapers
in 2015, some of us had already been in dialogue with local migrant support networks for
asylum-seekers and refugees and were busy thinking about the role of our department
and our university in relation to such existing support networks. We began to have
informal meetings between volunteers, asylum-seekers, refugees, academics and
students to brainstorm on what could be feasible inter-relational actions that we could
take to bridge the needs and aspirations of members of this informal network. Facilitating
easier access to language support and higher education were among the most urgent
issues that were raised by our refugee friends. The reasons for this had not only practical
consequences in terms of improving one’s role in the job market and feeling socially
welcome in everyday spaces of interactions, but also simply to dignify oneself, since the
2

Nijmegen is located only 9 kms from the German border, across which a vibrant pro-refugee movement
remains active. In this chapter we speak of initiatives that straddle these borderlands (while also extending to
other sites) rather than speaking from either side.
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asylum procedure and embodied experiences were acknowledged as a demoralizing
process especially for one’s intellectual development. Being engaged in an intellectually
stimulating environment was something urgently needed as much as the material
dimensions of food, housing, documents, work, among others, as identified by some.
Alongside this, academics and students present raised the importance of embodied
knowledge to classroom discussions as much as within scientific knowledge production
channels.
Not very long since these meetings, the student occupation of the Maagdenhuis
(the management building of the University of Amsterdam3) led to fierce debates and a
student movement under the name “New University” that opened up spaces for critical
reflections around the governing and managerial structures of universities in The
Netherlands and especially University of Amsterdam, then traveling to different locations
in the country and across Europe. These broader, transnational initiatives working against
the accelerated corporatization of the European university landscape dovetailed with a
very localized, Slow Science movement on the Radboud campus. The main impetus of
this was to find a collective solution to working conditions producing epidemic levels of
burnout among university staff, notably within our management faculty (one of the
authors, a self-styled “burnout activist,” was a key figure in this initiative, see Verkoren,
van Leeuwen, Sent, Tinnevelt, Kramsch, 2014).

1.4.2 What Is to Be Done?
a. Making space: working town/gown tensions
The first practical issue in getting to organize meetings between and across university-based academics and the refugee community and volunteers was the question of
space. The question of where and when to have meetings became a highly difficult
organizational problem. This can be seen as a classical “town/gown” tension in which
some academics felt bound to their everyday commitments of teaching and publishing
that do not permit them to make a cycle ride to the city centre for meetings. On the
other hand, the university campus was unfamiliar to the refugee community since their
everyday life was governed by various other priorities such as lawyer visits, seeking
support for language, work, shelter, food, among others, that mostly concentrated in the
city centre and around peripheral neighbourhoods where they live. Despite being only a
15-minute cycle ride apart, the city centre and the university campus appeared miles
apart for creating such shared spaces of dialogue. This meant making maps of the
campus and explaining bus and cycle routes to the various buildings on campus for our
refugee friends, while trying to appeal to our academic counterparts to make time to
cycle to the city-centre for alternative meetings. Such a compromise has never been fully
reached, but nevertheless after more than two years the university campus is a much
3

The occupation was between February and April 2015.
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more familiar place for some for whom it was not yet. A café in the city centre, which also
houses asylum-support organizations, was perceived by one academic as “too political
and informal” and as not appropriate for such formal meetings initiated by university
members. Here again we came across all kinds of prejudices associated with spaces in
the city centre versus how the university should create spaces of its own. This eventually
raised questions of privilege and the right to the (univer)city, of who has the right to
speak on behalf of whom, and the underlying differential knowledges producing and
reproducing such divides.
b. Revalorizing “valorisation”: Breaking down the academic/activist divide
Speaking especially about borders and migration in our classrooms without being
engaged with embodied practices outside the campus relevant to such work, raises
questions of how dis/connected to everyday realities university knowledge production
processes are. At a time when our managerial superstructure obsesses about “valorisation,”
defined by the measurable impact of our research on society (narrowly defined by local
economic firms and agents), AU broadens the scope and scale of the potential societal
influence of our academic labor by engaging across a range of alternative off-campus
sites: Stichting GAST (a local support organization for asylum-seekers and undocumented
migrants); café De Klinker (a collective of various solidarity groups housed in a previously
squatted building, where apart from other activities, an open kitchen is run in which
refugees are invited to cook and sell their food for voluntary contributions); BethHamifgash
(an inter-cultural organization also involved in refugee support across the Dutch/German
border in Kleve, Germany); Heumensoord refugee camp (one of the largest refugee
camps in Netherlands that served 3,000 refugees between September 2015 to May
2016), and the pro-refugee student movement it mobilized, “Just People”4 ; Terecht cafe/
Justice cafe (the temporary transformation of a former abandoned canteen on campus
by students into a dynamic meeting place for informal knowledge exchange initiatives
between and across the academic and non-academic communities in Nijmegen, forcefully
shut down by the management board of the university for the reason of not following
protocols in applying for rooms); Stadsnomaden (a running eco-village established by a
few students initiated simply by parking their campers on empty, unused university land);
Radboud Postcolonialism & Race Reading Group (an informally run reading group discussing
texts from postcolonial studies, bringing together cross-campus academics and students
as well as interested outside publics); and YouAreButYouAreNot (a collaborative process
bringing relations from Asylum University to engage with a cultural project in Bolzano
reflecting on the selective closure of the Brenner pass (along the Italian/Austrian border
since 2014) for asylum-seekers heading from Italy to Germany and other northern
European countries.
4

www.justpeople.nl
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Through such off-campus engagements, AU practices strive to join social activism,
cultural production and academic pursuits in mutually enforcing and productive ways.
Legitimizing activist commitments remains an uphill struggle within Dutch academia
(and in Continental Europe generally), where it is often perceived by colleagues as a mere
“hobby,” something one does after the real work of pursuing objective, disinterested,
value-free science. Indeed, a vital mission for AU is to break down the artificially produced
barrier between “activist” and “academic” labour. For us, the two realms are inextricably
bound and mutually reinforcing. This “borderwork” (Rumford, 2008) dovetails with the
complementary goal of making space at a Dutch university for unrepentantly normative
social science: the possibility of taking a strong normative stand in academic teaching
and research. This position is still largely an unwritten taboo in many quarters of Dutch
academia, where preference is given to “objective”, normative-free scientific enquiry,
largely catering to the knowledge requirements of government policymakers. In making
explicit ethical and normative standpoints from the urgency of everyday life when
conducting research, AU breaks with this taboo.
c. Surfing precarity through shifting convivialities
At the same time, what continues to offer a “third space” under the umbrella of the AU
initiative that differs from other existing asylum-support initiatives is its ambition of
exchanging life experiences rather than aims of “unidirectional integration” (Aparna &
Schapendonk, 2018). Through classroom projects, discussions, co-writing and publishing
articles with refugee comrades and volunteer communities, and simply informally
creating social networks between and across groups, a lot is achieved in terms of
integration as a constant negotiation of language5 , values, aspirations, collective identities
and expectations via shared conversations. The informal interactions, frictions, friendships
and conversations that emerge from these interactions continue to lay the foundations
for current relations and transformations of the Asylum University initiative, as well as
the space of the surrounding campus environment in which it is embedded.6
5

6

Indeed, language, especially the politics of language use in the Dutch university context, has grown into
one of the core themes discussed within AU, both as praxis and theoretical intervention. Who gets to
speak what language, in which circumstances and with what outcomes are vital issues that remain to
be addressed adequately in an uneven language landscape riven with unresolved postcolonial power
geometries. Thus framed, the issue of language at university transcends the mere need for refugees to
integrate into the Dutch body politic by learning Dutch as quickly as possible, and opens out onto the
conditions that would be appropriate to producing a truly multi-lingual university (for a first attempt at
imagining such a “languaging” practice, see Kramsch, Aparna & Degu, 2015, the fruit of collaboration with
the authors of this chapter and a female AU comrade from Ethiopia).
The transformative influence exerted by AU radiates throughout university space in ways that produces
sometimes unexpectedly felicitous pedagogical effects, especially among colleagues. Two notes from the
trenches will suffice. After a geographer colleague caught wind that the authors visited the Heumensoord
camp (located 10 minutes’ walk from our offices) in order to speak to people there, he pondered “I’d love to
go myself, but I don’t have a reason to go.” We made sure to take him there on the next occasion. Another
colleague, upon hearing that a Syrian refugee from Heumensoord had joined our on-campus postcolonial
reading group, mentioned how challenging it must be for us to navigate the inevitable unevenness in
academic knowledge such an entry must surely produce within the group. “Our Syrian comrade studied
English literature in Aleppo,” we replied, with a smile.
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Meetings are needed in the beginning to align the ambitions and expectations of
different actors and groups involved. However, aiming to come to a consensus about
ways to achieve goals is not realistic. This is because these ambitions are constantly
shifting both individually and, in this case, also the contexts of actors involved including
asylum-support organizations and academic research communities. Further, the
uncertain landscape of refugee im/mobility in which people are being transferred from
one camp to another camp at the other end of the country or people are being deported
back to their countries due to rejected applications does not allow for a fixed group of
“community” that exists. However, this does not mean that there is no community, but
only means that relations are constantly transforming due to shifting situations.
Alongside such forced and voluntary im/mobilities lies also the precariousness of
academic positions, funding obligations and shifting board members of refugee-support
organizations that add to an uncertain and shifting ground on which the initiative runs.
In short: AU surfs its own precarity, and in the teeth of it; remaining semi-invisible and
fluid in the margins of institutional hierarchies and full professorial positions, it serves as
an open rebuke to the minority of university staff inhabiting ultra-safe positions at the
cost of rampant insecurity for the majority.
On such shifting ground, AU’s modest aim is to try to keep classroom doors open,
while building informal bridges between asylum-centres and refugee-support organizations,
alongside keeping an eye open for an opportunity to make connections with new people
interested in enabling the same. Meetings have been so far held monthly for the first year
and a half in which interested academics, refugees, asylum-seekers (both waiting for
procedures and those whose application was rejected), volunteers in refugee-support
and students came regularly together albeit as a moving, floating group of individuals
rather than a fixed group. Meetings were held alternately between rooms on campus,
which some of us could informally reserve during lunch hours, and the cafe De Klinker in
the city centre housing among others the refugee-support organization (Stichting Gast).
This served very well since we had the freedom to move back and forth that also served
to introduce each group into their own worlds of everyday inhabitance and to build trust.
The meetings were mostly run in our case by one coordinating member who was able to
assume this role due to the possibility of incorporating the initiative and its transformations as part of her PhD project. However, the content of the meetings was always
collectively raised. Communication was mostly via email and word-of-mouth. However,
once informal social networks are built, they have a way of spreading and transforming
on their own, for which one does not have to always rely on meetings for taking actions.
d. “More than just a refugee”: Opening the classroom to the world
When we initially started, the first challenges were around the diverse intellectual and
professional aspirations within the refugee community and our own limitations in being
able to open courses limited within the Geography Department. Language was another
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issue that again is complicated since courses at the Bachelor level are taught in Dutch or
English and Master level courses only in English. This meant that those who did not speak
English or Dutch could not attend the courses and, even if they did, they had to struggle.
This made way for ideas around creating “whisper corners” of translation during lectures
and initiating courses taught in Arabic, for instance, which have however not yet
materialized in practice but remain in the pipeline. Further, the Dutch system of separating
vocational training from university education makes it difficult to create shared spaces of
dialogue with refugees who wish to receive training skills for a vocation and those who
aspire for more intellectually demanding learning environments.
What emerged as an initially euphoric yet low-key opening of the course “Theorizing
Spatial Practices” – a course drawing on phenomenological approaches and questions
of justice to understanding the relationship between Space and Place – eventually led to
our refugee comrades building their own social networks from the same, some
continuing with their passion for topics in human geography, some growing to meet
their own professional aspirations, with others opting out of courses altogether in
pursuing careers in theatre or the arts. What remained crucial was the effort made to
demonstrate that it is possible to gain access to education even if in an informal way, and
have the option open for those interested. What was equally crucial was that people for
the first time had the chance to use their minds, the dignity to engage in the world as
thinking beings, rather than as “bodies” awaiting a decision from the Dutch state as to
their asylum procedure. Formally enrolled students, on the other hand, had the
opportunity to engage with fellow students from Afghanistan, Iraq, Eritrea, Syria and
Congo, whose experience of war, migration and re-settlement in Europe directly enriched
in-class discussion in the most productive of ways.
Access to literature was initially circulated informally via email, however now after
two years we have managed to find a way of creating temporary student accounts for
those who wish to be registered for a course, allowing digital access to literature and
course material. For those who complete the course we make separate certificates
under the name “Asylum University” while still mentioning the course title as part of the
official Radboud University syllabus, signed by the course lecturers. Official-looking
documents play a crucial role here in acknowledging the effort of participation, as well
as serving to enhance one’s “legal case” of asylum, if not directly, indirectly, in
demonstrating one’s participation in “society,” since the state gaze starts with the
assumption that asylum-seekers living for long periods in a country are not “integrated”
and do not participate in social activities with so-called “host” populations.
Most importantly, attending courses as demonstrated by most of our friends allows
them not to be identified as a refugee but as a fellow student, or a fellow thinker, which
is one of the most urgently needed spaces of transformation, since most of them find it
hard to break out of the label of “refugee” wherever they go -- be it at social gatherings,
religious functions, everyday interactions on the streets or in personal relationships with
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friends and acquaintances. The classroom allows one to merge into the identity of a
student regardless of one’s legal status, and debunks myths of “the refugee” for other
fellow students, since interactions are shaped around the aims of learning and exchange.7
Furthermore, in co-writing and co-publishing scientific texts together, we also debunk
the myth of expertise that surrounds the academic enterprise, and invert the telescope
on the subject-object relation that for so long has afflicted social-scientific method.
Rather than go “out there” to do fieldwork by interviewing “exotic Others” (in this case
refugees), we become “co-workers in the Kingdom of culture” (DuBois, 1976), each
drawing on our own embodied experiences to produce relational-ethnographies that
speak powerfully to the spatio-temporal present, as well as our collective implication in
shaping that present (see Chapters 5, 7, 8 and 9). Finally, co-writing at a most fundamental
level enacts a way of doing academic work otherwise, rather than write and/or teach in
an unequal relation of dependency, often under the shadow of a more senior staff
member for whom one often relies existentially for funding, AU co-writing inaugurates
another logic of knowledge production based on respect, dignity and equality. This
model is orthogonal to the individualizing, neoliberal-competitive logic of university life
today. It’s implications, we believe, are profoundly transformative.
e. Silence, anonymity, confidentiality
Since the initiative does not differentiate between “sans papiers” and refugees “with
legal status” or “in procedure”, issues of privacy, confidentiality and trust become very
sensitive and important. As university campuses are not completely outside the
surveillance of immigration control and identity checks, the issue of keeping the initiative
“low-profile”, “under the radar”, and silent was important, especially when we initially
began in 2014 during an environment of fear due to student protests in Amsterdam
against managerial structures. In order to build trust among our refugee friends, it was
important to assure a safe environment to retain anonymity of identity. Also avoiding
questions of tracking identity within state frames such as “why did you leave your
country?”, “what is your story of hardship?”, “where do you live?”, for instance, is
important. The core aim here is to overcome exclusionary frameworks that rely on
Othering, in this case of identifying people as “refugees”, while nevertheless wanting to
spread information to more people who might wish to join the initiative and courses, a
sensitive approach to the issue of in/visibilising the initiative. For this reason, with
allowance for exceptional circumstances, AU does not allow the use of cameras inside
7

The political productivity of encounters was underscored in one class session moderated by
the authors, during which a Dutch MA student expounded at length on the fear he felt when in
the presence of migrants who walked in groups in Nijmegen and did not speak Dutch. A Syrian
refugee student sitting a few rows ahead of him turned around after he had finished speaking,
looked him straight in the eye, and said in perfect English: “Why did your mayor [of Nijmegen]
place us in the forest, separate from normal Dutch society? This was a decision that only increased
your fear of us.”
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the classroom (i.e. web-lectures), as this would compromise the identities of refugee
students during sensitive moments of their asylum procedure.
f. “I am already wet. You shouldn’t have to become wet because of me”: Confronting
and overcoming fear at university
For AU, the watchwords of “silence” and “anonymity” took on a more sinister register as
we confronted the politics of fear at the outset of the movement. It is no secret that fear
is used as a management strategy in most corporations and governmental institutions.
The university is no exception to that rule. As we spontaneously threw open the doors
of our classrooms without seeking permission from higher-levels of administration,
anxious, well-meaning colleagues spoke by indirect means and through innuendo that
we should “be careful,” that our jobs might be threatened if we did not show restraint,
common sense and moderation. Anxiety regarding potentially high numbers of refugees
flooding Radboud classrooms was thick in the air, and we were made to feel it. This fear,
and its psychic effects, should not be forgotten. At one point a refugee comrade of
ours, a woman from Ethiopia, blurted out to the authors: “I am already wet. You shouldn’t
have to become wet because of me”, suggesting that she was already tainted by a legal
system that had marked her as deportable. The same, she suggested, should not happen
to us simply because we wished to help her. This was a stunning, revelatory moment for
AU. Could we really lose our jobs for incorporating refugees into university life? On what
grounds? Where were our rights as academics? What rights did the refugee community
have in demanding access to educational opportunities? We were treading on terrae
incognitae. All we felt was a diffuse, unlocatable fear.
At this point, some of us within AU suggested formalizing the movement by seeking
official recognition from our academic dean. The thinking then was that if we come out
from the shadows by receiving official recognition, we would no longer need to operate
within the pervasive climate of suspicion and fear we were inhabiting at that time. We
approached our international advisor on the matter, who, though generally supportive
of our goals, counselled us to be cautious, since many university administrators would
question why refugees have a right to Radboud classrooms when the normal admissions
procedure rejected so many native Dutch students. We were told to move cautiously.
Finally, we approached another colleague in a senior management position, an academic
who had once militated in the Dutch squatter movement of the 1980s, whose heart, we
hoped, still beat to support bottom-up initiatives. This colleague heard our mission, and
decided the best thing to do was not go to the dean with our idea, as he was sure it
would be shot down. He would therefore do something “typically Dutch,” that is
acknowledge and support what we are doing, but pretend it doesn’t exist when
communicating with higher levels of university governance. This, in hindsight, was a
brilliant solution to our dilemma, as it gave us political cover to continue our operations,
thus mitigating the cloud of fear and suspicion surrounding AU. It also gave other
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colleagues within our faculty the necessary political cover to come out of the woodwork
to join our cause. Within the past year we have had at least half a dozen colleagues
spanning several departments open their classroom doors to refugees. The movement
was finally maturing, and could work more fully in the “light of day.”
g. Building inter-urban and cross-border coalitions
Since our refugee comrades are constantly being transferred to camps located elsewhere
or themselves choose to cross borders in response to legal procedures of asylum
regimes of EU states, it becomes important to incorporate a mobile, inter-urban and
cross-border dimension to AU so as to allow for social networks to spread beyond one
city and nation. Precisely due to this issue it helps to be open to building networks for
spreading experiences and looking for like-minded groups who wish to initiate and run a
similar movement. In our case, we were contacted by a group of students from another
nearby Dutch university town (Wageningen) to share our experiences and possibly help
them launch a similar movement on their campus. One of our friends attending our
course while living in the camp nearby was transferred to another Dutch city, Almere.
This triggered not only us but also him to begin making new contacts in Almere and
Amsterdam, which is close to Almere. Our friends in the geography department of
University of Amsterdam forwarded a call for applications for a fully funded summer
school opening for refugees, which our friend who was recently transferred got selected.
Most recently, a workshop has been organized on Radboud campus with the intention of
linking refugee-support organizations on either side of the Dutch/German border, thus
addressing a shared, cross-border problematic that until now has been addressed only
within the bounded, nation-state territorial scale of The Netherlands or Germany (see
Chapter 9). Our model of engaged teaching/research has now embarked on a
pan-European trajectory; starting in Spring, 2017, AU joins a Danish-funded academic
consortium charged with investigating migration, borders and refugee hospitality in six
EU member states.8 This way, building on informal, cross-border networks to create
alliances and possibilities for ideas to travel is an important strategic element of our
movement.

1.4.3 Reflection: Crafting an Asylum University lens
The above reflections are neither prescriptive nor descriptive of how ambitions of
decolonizing the university “must” take place. Rather it is most importantly a call for
rethinking everyday relations producing university life, both spatially (bridging town/
gown tensions) and socially (activating relations of knowledge-exchange instead of
8

Helping Hands Research Network on the Everyday Border Work of European Citizens (financed by the
Danish Research Council (DFF/6107-00111)). Participating universities: Radboud University, University of
Bergen, University of Hamburg, University of Glasgow, University of Waterloo, Malmö University and
University of Copenhagen.

A Relational Politics of Emergence | 41

privilege and “distant gazing” towards marginalized groups in this case refugees and
those involved in their support).
From the lens of what we call “Asylum University,” the university emerges as a place
from where embodied relationalities from intertwined biographies produce an open
geography of multi-locatedness and cross-border positionalities from where to think,
exchange and reflect. The forced and voluntary cross-border movements of refugees
and migrants, rather than only limit and restrict, challenges and pushes solidarity
relations to transform and travel informally, despite all the legal fences, surveillance and
fear imposed on the same. Rather than being symbolic of an ivory tower, the university
comes to be practiced as a space embedded in a dynamic community bringing together
actors on-the-ground who are proactively responsive to transformative moments in the
geopolitical landscape of our borderlands, that is nevertheless inevitably intertwined and
overlapping with other borderlands across Europe and the world through the trajectories
and biographies of cross-border movements of people. Everyday practices of university
life such as teaching, writing, reading, discussing, debating, rather than a matter of
fulfilling bureaucratic task-loads, become empowering acts of co-production despite all
the challenges of translation (i.e. linguistic, but also translating embodied experiences to
theoretical frames and vice versa) that come with it, and academic career trajectories
come to be deeply entangled with the uncertain trajectories of actors of such
“communities of engagement.”
From such a symbolic optic one inevitably questions the artificial divide between
formal and informal knowledges upon which modern universities are built. Rather than
self-congratulatory, treading such a path is inevitably muddled by the messy realities of
negotiating relations of reciprocity under conditions of privilege, discrimination and
inequality, that often shines a mirror onto one’s own prejudices and prejudgments in
confronting and unpredictable ways. The questions that continue to haunt us are: Whose
voices are more or less heard? Who is allowed to speak on behalf of whom? Why and in
which language? How can one be recognized as and/or make space for recognition of
voices that are made invisible in order to keep privilege and especially white privilege in
place, while at the same time respecting the right not to expose one-self? What
transformative practices can be initiated to make way for a future horizon of conviviality
that is not precarious? Currently operating amidst the cracks in university walls, we hope
such a lens makes its way to the foundational grounds of the academy, from where we
can envision a pluralistic future in which multiple subjectivities and languages produce
knowledges in constant motion and contestation rather than as resolved scripts written
in stone.
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1.5 Style and Structure of the Book
Using “Enacting” in the title of this manuscript implies an understanding of social sciences
as an active field of participation in social struggles for social transformation (Shor &
Freire, 1987) that is always ongoing and becoming. But, at the same time it refers to
“Enacting Asylum University” – which means focusing on struggles that entwine
universities with spaces of refugee encampment or refugee-support as sites (re)
producing asylum relations. Each of the Parts in this book try to capture some processes
of such Enacting. The structure of this manuscript therefore is not chronological but
organized in a way that each chapter can be read independently.
The first part (Part I) looks into processes of articulating (asylum) “hospitality”.
Hospitality, as an epistemological and ontological frame underpinning asylum relations,
is here unpacked at two levels. At one level, in Chapter 2, using the notion of asylumscapes.
Hospitality is articulated as shifting itineraries emerging from processes of shifting
power relations shaped by border-crossings, mobile rhythms of emotional labour, hidden
practices of migrant hospitality, and uncertain political geographies that destabilize fixed
notions of “host”/”guest.” At another level, in Chapter 3, the paradoxes of hospitality in
the context of refuge in Europe – of the need to be a “foreigner” to receive “hospitality”
(being stripped of all rights) alongside the dream to not be a “foreigner” anymore in
order to be fully welcomed as a human – is articulated in the poem by Bugabo (2016;
2019) that has served as a knowledge tool in classrooms.
In Part II the question of language haunting hospitality relations in asylum is taken
forward. Chapter 4 here talks of “Territorialities of Help” shaping initiatives for linguistic
encounters in the field of asylum, drawing from experiences of co-organizing linguistic
encounters part of Asylum University. In response to the highly restricted environments
of language support in asylum relations, Chapter 5 “Languaging the borders of Europe”
emerges as an articulation of relatedness and the need to enact linguistic relations
beyond the tropes of monolingual integration of the Other. This chapter also stands as
an articulation of co-authoring processes that question the divide between the
“academic” and “the refugee Other” in knowledge production processes. Here we bring
attention to the power of migrant “languaging” practices in reworking the boundedness
of cultural geography’s inward monolingual gaze on the language/territory nexus. We
argue that Europe’s borders are being reshaped from the locational “elsewhere” of our
migrant languaging practices yet to be acknowledged not only in immigration regimes
and legal structures of refugee-citizenship but also in continental European cultural
geography.
From everyday relations of hospitality and language encounters, we move to the
realm of cultural production and its role in shaping and producing borders in Part III. In
Chapter 6, the notion of asylumscaping introduced in chapter 2, is extended to the role
of cultural production in producing borders. This chapter analyses key choices made in
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co-producing an audio-guide for the border-town of Bolzano, while interspersing
fragments of the audio-guide. Borders come to be articulated here as a relational space
of contestation against the bureaucratized production of (ethnic/racial) identities
underpinning European citizenship at large, when seen through the lens of asylum
subjectivities entangled with geological processes associated with the area of the
Brenner border.
And finally, in Part IV the co-relation between asylum support and the politics of
place is explored from different angles. The question of “Where is Europe” emerges in
different ways. Each of the chapters respond to encounters and practices of fixing
place(s)/fixing Europe along scalar/racial hierarchies predominant in refugee-support. In
Chapter 7 the lens of double-consciousness serves as a filter to “invert the gaze” back to
attitudes and ideologies emerging from practices of refugee-solidarity work and their
implications in feeding into or not challenging structural discrimination inevitably
reproducing bounded geographical imaginaries of place (of Europe). From such
narrations of single, “timely” encounters of refugee-solidarity responding to the so-called
“refugee crisis,” Chapter 8 adds a crucial dimension of “untimeliness” to the discussions
on refugee-aid and solidarity, and the politics of place underpinning the same. Here the
ahistorical relations of “deservingness” and social expectations of “gratitude”
underpinning refugee Help in Europe today is problematized by montaging such
practices with mid-20th century wartime aid. In re-suturing the place-fixing dynamics of
current migration and border regimes in Europe to the “forgotten” stories of colonial
troops and German responses to Allied movement in a borderland that for a brief
historical window became a global staging ground in the final act of a world war, we essay
a spatiality that once again stages the Italian/Austrian and Dutch/German borderlands as
sites for world-historical theorizing and intervention, arguing for a radical politics of
place. In Chapter 9, we deepen this time travel through poetic destruction to pose the
question in what productive manner might Europe “get lost” in the world today. We
develop a maroon-border lens to make sense of a racialized interrogation of supposedly
mistaken identity/location experienced by one of the authors en route to the refugee
camp close to our university campus, placing spatial practices critical of capitalist-modernity in dialogue with postcolonial writings on 18th century slave maroon societies. We
explore to what extent the act of “getting lost” conjoined with “going maroon” may be
recuperated today by refugee and migrant solidarity groups within Europe’s borderlands
so as to open up emotional pathways beyond fear, partition, isolation and the need for
purified spaces of security. To empirically substantiate our argument, we build on a
multitude of everyday spatial practices of migrant solidarity networks in which we are
actively engaged astride our Dutch/German border. We conclude by re-positioning a
17th century “Map of Love” (inspirational to the Situationists) through a maroon border
lens to imagine futuristic territories of Lost Europe(s). And finally, Chapter 10 is an
exercise of looking back and looking forward on all the processes part of this thesis to
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ask the question what is being re-constructed in this thesis and what might their
implications be on “the academy” and social scientific practices in general, societally and
politically.
Each of the chapters in this thesis stand as articulations of dimensions that have
emerged as intersectional to classroom discussions and research relations with that of
refugee-support and solidarity relations. At the same time each of the chapters stand as
a plea for un-bounding, un-fixing, and acknowledging “asylum” as a space of encounter
that is opaque and becoming. Each text unpacks “borders in the mind” manifesting in
everyday socio-spatialities of asylum processes, such as guest/host (Chapter 2), language/
territory/identity (Chapter 5), citizen/refugee (Chapter 6), (structural) racism/refugee-
solidarity (Chapter 7), (refugee)Help/(colonial)Aid (Chapter 8), and Stranger/Native
(Chapter 9) through articulations that open pathways for relations and actions beyond
Anxiety, Fear, Pity, Transparency, Otherness, and Amnesia, keeping these borders in
place. However, they remain partial, situated and necessarily incomplete, as any work is.
Such (re)Articulations emerge as “shifting itineraries of asylum hospitality relations”;
“Languaging the borders of Europe”; “Asylumscaping borders”; “Double-consciousness
in solidarity work”; and “Borderlands as sites for world-historical theorizing and
intervention” elaborated in the chapters to follow. Articulations in how I refer to it so far,
however, inevitably involve a politics of authorship given that they are collective processes
while part of a PhD that is required to be singularly defended. I now briefly reflect on
co-authorship as praxis.

1.6 A Note on Authorship
Speaking of polarities of singular versus collective authorship in art, Bishop (2012) notes:
Academic research is no less subject to these valorizing paradoxes of single and
collective authorship. Single-authored monographic books have more status than
edited volumes, while the most reputable scholarship is subjected to the collective
monitoring called “peer review.” (p.8)
What does authorship mean in the context of this thesis? In its focus on “articulations
emerging as part of enacting asylum as deeply entangled in research and pedagogical
practices,” it is hard to choose between the binaries of single versus collective authorship.
Rather than valorising either/or, I argue that the questions of where, how, when and who
appears or not as (co)authors or anonymized actors in this thesis is also contextual and
shaped by power relations, choices and a politics of in/visibility. Chapter 3’s author is
Arlene Bugabo who is not anonymized and whose writing has been activated in various
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ways – as part of a research network9, as part of classroom discussions on spatial justice,
as part of refugee activism, among others. Her text on hospitality also published in a
co-edited volume, is relational to these processes we initiated together (also elaborated
in Chapter 3) and therefore appears in Part I. Chapter 2’s author is me along with Joris
Schapendonk. We are definitely not anonymized since we are both employed at the
university and this is “our job” to publish. However, the article includes for instance, a
short narrative text authored by “G” in a workshop that is anonymized here to illustrate
our arguments for a process geographical approach to guest-host relations in asylum
hospitality. However, G appears here not as a co-author but as an anonymous participant
in the processes we refer to. In this case, G was also not interested in co-writing on the
theme of hospitality and gave us the permission to use his short text. Using his text was
more useful for us than for him with respect to his own struggles for employment and
education in the Netherlands. At the time when he wrote this text it was meant to bring
in his own lived knowledges of the intense boat journeys to reach Europe to shift the
conversations in a writing retreat (where it was generated) to what can “receiving”
societies learn from the trajectories of new-arriving citizens rather than only the other
way around. G also participated in courses part of Asylum University and therefore is
part of processes we refer to in this chapter. Access to courses and continuing his
professional career in GPS and ICT was more important than the philosophical focus of
our research. Chapter 3 is my own auto-ethnography reflecting on confrontations and
frictions I had with another volunteer in asylum support. Since this is a narration based
on my views of collective processes of organizing language initiatives in Nijmegen it is
important here to claim single authorship. However, Chapter 5 is collectively authored
with Olivier Kramsch, Huda Degu and me. The choice to co-author this text was part of
the research processes right from the beginning. We began with bringing each of our life
experiences on the question of language borders in everyday life. It did not matter whose
name appeared as first author, or second author or third author since all authors
contributed equally (also declared so in the final publication to the journal). In Chapter 6,
despite seeming to be the single author to this text, I have used fragments of a public
work (audio-guide) that has been co-authored by a choir of voices10. With the public
work of the audio-guide authorship was not easy to resolve. Despite the collective
processes of collaborative research, different notions of “professionalism” led to clashes
around whose name should be mentioned in public documents of the project and as
how. Eventually, the hosting cultural organization made the choice of “naming” authors
to the work after much discussions with the people involved (based on our professional
interests rather than legal statuses).
Chapter 7 is a co-authored text with Mehari Solomon – not anonymized. This was
important to be co-written because of the frustrations already existing with reporters,
9
10

Refers to same network mentioned in footnote on p.40
http://lungomare.org/youarebutyouarenot/assets/pdf/Booklet-online.pdf (pp.69-70)
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volunteers, and media representations of the “spectacle of migration” and stereotypical
representations of refugees with the focus on boats and journeys, his own story also
having been rewritten by a journalist that made him uncomfortable. However, our
informal research processes aimed to foster co-authoring as a way of “being-seen”
together and to legitimize our conversations as more than a relation of re-presenting
“migrant stories”, but in fact to critically reflect on forms of refugee-support that do not
challenge structural racism.
Chapter 8 and 9 are again co-authored texts. Oumar Kande is a co-author with
Olivier Kramsch and Joris Schapendonk of Chapter 8. The text was developed as part of
the Helping Hands Research Network despite Oumar not being part of the network.
Here again the order of authors is not representative of higher/lower degrees of
contributions each of us made. The order of author names reflects equal contribution
without claiming sameness. What is meant here is that equally contributing does not
imply writing in the same forms. The challenge then was to find ways to make the text
cohesive and strong without compromising the different styles and motivations for
writing. And finally, chapter 9, “Lost Europe(s)” as also elaborated in the article itself
was conceived spontaneously while walking on the road from our university campus
to the temporary refugee-camp Heumensoord based on an encounter that one of the
authors experienced. The text and the authors of the text came together at a moment
when it felt that the arrival of people in our borderlands put a mirror on existing forms
of living that motivated us to write this text.
These varying processes of (co)Authorship played a central role in enacting asylum
as deeply entangled with research relation. However, the political economic aspect of
co-authoring texts with people not employed by the university and sometimes with
people otherwise unemployed meant also treading the dangerously thin line between
exploitation and articulating from situated knowledges. “Research fees” when possible
has been officially declared from the PhD budget or from project funds when involving
other organizations hosting the research (like the one referred in Chapter 6). However,
when unable to declare them this meant fees or honorariums were paid informally by me
out of my pocket along the same rates as those declared. While co-authorship might
suggest equality in terms of contributions, they do not represent equality in terms of
income, and professional recognition. Therefore, such articulations need to be seen as
solely responding within the limits of my/our resources to the exclusionary mechanisms
producing Europe and those paid to write about, in and from Europe.
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Part I
Welcome to the University
Hospitality as a lived practice of welcoming “the Other” in classroom spaces, and situated
as part of research and writing processes, lead to various forms of articulatory processes.
What follows below are two texts that capture such manifestations of “Asylum Hospitality”
articulatory processes. The texts and processes chosen for this part demonstrate
processes of “ontological up-rooting” in the sense of going beyond my/our (i.e. co-authors)
own understanding of hospitality. Chapter 2 is an article that brings together vignettes
from situating hospitality as a practice and the paradoxes this entails, all the while
connecting to theoretical reflections on hospitality by Derrida. Chapter 3 is a poem with
some reflections that articulates hospitality situated within but also beyond the human
rights discourse and the need to “construct worlds” all the while exposing the paradox
of demanding hospitality as “someone without rights”. By de-centring the notion of
“hospitality as practice” to “hospitality as a lived experience”, and her call for the “need
to (de/re)construct worlds”, this poem opened questions of epistemic justice that were
out of our comfort zones then. This text is seminal in continuing to be activated by
colleagues and myself in department discussions, classroom discussions, and debates
part of research networks we are members of, in our call to go beyond the trope of
“welcoming the Other”. As outlined in the introduction, the aim of this part is to speak
from situated knowledges of hospitality while at the same time exposing some processes
of their becomings.

2
Shifting Itineraries of Asylum Hospitality:
Towards a Process Geographical Approach
of Guest-Host relations

This Chapter is published as:
Aparna, K. & Schapendonk, J. (2018). Shifting itineraries of asylum hospitality: Towards
a process geographical approach of guest-host relations. Geoforum. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2018.03.024.
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Abstract
Hospitality as a notion has emerged as a critical philosophical category in human
geography for addressing various issues around asylum migration and citizenship. In this
paper, we identify two major limitations of empirical studies focusing on hospitality in
this context. First, empirical studies tend to investigate relations between pre-known
guests (“migrants”) and pre-defined hosts (states, local organizations, activist movements,
churches), thereby overlooking shifting dynamics of social relations. Second, although
critical geographers have emphasized a relational sense of place in their empirical
discussions on hospitality (in the context of asylum migration), observations are mostly
place-based and focus on how different cities or organizations provide hospitality
(or not). To re-think hospitality, we instead start from negotiating our own practices as
researchers in relation with actors in the field of refugee support, actively forging and
navigating shifts in these relations, thereby creating action research processes under
the title of ‘Asylum University’. In so doing, we re-position Derrida’s concept of ‘cities of
refuge’ in the in-between spaces of shifting roles, (un)certain (im)mobilities, border-
crossings and tensed emotional geometries that intertwine in an entangled web of
hospitality, in ways that are yet-to-be-known. In other words, we challenge researchers
that investigate hospitality in the context of asylum migration to apply a process
geographical approach that actively follows guest-host relations (including the ones
they become entangled with) instead of freezing them in time and space. This allows
for an approach that is more self-critical and sensitive to what we call “asylumscapes”
- the dynamic processes of refugee hospitality.
Key-words: Hospitality, Process geography, Asylumscapes, Shifting itineraries
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2.1 Introduction
It is another Wednesday. I enter the cafe in the city-centre used by a local migrant-support
organization. It is not a usual day. All the furniture has been moved aside to create a
classroom setting. People still crowd around the bar. A volunteer steps onto a higher
pedestal, cups his palms around his mouth and calls out, “Today we will have a lesson on
trauma! So, can all of you move to the chairs and take seats? We will begin the lesson soon.
Does everyone understand me? If not, just ask someone because I don’t speak Arabic or
Amharic or other languages.” (in Dutch). A few of us reluctantly move and sit down on the
chairs, while others continue to stand around and chat. Two well-meaning volunteers stand
around a white-board and begin a presentation on the different kinds of traumas that
refugees face. They have invited a fellow “client” (a word used to refer to those receiving
support from the organization) to share his story of how going to the gym brought him
out of depression, but his audience seems disinterested. The volunteers then speedily go
through ways of coping with stress. Soon one of the volunteers stops the other and says,
“Maybe they are not following us. We should open it up for a discussion in English.
”Volunteer 1: “Sure. So what are the traumas that you people face?” (in English).M from the
audience: “You know it’s life. It’s not always trauma. For me, you cannot sit and talk about
these things. You have to keep moving. ”Volunteer 2: “Sure, but you are an exception, we
think. Let’s ask others. What do you do every day to overcome trauma?”. K, sitting next to
me: “Eat and sleep…Eat and sleep.” After this, the so-called lesson on trauma abruptly ends
because of a heated debate between the volunteers. I continue sitting there, being
confronted with pre-determined relations between the “hosts” and their “guests” who
needed their help. It had appeared too forced while being actively and passively rejected by
the “guests” for whom it was intended. (Aparna, fieldwork notes, March 18, 2015)
The above experience confronted the authors with the contested nature of refugee-
support. It illustrates how pre-determined host/guest relations produce their own politics
of victimhood, dependency and rigid performativity despite shifting in power relations in
terms of guests becoming hosts of hosts (Derrida, 2000a, pp. 124–125) in how they
accept or reject hospitality. On one hand, the “coming-togetherness” of the people in
the cafe can be seen as part of active social-support networks outside/beyond the state.
This can be attributed to the fact that the organization supports people rejected by the
state, and that some people who had arrived newly to the cafe that day were not yet
officially “documented” by EU states in their cross-border travels from various outerEuropean locations to the Netherlands, but having arrived there through their own social
networks. At the same time, we were also “thrown-together” in the cafe because of
the border regimes of EU states that require one to invite himself/herself into the legal
system of (asylum) citizenship (a language that is itself alien to the “new arrival,” as Derrida
notes, (2000a, p.15)) in order to access basic rights.
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There is no doubt that the role of local migrant support organizations such as the
above one plays a crucial role in hospitality networks of asylum in Europe challenging
state practices of hostilities towards undocumented inhabitants of the city. In this
context many critical geographers (e.g. Gill, Conlon, Tyler, & Oeppen, 2014), and most
notably Jonathan Darling (2009; 2010; 2011), highlight the relationality of refugee support
initiatives. However, remaining fixed to local initiatives might run the risk of losing sight of
the dynamic processes of guest-host relations. That is to say that guest-host relations in
the context of asylum migration are part of an entangled web of hospitality in which
diverse actors, practices and discourses inter-act, and power relations, despite being
unequal, are constantly being challenged, imposed and negotiated producing their own
space-times (Dikeç, Clark, & Barnett, 2009).
Starting from the Derridean notion that hospitality can never be fully known, but
emerges in practices and experiences in constant negotiation (Derrida, 1998, 2000a),
this paper outlines two main limitations of the existing empirical studies on refugee
support, hospitality and migration. First, these studies tend to focus their ethnographic
work mainly on the “usual suspects” of hospitality, such as humanitarian/migrant support
organizations (Darling, 2014; Johnson, 2015), church communities (Itçaina & Burchianti,
2011; Snyder, 2011; Ehrkamp & Nagel, 2014, Nagel & Ehrkamp, 2016), and activist groups
(Millner, 2011; Gill, Conlon, Tyler, & Oeppen, 2014) as bounded entities offering hospitality.
While these studies provide rich ethnographic insights into the lives of migrants and also
around how researchers perceive “them” to experience hospitality in the U.S. or Europe,
such an approach at the same time has the risk of further reproducing the divisive
imaginaries of hospitality as unidirectionally experienced by and offered to “the migrant
Other.” What may also be ignored in one’s gaze solely on “the migrant” is the relations,
situations, processes and deviations that reproduce and dissolve such identities in the
first place. In a worst-case scenario, empirical research may uncritically reproduce the
paternalistic and predetermined visions of hospitality that are state-centric and/or
sometimes observed within local initiatives for migrant support, as illustrated by the
opening vignette. Here we follow the critique raised by the autonomy of migration
literature that stand against such paternalistic approaches by humanitarian as well as
fear-based securitized discourses on migration (e.g. Papadopoulos, Stephenson &
Tsianos, 2008).
Second, although most studies acknowledge that hospitality relations are embedded
in networked practices that transcend bounded notions of place, the actual empirical
observations do actually take place in single sites. Thus, with a theoretically outward
perspective, hospitality practices are analysed in, among others, Sheffield (Darling, 2010),
Toronto (Young, 2011) and Calais (Millner, 2011). These studies then reveal that specific
sites/localities such as a café, parks, neighbourhoods, among others, rather than “the
city” as a whole, offer refuge. While focusing on hospitality “here” and “now,” these
studies are less sensitive to the transient spatio-temporalities of hospitality that are
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constantly making and re-(de)making places also related to past relations “there” and
“then.” We argue that while place-making is crucial to where hospitality relations are
forged, it is important to not bound it to a scalar notion of city and state as dualistic and
hierarchical political bodies (Isin, 2007). In fact, everyday hospitality relations, despite
being structured by border regimes of states, show autonomy and agency in mobility
(not only across places but also in relations that are carried and forged). In so doing, we
follow the main arguments of mobilities studies that has shifted our scholarly attention
to movements and journeys of all sorts (e.g. Ernste, Martens & Schapendonk, 2012;
Faulconbridge & Hui, 2016; Sheller & Urry, 2006), in which place is fundamentally
understood to be constituted by movement rather than fixed in relations and singular
belongings.
With these two limitations in mind, the aim of this paper is to introduce a process
geographical approach (inspired by Appadurai 2000, 2001; see also Schapendonk, van
Liempt, Schwarz & Steel, 2018) to hospitality. In other words, a Derridean conceptualization of hospitality challenges the researcher to actively build and move with hospitality
relations in order to be sensitive to the ways how hospitality practices cross borders,
how past and current feelings of being un/welcome relate to each other, and how specific
guest-host roles change over time. Based on this argument, we have used an action
research approach to build our own informal hospitality initiative under the name Asylum
University. This forms the foundation of our empirical illustrations regarding the ways in
which hospitality emerges in the in-between spaces of shifting power relations and the
interplay between the coming-togetherness and thrown-togetherness of actors and
practices.
In what follows, we discuss further the limitations of empirical studies investigating
refugee support, come into critical dialogue with Derrida’s theorizations on hospitality
and “cities of refuge” to underline the need to move away from fixed places and relations
of hospitality. We use our empirical vignettes to illustrate how the hospitality dynamics
outlined create “asylumscapes” that challenge the boundedness of formal institutions of
refugee hospitality and conventional research relations in Europe today. Drawing very
much inspiration from Appadurai’s notion of scapes (1990) as well as scholars theorizing
on borderscapes (e.g. Rajaram and Grundy-Warr, 2007), asylumscapes point to the webs
of entanglements in which asylum escapes the confined co-ordinates of state hospitality
but emerges in multiple locations and fields, produced in everyday practices, processes
and actions emerging in-between the formal and informal (gestures and procedures),
here and there (in the then, now and towards), researcher and researched.
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2.2 Encountering the Limitations on Hospitality Thinking
Questions of hospitality are often tied to borders of nation-states understood in relation
to immigration and especially asylum-seekers (Rosello, 2001; Dillon, 1999). This is so
because of the underlying assumptions of “hosts” and “guests,” “insiders” and “outsiders”
attached to spatial imaginaries of nation-states as “territorial containers” and bounded
notions of membership of national citizenship. The “asylum seeker” as the known
“Other,” is a figure understood to challenge some of the foundational myths and limits
of nation-states. Not only do “their” continuing presence, struggles, and resistance at
the heart of national space and everyday life are seen to challenge the limits of liberal
democratic citizenship, but also to expose the permeability of state borders and the
transnational dimension of citizenship (Balibar,1997), which Balibar even claims is
something “we” (European citizens) owe the sans papiers for. The asylum-seeker and the
sans papiers, rather than a real person, emerge as symbolic figures who confront, and
unsettle routines and taken-for-grantedness of privileges and self-perceptions within
state-centric frames, while also, being the object and abject (Isin & Rygiel, 2007) of
visions of cosmopolitanism and humanitarian regimes of international relations.
For philosopher Immanuel Kant, for instance, hospitality is mostly attached to
international law which universalizes hospitality as a way of conditioning the world
towards peace (Kant, 1972; Keating, 2004). His model of hospitality is conditioned on the
right of all foreigners to seek resort (through visitation but not residence) in foreign
territory as long as they belong within the realm of the juridical cosmopolitan community,
one which assumes legal, spatial, social and political identities attached to fixed territories
with identifiable governments in order to make such a claim. Critical thinkers such as
Bauman (2004) have used the metaphor of hospitality to rethink Kant’s dream of a
universal humanity to describe the often inhospitable and even hostile treatment by the
state towards refugees, building on the theorizations on “established” and “outsiders” by
Elias and Scotson (1965). He argues that refugees remain blatantly “outsiders,” who are
produced to be so by the rules imposed by the “established” (states), who assume them
to be guilty unless proven otherwise. Bauman calls for moving beyond the trinity of the
nation/state/territory era towards re-imagining collectivities relevant to the complex interdependencies of global networks (Bauman, 2004). In these above philosophical
debates, the figure of the “asylum-seeker,” and sans papiers, is imagined as a known
Other whose presence and absence in everyday life nevertheless fundamentally
challenges the borders of nation-states.
Drawing on Levinas, and also in line with Bauman’s thinking, Derrida argues for an
unconditional hospitality that is not limited by conditions of identity, “papers”, interrogation
for political and legal origin, among others. For Derrida, the non-citizenship of people
such as asylum-seekers and undocumented migrants, urges us to rethink democratic
relationships beyond the borders of nation-states. In this respect, rather than having
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strong conditionalities of “welcoming” the Stranger Other, Derrida argues for a
reciprocal, negotiation of hospitality in situating hospitality as always not-yet-known and
yet-to-come (1997; 2000b). According to Derrida (1997), hospitality should be neither
assimilation, acculturation, nor simply the occupation of one’s space by the Other, but
has to be negotiated at every instance with all the risks involved in negotiating the nonnegotiable. For Derrida, hospitality is something without a pre-given rule, for which a
new language is needed, and also a new way of translation that is reciprocal. Hospitality
here then extends into a relational, and negotiated process, and as one that goes beyond
the conditionalities of current border regimes of nation-states.
While a Derridean notion of hospitality resonates in academia in disciplines varying
from philosophy (Still, 2010; Westmoreland, 2008), law (Goodrich, Hoffmann, Rosenfeld
& Vismann, 2008; De Ville, 2011), critical anthropology (e.g Molz & Gibson, 2007),
sociology (e.g. Hogeveen & Freistadt, 2013), human geography (Barnett, 2005; Darling,
2010; Dikeç, 2002), it is striking that the dynamic everyday relations and practices
producing guests-hosts have seldom been the central empirical focus in the context of
migration and asylum. In other words, there has been a general tendency in migration
studies to approach the phenomenon of hospitality as either a predominantly “migrant”
experience being the typical guest (Bailey, 2012; Bloch, 2013; Conlon, 2010 & 2011; Jackson
& Jones, 2014; Wong, 1991), or as a host-centric phenomenon with the focus on the
“receiving” nation-state (Hyndman & Mountz, 2008; Karlsen, Drangsland & Hidle, 2014;
Kelly, 2006; Mountz, Wright, Miyares & Bailey, 2003), religious organizations (Ehrkamp &
Nagel, 2014), or NGOs hosting asylum seekers (Cambridge & Williams, 2004). As Spivak
(2012) underlines, often hospitality theorizations begin and end with “the migrant.” What
gets ignored in over theorizing and locating one’s gaze solely on “the migrant” is the
relations, situations, processes and deviations that reproduce and dissolve such identities
in the first place. Who is a “migrant,” who is a “guest,” who is a “citizen,” who is a “host,”
who is a “resident alien,” who is a “stranger” is highly situational, highly contested, and
comes to be produced and transformed in specific situations, everyday relations and
encounters rather than being fixed in space and time. In line with the everyday citizenship
literature, it is indeed the question, or struggle, of membership that is put central here.
Everyday relations “create permeable boundaries of legal and social inclusion while some
people will be seen as members under certain conditions, or by certain people, and will
be seen as outsiders under other conditions or by other people” (Staeheli, Ehrkamp,
Leitner & Nagel, 2012, p. 637). This statement underlines the urge to understand better
the ways hospitality roles are created, how they change over time (e.g. guests becoming
hosts and vice versa), and how they even dissolve and transform. In so doing, we create
more insights into the transforming social bonds (e.g. new initiatives that emerge, older
solidarities that break down) and synergies/frictions that altogether constantly produce
hospitality in practice.
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2.3 Dynamic Guest-Host Relations from a Derridean Perspective
In Derrida’s (2000a) words:
It is indeed the master, the one who invites, the inviting host, who becomes the
hostage – and who really always has been. And the guest, the invited hostage,
becomes the one who invites the one who invites, the master of the host. The guest
becomes the host’s host. The guest (hote) becomes the host (hote) of the host
(hote). (pp. 123-124)
Derrida uses the term hospitality in relation to home in a manner that fundamentally
intertwines and inter-changes host-guest relations. And yet, Derrida also argues, “there
is no home, no cultural home, no family home without some door, some opening and
some ways of welcoming guests [...] But in that case the hospitality is conditional, in that
the Other is welcome to the extent that he adjusts to the chez soi, to the home, that he
speaks the language or that he learns the language, that he respects the order of the
house, the order of the nation state and so on and so forth” (2001a, p. 97–98). This then
brings back the role of the host as the one who defines the order of the house and puts
conditions that the guest has to respect. Nevertheless, for Derrida despite such condition-based opening associated with hospitality, in practice, the underlying imaginary of
hospitality as unconditional continues to haunt these relations:
Absolute hospitality requires that I open up my home and that I give not only to the
foreigner (provided with a family name, with the social status of being a foreigner
etc.), but to the absolute, unknown, anonymous other, and that I give place to them,
that I let them come, that I let them arrive, and take place in the place I offer them,
without asking of them either reciprocity or even their names. (2000a, p. 25)
The metaphor of opening one’s doors despite this leading to shifting roles between
hosts and guests, nevertheless assumes “home” as the home of the patron/master who
defines the rules as a starting point, and yet, absolute hospitality is about opening one’s
door without predetermined rules and demands. For Derrida (2000a) however, this
tension between spatial imaginaries (as bounded to home, conditions of welcoming, and
sovereignty of nation-states) and social imaginaries of hospitality (as unconditional,
given without questions, and unpredictable), is essentially the aporia or impasse between
the law of hospitality that is based on unconditionality and openness versus the laws of
hospitality attached to conditions, rights and duties:
...there would be an antimony, an insoluble antinomy, a non-dialectizable antinomy
between, on the one hand, the law of unlimited hospitality (to give the new arrival all
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of one’s home and oneself…), and on the other hand, the laws (in the plural), those
rights and duties that are always conditioned and conditional, as they are defined by
the Greco-Roman tradition and even Judeo-Christian one, by all of law and all
philosophy of law up to Kant and Hegel in particular, across the family, civil society,
and the State….these two regimes of law, of the law and the laws, are thus both
contradictory, antinomic, and inseparable. (p. 77)
This fundamental tension between the unconditional and conditional, the law and laws
of hospitality, the home as opening and home as order, for Derrida, is a critical departure
point to understand who is named and produced as a “foreigner,” tied to the question of
the where of hospitality. Articulating a vision of cities as alternative spaces of refuge as
opposed to the nation-state, during the opening of the International Parliament for
Writers (IPW), he asks, “Could the city, equipped with new rights and greater sovereignty,
open up new horizons of possibility previously undreamt of by international state law?..
our pleas is for what we have decided to call the “city of refuge” (2001b, p. 7).
Rather than a singular city, Derrida’s “cities of refuge” is a pluralistic network of cities
that would emerge in and through the histories of acts of hospitality, in this case towards
foreign writers fleeing from political threats (addressed at the IPW), rather than being
determined by physical geography, or borders. Far from separate from “the rural,” this
horizon of “cities of refuge” for Derrida is ambiguous given his usage of the city as la ville
(a word having etymological roots in the “village”) (Damai, 2005). Also, rather than
essentializing “the city” as a bounded entity that is granted with new attributes and
rights, he calls for dreaming of “another concept, another set of rights for the city,
another politics of the city”. Derrida then works with the metaphor of “cities of refuge”
as an alternative space that questions the limits of conditional hospitality within laws and
rights and the institutionalization of these limits as borders of nation-states. Here then
Derrida’s notion of “cities of refuge” calls for a self-reflexive, futuristic approach to
hospitality. In what follows we then build on this notion to argue for open-ended
methodologies that actively engage and investigate the routes and processes of asylum
hospitality. In other words, in order to keep hospitality thinking as dynamic, we follow
closely Appadurai’s (2000; 2001) call to move away from “trait geographies” to “process
geographies,” which will be elaborated below.

2.4 Asylum University: An Active and Mobile Hospitality Initiative
For our process geographical approach we build on an action-research design whose
strength lies in facilitating the intersections of theory, practice and politics between
researchers and actors in diverse contexts (Kindon, Pain & Kesby, 2007), in this case
strengthening our own informal hospitality initiative of Asylum University (AU). With this
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informal platform we adopt an itinerant approach which means building goals along the
way with actors (refugees, asylum-seekers, undocumented migrants/inhabitants,
activists, volunteers, local civil society groups, a cultural organization, researchers, and
artists so far), which is why we refer to “shifting itineraries of hospitality”. We use “shifting
itineraries” metaphorically to capture the unpredictable routes of everyday hospitality
relations involved in refugee support. The term makes way for investigating dynamic
processes of hospitality rather than understood as fixed in space and time. Here we build
on the concept of “itineraries” from the autonomy of migration literature as “migrants’
paths and passages whose spatial configurations always exceed the ability of formal
routes management to synthesize and regulate them” (Casas-Cortes, Cobarrubias & Pickles,
2015, pp. 900-901; see also Papadopoulos, Stephenson, Tsianos, 2008; Papadopoulos &
Tsianos, 2013). We do not claim our initiative as necessarily more open and fluid than
existing hospitality practices, but instead understand that such an initiative provides us
with a deeper understanding of hospitality when put into practice as argued previously,
precisely because of the lived tensions, emotions and constraints this approach has
produced and is likely to produce. It enabled us to forge and simultaneously follow
relations and co-produce actions with actors whom we met and travelled with
along-the-way during the course of the research, all of which eventually serving as
ontological ground for reflection and analysis on dynamics of host-guest relations in
refugee hospitality.
During the course of June 2014 and December 2017, various sites emerged as
meeting places for actors to come together, such as the Heumensoord refugee camp
(one of the largest in the Netherlands between September 2015 - May 2016 close to our
university campus), homes (our own as well as those part of social networks of actors in
Netherlands, Italy, Germany, Belgium), cafes, classrooms and meeting rooms on our own
campus in Nijmegen, train journeys, to name some. Our processual approach also allows
us to let the initiative move with the mobility trajectories of people involved as well as
forging mobility trajectories according to goals of the relations (for instance in the
processes of research mobility trajectories were opened that would otherwise not occur
for actors involved). It follows that we speak from our shifting relations to then reflect on
how hospitality relations and roles are forged, lost, shift, transform. The initiative of
actors (including us) to remain in contact (despite moving and/or being moved to
different places for various reasons) and forge actions together serve as the basis rather
than assuming fixed roles of “host-guest.” These actions not only unravel present
relations of refugee hospitality that actors are part of but also lead to activating past
relations that either served to facilitate the journey of seeking asylum in Europe, with the
purpose of reflecting on key events and shifts in experiences of hospitality, as well as, in
some cases, to use these relations to initiate new actions. This way we are able to
simultaneously investigate and connect to trajectories (present and past relations)
(Grillo, 2007; Schapendonk, van Liempt, Schwarz & Steel, 2018) key to one’s journey of
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seeking asylum to forge actions part of our initiative, while simultaneously opening up
futuristic relations via such an initiative through these actions.
The methodological implications for such an “along-the-way” mode of forging relations
especially for refugee studies is that it calls for looking away from the “orientalizing”/fixed
gaze on the (refugee/immigrant) Other and implicating oneSelf and universities into the
processes and fields/sites of politics and relations in the context of asylum migration
research. Simultaneously, while there is continued relevance to observe “fixed” spaces of
hospitality, we argue that researchers can be much more sensitive to one’s own presence
in such spaces, possibly mobilizing the same to critically act and reflect upon the
autonomy of migratory relations that are dynamic and fundamentally mobile placemaking
of people. This has implications not only on ontological realities of “where” and “how”
research is done, but also epistemological consequences of opening up to questions of
“emerging” (rather than emergency) knowledges of relatedness, or what Haraway (1988)
calls “standpoint epistemology” based on shared actions and conversations.
While our actions continue in many forms, in this article we illustrate some processes
and events that underline the above positionality and arguments for a shift in empirical
approaches to investigate processes of asylum hospitality that we appeal for. We move
between singular and plural pronouns as symbolic to speaking from our relations. In what
follows, we elaborate four dimensions that underline our plea so far, namely (1) Shifting
socialities of asylum relations; (2) Border crossings and trajectories; (3) Imagining Other
hospitalities; and (4) uncertain political geographies. The writing format we adopt
weaves theoretical arguments alongside narrative vignettes in order to keep our lived
relations and experiences as central as opposed to disembodied theorizing.

2.4.1 Shifting Socialities of Asylum Relations
As argued above, the assumptions of investigating host-guest relations of the “asylumseeker” as guest, and the host community as fixed and homogenous freezes rather than
critically investigating the everyday processes producing hospitality. We then call for
centralizing the shifting roles part of processes and politics of asylum hospitality
emerging from interactions between actors. The following vignette attempts to illustrate
the need to follow the shifting social roles producing asylum hospitality based on our
own embodied experiences.

“(Co)-writing is important”11
In June 2014 I did indeed begin, like most researchers, with one of the “usual suspects”
of hospitality – a local support organization in Nijmegen. However, I met Huda on one of
these days, and this led to a deviation in my own itinerary as a researcher and as an
11

This vignette has been re-written to align it to the thesis and avoid repetitions.
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individual. We immediately became friends because we had many things in common. We
both spoke English in a place where very few people did (Dutch, Arabic, French, Bengali,
Spanish were more common); we were both migrants and women; and, we were both
frustrated with the bureaucracies of refugee support – me from a more distant academic
perspective and her from a more embodied perspective. From this moment emerged
the seeds of an idea to start an open knowledge-exchange network in which researchers,
refugees and undocumented inhabitants like her could come-together in mutually
supportive ways. She was enthusiastic and insistent on building networks with the university
given her own struggles as an asylum-seeker in being denied the legal status of a refugee
in the Netherlands, while nevertheless wanting to engage her intellectual capacities.
Our encounter, along with some other conversations, eventually led to our informal
initiative of “Asylum University”. Rather than beginning from relations of her as “guest” in
Netherlands, we started from a different point of mutual engagement in an informal
manner. We bundled her powerful expressions and my writing skills, her social networks,
and my academic friends. This eventually led to us cowriting articles, her being able to
attend some courses in our department that she was interested in, me being able to link to her
own social networks to expand our initiative to bring academics, students and refugees
in contact in an informal yet engaged way. However, it also meant that we confronted
shifting roles (as mentioned in the Introduction) in which she was forced into a position of
protecting us because of the institutional precarity of such relations. Having eventually
gained her legal status as a refugee over the years, the social realm continues to remain a
challenge for Huda. Our co-written article (Chapter 5) continues to perform in its own way
in everyday spaces of social interaction. For instance, when H activates it as a way of gaining
dignity within employment settings or social settings, as well as in making space in the
university for such forms of solidarity. She recently advocated the importance of such
relations of co-writing when we had a day-long workshop seminar with a network of
researchers from various North Western European universities coming to Nijmegen.
This highlights the intimacies of relations forged within shifting precarities of
refugeehood in Europe today that nevertheless is constantly shifting and dynamic in
terms of roles of actors involved, and is fundamentally putting into question political
structures of institutions beyond those of refugee-support (in the above case of our
own university). It also highlights the transformative processes of hospitality in which
emotions of fear, and acts of solidarity are shared, though differing in intensities due to
the unequal power relations between actors involved, and yet, become transformative
to how spaces of everyday life come to be produced and negotiated.

2.4.2 Border Crossings and Trajectories
With the relational turn in geography (Dépelteau, 2013; Jones, 2009; Massey, 2005; Pugh,
2016, to name some), there has been an emerging trend in geography and social sciences
that focuses on space as produced in a relational sense, and through everyday relational
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practices of hospitality and solidarity on the issue of welcoming refugees (Millner, 2011;
Darling, 2009; Young, 2011; Jackson & Jones, 2014; Sirriyeh, 2013). Building on Derrida’s
“cities of refuge,” “the city” rather than states, it is argued, is a space in which an alternative
ethos of “hospitality” comes to be evoked through relational, practice-based, reciprocal
everyday gestures of welcoming that can potentially lead to moving beyond state-centric
imaginaries. By looking at everyday local practices of how asylum, citizenship and refuge
comes to be contested, negotiated, and practiced. Some studies draw attention to the
“city” as a space of refuge, drawing from not only Derrida’s arguments for “cities of
refuge” as alternative spaces of a new politics that challenge state-driven practices of
hospitality, but also on spatial theorizations on the power of the everyday (De Certeau,
Jameson & Lovitt, 1980), and right to the city (Lefebvre, 1996). This recent scholarship
has focused on how such embodied practices by migrants, and other actors such as
non-governmental actors, family networks and solidarity networks at local urban levels can
subvert grand state-centric constructions of asylum around securitization, criminalization
and integration (Millner, 2011; Darling, 2010; Squire & Darling, 2013).
However, given the lived geographies in which asylum-seekers and actors building
relations with them are displaced, and moved, indeed, onto the threshold of a network of
cities by asylum regimes of EU states, it is not only “the city,” the “civil society”/solidarity
networks, and the “family” as bounded entities embedded in place but in fact the emerging
relations from border crossings that give birth to a hospitality-yet-to-be recognized and
yet-to-come. “Cities of refuge,” we argue then emerge in these hierarchical and uncertain
geographies of asylum hospitality in Europe today in which border-crossings rather than
staying within borders of nation-states plays a crucial role. Asylum-seekers and the negotiated
relations around them actively produce spaces that shift across rural/urban sites within and
across places, and across nation-states. This scattered relational landscape constitutes the
tensed yet unpredictable path towards a “solidarity-yet-to-come” that Derrida calls for. The
unequal im/mobilities of asylum-seekers and their social networks in constantly being
forced to move, alongside themselves also choosing to move, despite being fixed within
locations and limits of state borders, urges for conceptualizations of hospitality not as
occurring in space and time but through the spatializations and temporalizations (Dikeç,
Clark & Barnett, 2009) of migrant trajectories (Schapendonk & Steel, 2014). In the following
vignette, we attempt to highlight the relevance of relationalities built along the journey of
crossing borders that continue to shape asylum hospitality relations over time.

Crossing borders responsibly
Some people were fighting on the boat. The boat was too small. But it had 400 people
inside it. The people were from different countries and spoke different languages.
No food and no water on the boat, but it was a long journey ahead. From the 400 people,
if someone moves from one point to the other the boat will turn upside down.
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The journey was completed in 10 days. Despite the small fights, and even though the
people were from different cultures and different ethnic groups, we had one purpose
in our minds – to live in peace. And this brought unity between us. Unity makes you
succeed and differentiation makes you fail. Responsibility on the boat was not for
oneself only but it was beyond yourself. Responsibility was for yourself and for the
399 people also. So, responsibility is exceeding its meaning. From this responsibility a
unity is born.
- G , first person narrative, given during a weekend workshop on creative writing for
young researchers

The power of such an intense socio-spatial experience of navigating the borderscapes
(Rajaram & Grundy-Warr, 2007) of the Mediterranean (Cuttitta, 2015), continues to
influence G’s relations in the refugee camp in Netherlands where we met him, in terms of
feeling collective responsibility. Indeed, his intervention during an academic workshop
meant for young PhD researchers brought alive the power of writing from strong life-
experiences. Past relations of hosting and being hosted by 399 people during the border
crossing journey, with whom he felt a shared responsibility to reach a destination,
continues to influence G’s approach within formal refugee institutions and actors in
Europe. Informal friendships built along the way during his journey from Italy to
Netherlands continue to influence his initiatives in the asylum-centre in Nijmegen where
he has initiated language exchange initiatives, ideas for an app for translating different
languages that can facilitate people crossing borders, as well as in inviting his other
refugee friends to our own initiatives on campus. Yet, the journey of seeking asylum does
not always end after “applying” for asylum as is often assumed within frameworks of
“origin” and “destination” of understanding international migration (Mainwaring &
Bridgen, 2016; Schapendonk, van Liempt, Schwarz & Steel, 2018). Depending on the
shifting legal procedures of the immigration department to grant or extend the “asylum
status” or not, and their own shifting relations with people, understood as “superdiverse”
contexts (Vertovec, 2007), asylum-seekers and refugees, along with their social networks,
may cross borders again. Such a condition of waiting in turn instigates processes of
border crossing that continue to influence guest/host relations in terms of capacities for
facilitating (or not) such crossings. Another instance is of two actors with whom we built
relations of co-writing and friendships who were also actively involved in our university
initiative. They were both given negative responses to their asylum applications in the
Netherlands. In response to this one of them decided to cross the border to Germany
and the other to cross the border to Belgium. This choice is both structural as well as
situational and affective to them because they both were experiencing shifts in their
relationships with their partners and were basically pushed out of the Dutch state based
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on the rejection of their application for asylum. This had implications also for how our
own initiative and network travelled across borders. This meant that we got in touch with
social contacts in Germany to possibly expand our social relations. The one who recently
moved to Belgium already made this choice based on her own friendship with someone
she had met in the asylum shelter in Netherlands and who had married someone in
Belgium. Both our friends now live in border-towns – one along the Dutch/German
border and the other along the Dutch/Belgium border, but we continue to meet them
and they continue to cross the border despite this being “not allowed” by law. Border-
crossings then are an integral part of asylum-seeking in which the capacities to cross-
borders and/or facilitate border-crossings becomes crucial to hospitality relations
despite being criminalized by states (for example, prosecutions for conducting “crimes
of solidarity” in Europe recently of people helping migrants cross borders), rather than
being offered within a city or state. This was indeed experienced also as a limitation of
the migrant-support organization based in Nijmegen which only offered support to
those living in the city and seeking asylum from the (Dutch) state rather than addressing
the cross-border conditions of these regions. The implications of being sensitive to such
inherent im/mobilities part of becoming a citizen in Europe implies that “local” hospitality
initiatives supporting such claims and rights of peoples could also be practiced from a
cross-border and transnational dimension. We see this as a lived crisis of the borderregions we inhabit, in this case the Dutch/German border regions of Nijmegen/Kleve,
where refugee support and hospitality practices stop at the border or continue to be
embedded in fixed imaginaries of cities within states despite the pressing need of the
hour for a cross-border hospitality initiative.

2.4.3 Imagining Other Hospitalities
While Derrida’s Derrida’s legacy is also criticized for its underlying genealogical undertone.
While theorizing hospitality as unconditional and conditional, he nevertheless traces the
traditions of hospitality to be rooted within a Judeo-Christian, Greco-Roman tradition,
and the spaces of hospitality under this tradition to be found within “the family, civil
society and the state” (Derrida, 2000a). As Damai (2005) points, Derrida’s imaginative
geographies of hospitality as unconditional nevertheless remain conditioned within
these traditions, that limit the imaginaries of a hospitality “yet-to-come.” As Nathan and
Topolski (2016) argue, there is a need to revisit the Judeo-Christian signifier, especially in
the context of 21st century Europe of rising Islamophobia and xenophobia, as built on an
illusory unity by exclusionary means. Regardless of whether Derrida meant it in such
exclusionary ways, such an imaginary again runs the risk of fostering fragmented ontologies
of Us/Them rather than investigating intertwined and contested practices that expose
shared human conditions of hospitality as lived.
The exclusionary means are underlined in Khosravi’s autho-ethnographic work
(Khosravi, 2011). Being welcomed as a refugee in Europe for Khosravi implies being
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abnormalized and Othered in ways that dispossesses one’s power to self-determination,
as also evident in the beginning vignette that can be read in light of historical processes
in the development of nation-states. As Bhambra (2015) argues, what is left behind in the
linear accounts of the genealogy of European city-states and citizenship emerging from
the same, are the structural and hierarchical inclusions and exclusions part of the
production of European nation-states alongside their imperial expansions that continue
to influence contemporary notions of citizenship. The entanglements of national citizens
and colonial subjects as different yet interdependent (Ballinger, 2012) are however erased
in the linear narratives of hospitality as a historical moment producing Europe through
the formalization of universal laws of hospitality. As Rosello (2001) argues in her book
Postcolonial Hospitality, refugees are inherently seen as receivers of hospitality and Help
in such narratives of Europe as the “giver” of (legal) hospitality, while ignoring the
hostility of EU states in practice. A postcolonial practice would then call for being
sensitive to the continuities of such histories while negotiating shared terrains of
engagement and transformation of such hegemonic claims and practices. We reflect on
this dimension based on our processes of forging social networks across our Dutch/
German borderlands.

Invisible helping hands12
We are preparing for the visit of our colleagues from the research network13 whom
we would be hosting in a few weeks. This becomes an opportunity to get back in
touch with our social networks across our Dutch/German borderlands to catch up on
how people are doing and update myself on the current struggles in solidarity
networks that we have become part of in the last years. We have not met Z since she
moved across the border to Germany. We had last met each other to discuss the
conclusions for the joint article we had co-written. In the procss of the article being
published her husband had joined her from the Dadaab camp to Germany and they
had moved into a house that they were able to find through our social networks in
Kleve. Sitting in a cafe in Kleve six months later Z tells us that she has been working a
lot and is curious how things are with us. I tell her about the situation across the
border and our plans for the upcoming visit of researchers from our network. We are
curious to hear from Z how it feels to now live here. She had moved to Kleve more
than six months ago and tells us that she is so busy crossing the border that she
doesn’t really know too many people in Kleve and doesn’t have the time as well. I
enquire about the work she mentioned in our recent telephone conversation about
helping a Somali woman living in the asylum centre. She tells us that she met this
woman in the centrum of Kleve who approached her and asked for help since she was
12
13

This vignette has been rewritten to align it to the arguments of the thesis.
Refers to the same research network mentioned on p.40
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not feeling very well --her back being severely hurt--she needed someone to help her
with everyday activities as well as to take her for physiotherapy sessions. Z said she
spent a whole day with her and of course couldn’t do more since she had to go to
work. The lady apparently requested her friend from another nearby asylum centre in
Germany to stay with her to help her, but the rules of the centre did not allow her to
do. “Even the toilet was outside and downstairs and she had to walk down the stairs
and this caused her difficulties but she was not offered any help,” says Z. We decided
to speak this over to S running the asylum centre who happened to also be a friend
of my colleague living in Kleve.

The above instance is what we find happening all around us in Europe where invisible
actors not belonging to the official realms of “state,” “civil society,” “church,” continue to
play a crucial role in everyday support often within asylum and detention centres despite
the precarious conditions of the same. Given the highly racialized terrain of asylumsupport, actors tend to actively approach other fellow migrants or refugees or non-white
citizens identified in public spaces when unable to receive such help within formal spaces
of support. However, such everyday solidarity acts continue to be actively discouraged
within formal spaces of state-support, such as in this case of not allowing social networks
of actors between asylum centres to help each other. Not only is the border between
citizens and “asylum subjects” governed but so are support relations between “asylum
subjects.” By beginning to forge relations with people running asylum centres across our
border and actively raising these issues both in joint discussions organized on campus
and informally over dinners during workshops we hope to create spaces of engagement
in which these invisible practices of help are not criminalized. Also see Chapter 8 for a
more elaborate critique of the invisibility of non-white “Help” in the long durée (Lee,
2012) of war and colonial entanglements producing Europe.

2.4.4 Uncertain Political Geographies of Hospitality
In the former three sections we have emphasized the shifting social roles, spatial
dynamics and the postcolonial sensibilities of hospitality which all contribute to another
dimension of what we call uncertain political geographies. This dimension looks into the
politics of emotions in the context of hospitality/hostility adopted by formal institutions
(in this case the local mayor, and our university) that are shifting in short time-spans
thereby producing uncertain grounds for everyday hospitality practices and relations.
These uncertain political geographies are simultaneously produced at the configurations
of power relations at various levels, from everyday interactions to the very legal,
international geopolitical structures that force im/mobilities, alongside the high agency
and demands for freedom of movement forged by asylum-seekers. The conditionalities
of state hospitality in Europe today produces uncertain geographies of everyday im/
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mobilities imposed onto asylum-seekers within specific locations (e.g. asylum-centres,
detention centres, emergency camps) often at the peripheries of municipal boundaries.
Migrants’ forced displacements become interspersed with their own voluntary and
forced im/mobilities within and across state borders. These hierarchical processes of
moving and fixing relations are often left out in the focus on “the city”/”the local” versus
the “nation-state” as the (singular) spaces of hospitality in empirical translations of
Derrida’s work. Further, these movements are often prompted by processes part of
geopolitics of emotions (Massaro & Williams, 2013) connected to hospitality that states
and cities adopt. For instance, G told us that he was moved from a decent house shelter
to the temporary tent-camp close to our campus without any explained reason. Nijmegen
had voluntarily announced its openness to host refugees. Nijmegen’s mayor declares,
“Nijmegen has a good soul. The refugee problem is not only a concern of the state
parliament and the central organization for refugee shelter (COA) but also of all of us…If
COA calls me and says that the need is so high that people must be put on the streets
and that refugees in Ter Apel should wait against the walls then you must help.” This
stand of the “need to help” led to the emergency shelter hosting 3000 refugees (as
decided by COA) even if this meant moving existing people housed in other shelters to
this new tent-camp being constructed, as we know through G.
How these uncertain political geographies of hospitality play out on the ground is
influenced by the context, and specifically the geopolitical context of who, how and
where such relations are being forged and how international geopolitical processes
come to be translated at the everyday level that requires attention. This is the final
overarching dimension that we call for – the uncertain geographies of hospitality.

From fear to welcoming
What continued as an environment of fear on our university campus during early 2015
(also referred in the earlier vignette) in our work with undocumented refugees and
asylum-seekers, however transformed within a few months to an environment of support
and encouragement for refugee support initiatives on campus since the Mayor took the
moral stand “to help.” We heard that one of the largest refugee camps in Netherlands
would be coming up in the middle of the forest close to our own university campus.
Students and relations that had emerged as part of the “new university” movement
re-emerged in solidarity with the newly arriving refugees close to our campus. The first
day when it was heard that buses of refugees would be arriving, a facebook page for
“welcoming refugees” was created by students, banners in different languages were held by
various citizens and students just outside the entrance of the camp reading “Welcome,” and a
mobile coffee and tea stand was organized at the entrance of the camp. Suddenly over
the coming weeks many initiatives to welcome refugees in Nijmegen began to pop-up
and the environment for initiatives supporting refugees on our university campus shifted
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from fear to embracement. More new faces joined our own initiative and geographers
present in the refugee-camp joined lectures, and new activities came to be introduced
by self-initiative from Y in the camp, linking volunteers and refugee demands. However, in
some weeks Y’s asylum procedure was started and he was moved overnight to Ter Apel
and we lost his presence in co-ordinating activities with us. But he was happy that he had
now a “normal” house as opposed to the plastic walls of the camp. This meant, however,
that there was a sense of disappointment and frustration from the volunteers who were
really motivated to “do something” to help the refugees in the camp. Some of the
volunteers dropped out and others were left with emotions of feeling helpless about
the shifting contexts that come from people being moved overnight.
With the coming of the “temporary” refugee camp, not only did the environment
on our campus move from fear to “welcoming,” the shifting context that emerged when
people were moved/transferred overnight also kept shifting relations between people
and shifting notions of “welcoming” each other in accommodating abrupt absence,
“keeping in touch” across physical distance, and new beginnings with new people
proximate. These lived dynamics highlight the uncertain and shifting political climate of
emotions affecting the nature and development of asylum relations on the ground that
needs further attention. The climate of refugee-support is a fundamentally uncertain
one in which sudden shifts in narratives and political discourses influences the everyday
realities of actors on the ground. Not only does this influence the micropolitics of asylum
relations but fundamentally shifts power relations between actors in the politicization of
certain everyday emotions and certain relations over others, intertwining the everyday
interactions with larger geopolitical discourses and climates.

2.5 Conclusion
Re-visiting Derrida, we also encounter an auto-critique embedded in his vision of “cities
of refuge” when he moves to the limits of his own vision:
I also imagine the experience of cities of refuge as giving rise to a place (lieu) for
reflection – for reflection on the questions of asylum and hospitality – and for a new
order of law and a democracy-to-come to be put to the test (experimentation).
Being on the threshold of these cities, of these cities that would be something other
than “new cities,” a certain idea of cosmopolitanism, an other, has not yet arrived,
perhaps. If it has (indeed) arrived … then, one has perhaps not yet recognized it.
(2001b, p. 23)
This place for reflection on questions of asylum and hospitality, we argue, cannot be
created without acknowledging the shifting relations, border-crossings, emotional
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labour, and uncertain political geographies of asylum from which an intimate cosmopolitics of citizenship comes to be practiced between actors who are both “thrown
together” and who “come together.” The choir of voices part of the lived geographies of
asylum relations both confront and move beyond current, bounded conceptualisations
of hospitality. Right from questioning the very taken-for-grantedness of binary categories
of “hosts” and “guests” our process geographical approach urges for looking into
“asylumscapes” of hospitality as shifting itineraries from emerging knowledges and
intertwined trajectories between researchers and actors with whom relations are forged.
Following such routes and processes based on shifts, tensions, transformations, dis/
re-appearances of actors and relations of hospitality produced in everyday negotiations
rather than in fixed space-time becomes urgent to open up new imaginaries of hospitality.
The Judeo-Christian claims of hospitality to Europe’s genealogical emergence is lost in
the messy realities of racism, differential norms and institutional practices within and
across state actors, and the everyday emotional labour in navigating and negotiating
power relations of hospitality. Rather than a network of “cities of refuge” pre-disposed
to welcome refugees, the fundamentally dynamic and uncertain conditions, roles and
contexts of state and inter-state hospitality practices produce their own spatio-temporalities of hospitality instead, that emerge based on forced and voluntary movements of
asylum-seekers alongside the actors with whom they build relations with.
The university, rather than being an isolated ivory-tower, emerges from such a
politics of hospitality in which contestations are being made by academics, students,
refugees, asylum-seekers, undocumented migrants, inhabitants around the very
categories and criteria of inclusion and exclusion, on which hierarchical notions of
citizenship and mobility comes to be built in Europe today. Rather than prescribing a
universalistic ideal based on our reflections so far, we call for universities to actively
re-engage with its own privileges and relations with the Other to open geographies of
knowledge exchange as inevitably intertwined to geographies of encampment. This is
not to say that such approaches are free from the blind-spots and conflicts that we
identify in current accounts of hospitality, but instead point to the under-explored
potential of activating such processes yet to fully emerge in mainstream academia.
Interestingly, this argument regarding the university as a potential node for engagement
brings the notion of “place” back into our process geographical approach. As highlighted
in the editorial of this themed issue (Schapendonk, van Liempt, Schwarz & Steel, 2018),
place-based research designs do still have important value in the dynamic context of
migration trajectories. It follows that our itinerant methodology should not be regarded
as antithetical to place-based research projects on hospitality. In other words, we do
acknowledge that place-based research projects are equally able to reveal the ways cities
of refuge emerge “under the skin” and through the “cracks” of fortress Europe (Roos,
2013). They can also be equally sensitive to shifting roles – how guests change into hosts.
In this light, our process geographical approach expands rather than replace such
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approaches. It helps us to empirically unpack how asylumscapes go beyond singularities
of “a camp,” or “a city’ or “a state.” We are then sensitive to the multiple “here(s)-andthere(s)” that are inherent parts of the life-worlds of refugees, and also that of other
actors. As so powerfully framed by the autonomy of migration literature (Casas-Cortes,
Cobarrubias & Pickles, 2015; Papadopoulos, Stephenson & Tsianos, 2008; Papadopoulos
& Tsianos, 2013), recognizing these lived realities means that we re-position migration, or
mobility, as a creative source in the formation of political and social life. This has
significant political implications for how we imagine a “Europe yet-to-come”, one which
welcomes its own blind-spots and possibly one that is able to see itself as “getting lost”
(Chapter 9) in a worldly context in which “asylum” as a category of hospitality overcomes
itself at the crossroads of multiplying trajectories of human relations.

3
Moi, l’étrangère, Moi qui demande
l’hospitalité
- Arlene Bugabo
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Figure 3.1 Poem by Arlene Bugabo

3.1 I, the Foreigner. I, the One who Demands Hospitality.
This poem is published as:
Bugabo, A. & Aparna, K. (2016). Moi, l’étrangère/Ik, de vreemdeling. AGORA Magazine,
32(1), 27-28.

“I receive love, peace and worth
Through hospitality.”			
This is my theme, the course of my life,
My biography.
I have no right, other than hospitality!
I don’t go to school, I don’t go to work,
And I am not worth the investment because
I am not worthy of reception.

76 | Enacting Asylum University

I have been treated as an undesirable; they have
Made a trial, they have given me a certain day
To leave the territory and I have been taken
As well to a prison in order to repatriate me.
My heart is full of sadness, of uncertainty.
Suddenly, I hear this interior voice that
Says to me: “fight.”
The only error I am accused of is to be here, I ask
Hospitality.
This sincere and warm reception that makes me feel
I am a human being who has rights.
I am no longer the girl who plays, I
Am watched.
I am no longer able to enjoy my rights,
I am nothing but a foreigner!
And the Other, who has had the luck to not be
Like me, to be at home and to
Have all his rights that I no longer have, think
Of me, give me hospitality, feel yourself
Involved and decide to take the path against
This horror that is inhospitality!
And there we shall build a better world where there shall reign an
Extremely important value that is hospitality.
Think of me, why do I not benefit
From hospitality, it could change my life.
And why do I not have this chance to be
Heard or to give my opinions?
And why am I despised? Am I not human?
I am a foreigner, but I need to be
Respected. I need to build the world
Where everyone is welcome.
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In truth, I am not a foreigner. At any rate,
I would like to live my dream to “no longer be a foreigner
in this world.
- Arlene Bugabo

3.2 Reading as Becoming
The above text emerged as part of discussions that Arlene Bugabo and I had on the
meaning of hospitality. We began with reading Derrida’s text titled “HOSTIPITALITY”
(Derrida, 2000b), after which Arlene spontaneously wrote the poem presented above.
While I myself had read Derrida’s text many times before and had even used this text to
structure my research proposal, Arlene’s reading of the text and her response in the
form of a poem centring her experiences, immediately opened another dimension of
re-reading her poem in relation to Derrida’s text. The difference between Derrida’s text
and her poem is that Derrida speaks of the paradoxes of “hospitality as practice” while
Arlene’s poem speaks of the paradoxes of “hospitality as a forced right”. The reading of
Derrida’s text did not occur in a context that simply needed us to read the text to pass
an exam or course for instance, or to simply reference the text. Engaging with Derrida’s
text required us to make decisions around how we enact relations as part of Asylum
University, for which we felt committed to and responsible for, that also eventually
influences in altering the socio-cultural worlds in which this interaction took place
(Sumara, 1998).
Or, in other words, what Sumara referring to Borgmann (1993) calls, an instance of
focal realism. While Borgmann’s (1993) notion of focal realism refers to human action in
relation to one’s environment, Sumara (1998, p.39) expands this notion to literary
engagement, where “engagement with a text must resemble living that one does in
community where there is a need to be committed to and responsible for one’s actions”.
He argues that the relationship between reader, text and the social and cultural situation
of reading in the context of such commitment becomes mutually specified when one
dwells in the text in such a relational way. While “one’s community” is not obvious and
clear in the context of asylum given that people are being moved or themselves moving
not only geographically but across legal statuses and shifting contexts of precarity and
support, nevertheless our commitment at this time to keep classroom doors open and
research processes open and in dialogue with various actors in asylum seeking and
support meant that Arlene and I were dwelling in Derrida’s text also out of the need to
re-articulate hospitality in this context.
The poem then served as a starting point to talk about the empirical reality of
hospitality as “the only right” she and others in similar conditions of being rejected by
(for instance, Dutch/Danish/Swedish/Italian) state(s) possessed. This was done in
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classrooms, in research processes in Copenhagen and Bolzano, and in discussions with
people involved in welcome initiatives for refugees, especially around organizing a
demonstration of “Nijmegen Gastvrij”/”Hospitable Nijmegen” on November 21, 2015. By
bringing the paradoxes of hospitality operating within structures of discrimination
through experiences, the poem opened a space for critical reflection on the limits of
hospitality. By speaking as a person “needing hospitality” while at the same time critiquing
the conditions that force her to depend on hospitality, Arlene’s poem captured the
paradoxes powerfully.
This further destabilized the social norms that refugees/those depending on the
hospitality of citizens” are often expected to fulfill, for instance, of “being grateful” for
receiving hospitality, be it from the state or from citizens (Casati, 2018; Schapendonk,
forthcoming; Rosello, 2001). Arlene’s poem is not grateful to the “givers of hospitality”
but in fact demands it as her only right when stripped of all other basic rights. The poem
urges us to even go beyond hospitality as a relation of “the foreigner” being welcomed
by the “citizens with rights.” The line, “I want to build the world, a world where everyone
is welcome”, is a cry not only for a right to “be welcomed” in the city or the right to
freedom of movement or the right to gain “legal status” as a refugee but urges for
epistemic justice (right to constructing worlds and intellectual valuation) that produce
the restricted conditions of refuge to begin with. This only inspired us to pave way for
processes of co-researching, co-authoring and co-teaching followed as part of Asylum
University. These processes expose partially who we were becoming while engaged in
practices of hospitality rather than solely articulating what we did (Sumara, 1998).
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Part II
Language is also a Struggle
As part of building links between our classrooms and asylum-support networks across
various sites, the question of language emerged as an important issue deeply related to
“right to education” and co-producing knowledge in research processes. English and
Dutch language skills being a requirement for attending courses and lectures at university
inevitably meant that co-organizing language support informally was needed alongside
opening classroom doors to communities waiting for/who had received their asylum
papers. As mentioned previously in the introduction and in Chapter 2, existing informal
self-organized language initiatives also spread to our campus. In this part I reflect on some
of these processes while articulating alternative modes of viewing linguistic relations.
Chapter 4 is a biographical account narrating some key encounters and moments
part of co-organizing language-exchange initiatives as part of local asylum-support
networks. The processes elaborated in this chapter provides some contextual
background for the motivations to produce Chapter 5. While Chapter 4 gives a behindthe-scenes account of entangling initiatives on campus to that of localized asylum-support
practices, and the more “on-the-ground” challenges of “actions” of language-support in
Nijmegen, Chapter 5 however, shifts the focus on larger questions around language
borders, and stands also as a “co-authored text”. We speak from our own life-experiences, while drawing from postcolonial scholarship to challenge epistemologies of language
in cultural geography built along the language/territory/identity nexus (also reproduced
in the encounters accounted in Chapter 4), while elaborating the notion of “languaging”.
How can we translate the claim of “right to construct worlds” (expressed in Chapter 3)
by actors we engage with during “fieldwork” and in our daily practices as academics and
teachers? Why does co-production in “fieldwork” processes not lead to “co-authorship” of
texts? What does co-authorship mean in terms of bringing different languages, styles and
life-worlds to speak to each other? How can we do this? What processes lead to
co-authorship rather than co-authoring as a pre-fixed position? I am yet to answer these
questions, but this part consists of two chapters that are part of asking these questions.

4
Garden Days
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4.1 Sweet and Sour Berries
When I first met H it was in June 2014 on the first day of my visit to the cafe housing
asylum support in the city centre. We found a small corner to sit down where it was less
noisy. On knowing that I am a researcher in border studies he showed interest in sharing
his experiences of having grown up along the Dutch-German border around Nijmegen.
Having lived in Groesbeek, he recalled that there were many checkpoints, almost close
to 20 points for walking routes and around 4 for car routes. “The open borders are only
for economic purposes,” he underlined. He then explained that he had attended a
performance in Dutch and German a few years ago that was performed on either sides
of the border that was accompanied by a long walk “along the border” to get to know
the landscape. Soon the conversation shifted from the cross-border nature of his
upbringing to his motivation for volunteering in the refugee support organization. He
told me that his approach differs from other volunteers in the organization because he
believes that rather than sitting and talking to share one’s problems, it’s better to work
together hands-on, and then the borders between us and them is also opened up
(referring to the garden initiative he was running). “Sharing happens on its own when we
work together,” he added. Here I completely agreed with H because it resonated also
with my position also in doing academia together with communities that are meant to be
“researched”.
In a few weeks I decided to visit the garden for participating as well as to understand
better what “working together” meant. On my first day I was welcomed by Y and another
slightly older man, S. They were excited to meet me and I was too. Y said he knew many
“Indian” videos, and called out a few words in Hindi from these films from Bollywood,
”Piyaaaa, Nahiiii, Mohabbat”, eagerly waiting for my reaction. I found it funny but did not
express much from a strange awkwardness. I joined them in watering the plants and we
pumped water one by one from the bore-well. They offered me a smaller can instead of
the large one I had in my hand. I said that I was fine with the big one. We continued
watering the plants as Y sang the bollywood song, “piya piya piya, aaja, aaja, aaja”.
H arrived soon and we greeted each other. H took me for a round through the
garden and the organization that supported their project. The garden appeared huge
and H loved talking about it. He seemed quite engrossed in the world of plants, trees,
bees, birds, nature. He had a story about every plant, and we spoke of competition in the
natural world. He often referred to “Nederlandse bloemen” (Dutch flowers) in his talk
and he enthusiastically explained the mechanisms of nature. “Do you know a few weeks
ago there were no snail bites in the same plant. You know why?”, he asked us. We (Y, S
and me) did not know and remained silent. He told us that there was a bird which had
hatched eggs and was looking for snails to feed its babies and so it would dig up all the
snails in the garden, and that this had prevented the snails from eating plants.
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I noticed that language was an issue in that most people present there did not speak
Dutch, while H insisted in speaking Dutch because he said he wanted to help those who
arrived newly in the country to learn the language. He spoke of “Nederlandse planten”
(Dutch plants) as precious and needing preservation. He continued about a technique of
growing a wedge that he helped research and implement some years ago. He said that
this technique dated back to the World War I when barbed wires were used for the first
time and a farmer experimented in his garden with such a technique to design and grow
hedges. H was asked to rediscover and document this technique and he had also
introduced this in the garden. He was proud of the wedge in the garden. He said that
even if one tried to enter forcefully with one’s body, pushing hard against it, no one could
pass through it. I take a break from H and join the men in picking berries. I pick some
berries and give it to Y. He immediately eats it. “His bag is in his stomach!”, calls out
S.”Arey ooo samba! the red ones are sweet and the black ones are sour,” shouts Y.
Today both Y and S are not here. Y asked for voluntary deportation in 2016 and S
simply disappeared.

4.2 Stepping off the Train
On my second day in the garden I asked H if his work of running the garden is approved
and supported by other people in the organization, to which he replied that he is rather
alone in this, and that most people have not even visited the garden despite speaking
about it and referring to it during their meetings. He told me he thinks differently in that
he believes that a good way to work with migrants is to build something together. He
also told me that most people who come to the garden are often the “guests” and not
so many “clients”14 come because they (the clients) get a T.V, money and food from the
organization he volunteers for, and they don’t feel like working. He pointed that most
people know that the garden is open on Tuesdays and Thursdays even when the office
of the organization in the city centre is closed. I then asked him why he has been doing
this work.
H replied that his mother was fleeing a war-ridden Germany in 1943. Originally from
Poland, he added that she was taken to work in the German factories during the (second
world) war, since men were supposed to work in the military. He explained that his
mother was quite young when she was running away from Germany with other women
14

These are categories that are significant since they refer to those getting official support from the
organization – “clients” – (such as housing, and some daily support for food, transport, language classes, to
name some),versus those not yet accepted for support but nevertheless receive informal support from the
organization – “guests” – such as access to initiatives that make possible for an income such as the above,
and access to informal social networks through the organization for getting informal help.
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towards the end of the war thinking the war would soon end, but the war had continued
for another year and half and she was only 16 then. He mentioned that she came from
the Ruhr-region to Maastricht, Limburg area in the Netherlands and there she met his
father for the first time who protected her and kept her in hiding. Having eventually built
a family together with eight children, he noted that his mother had not integrated but
assimilated. Integrating, he said, meant exchanging one’s own culture with another
culture, and assimilation meant keeping aside one’s identity and simply adopting the new
culture one is in. H added that she and him always felt “anders” (different) than Dutch
society. “We were allochtonen (foreigners), we never felt we belonged until I had children,
then it felt like I had “wortels” (roots)”. This led to a reflection on what it means to be
Dutch and he mentioned that he feels differently from Dutch society because he feels
being Dutch means running after a career and he cannot relate to that. “It’s like they are
all sitting in a train. I am more interested when they get off the train to do things
interesting.” he elaborated. Working in the garden at its own pace and with those who
are not on this train, it appeared, was what was most interesting for him. He reflected
that some people in his organization are also belonging to these “people in the train”
who are not able to look outside their computers, TVs, vacations, jobs, and other such
pre-written agendas.

4.3 Territorialities of Help: “You Come With Your Own Plans!”
My visits to the garden began to reduce and it was less than a year since we had begun
meetings across our university campus and in the cafe in the city centre housing
initiatives for refugee support in Nijmegen, with the aim of discussing diverse needs of
people that could be possibly served under the capacities of the university. This was part
of community building for me as well as part of connecting to worlds that were otherwise
not available to me. This was what gave meaning to my lifeworld. I came with my own
needs, needs to give meaning to my job as a PhD, needs to connect to diverse geographies,
to broaden my own horizon of the Netherlands and Europe as fundamentally produced
by interconnected geographies of the worlds present here, and with the need to situate
my own biography within the same. Every meeting was empowering and disempowering
at the same time given that I was simultaneously discovering bureaucracies of the
university as well as within organizations of refugee support.
The more practical aspect involved in connecting the two realms was the issue of
language. While my own migration to Netherlands and inhabitance in the country in the
last 10 years involved passing the Dutch “integration” exam and using it in some important
realms like health care, shopping and Friday evening socializing, my study and work at the
university nevertheless has mostly been in English, which I already arrived into the
country with a certain degree of proficiency. However, our ambitions to open classroom
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doors to refugee communities raised the issue of language in very different ways. Firstly,
education in the context of refugee support meant language education for the purpose
of integration (in a unidirectional way) rather than language as a means to access and
construct knowledges based on one’s interests. Access to education meant learning
Dutch until one passes the integration exam, and only then is the option of education in
one’s field of interests, even if English proficiency might already have given one access to
education well before. This is a condition that remains true across the countries of
Denmark, Italy, Netherlands and Germany that I built relations across.
A major issue emerging during the initial meetings between academic and refugee
communities in Nijmegen was to have more “horizontal learning practices” in which
Dutch or English could be learned and practiced in ways that addressed diverse needs of
people rather than the singular motives of integration within fixed “levels”. This led to
some spontaneous initiatives bringing together language-teaching volunteers merging
with a student initiative on campus for claiming an abandoned canteen to create a
horizontal learning space (also mentioned in the previous chapter). During our bi-weekly
meeting, people self-organized and the space for the Dutch language learning sessions
was usually booked by one of us who worked at Radboud. A few months down the line,
the opening of the refugee camp Heumensoord (referred to in Chapter 1) close to our
university campus gave a renewed momentum to the initiative given that newly arriving
refugees joined in the self-organization. The word, indeed, also spread among our
communities of refugee support in Nijmegen about our campus initiative. This was a
moment when we felt we had begun to transform both everyday spaces of refugee
support as well as on-campus relations with local communities. However, the language
initiative faced an abrupt end. This was connected to various structural conditions like
the transfer of many people to other asylum-centres given the temporary nature of the
refugee camp, the disappointments of volunteers attached to the uncertain conditions
of transfers, and the precariousness of daily life in waiting to become a refugee. However,
for me this moment coincided with a very personal encounter.

It is yet another Wednesday and I arrive in the cafe for refugee-support to continue
spreading the word about initiatives on campus and to invite people to join our
meetings. I come across H, who I later learned was also partially supporting a
long-running language initiative for migrant integration in the city, apart from the
garden initiative. Stopping me in the crowd of people, he pulled me near the counter
for tea and coffee to “discuss some issues”. Stating loudly in Dutch he turned to the
man behind the bar and asked for a coffee. The man replied in English, “Coffee is
over”. He repeated in Dutch, “A coffee please”. The man behind the bar replied again
in English that the coffee was over. He responded by requesting for a cup of water,
again in Dutch. He managed to have his glass of water in front of him and we began

Garden Days | 89

to talk. I did not know what to expect because he had never pulled me away for a
conversation in all the months of my association here. He began talking about the
garden initiative that he has been running and the recent changes in moving numbers
of people showing up to participate. He continued talking about the diverse purposes
driving people to participate in the garden, “Some come for money and this needs
organizing..some come to get to know their clients and this is nice - but they come at
their own free time and for voluntary basis, this can be difficult sometimes....and then”,
he said, “you..you too come with your own plans!” I am suddenly taken aback with his
shift in tone and intent as if accusing me of something. “ You come to take them
away!”. I was shocked to hear the tone and content of what was being said. I could not
believe my ears. He continued to explain that all these initiatives that have been going
on need to “afwisselen” or connect to each other, otherwise it does not work. This
part I did agree with him on and that was the reason I was attending this weekly
meeting in the first place, but the tone of the conversation and how it began took on
a highly racialized form of his referring to “them” as objects of “our” initiatives rather
than active agents, while in fact also objectifying me as a mute receiver of his
accusation. I was accused of “stealing” people away from his initiative! This took me
off guard and I became completely shocked and silenced because he was speaking
loudly in anger and did not give me a chance to respond. I was attacked for starting
an initiative without informing him. He then continued to defend the greatness of the
ongoing language support initiative for refugees he is part of and accused people
complaining about it as not legitimate, blaming them for not attending the initiative
that they complain about. He finally ended the conversation informing me that it
would become a problem if we started a language initiative in the university.”

There have been no language initiatives on campus that I am directly involved in since
then. However, the garden continues to remain as one of the few open spaces for those
awaiting their legal residence documents. The above experience is not intended to
devalue the important work being done by the referred actors but precisely because it is
important there is a need to critically discuss issues that could unblock certain static
relations affecting such work.

4.4 Ending as Beginning
The above encounters are revealing at multiple levels. Despite the egalitarian intentions
of a gardening initiative (understood as a space of working together in order to undo
boundaries of Us/Them), it becomes a space for laying claim on the people coming there,
as manifested in the response “You are here to take them away”, but also on the
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knowledges of the people coming there (of what and where they should know about
here). Territorialities emerge in “including refugees” in one’s own initiative. Relations of
refugee support emerge as highly racialized (Erickson, 2012) in assuming passive
recipients of Help.15 Such notions of Help place one’s Self and the burdens of helping
(seen above in problematizing the start of an initiative in the university that becomes a
burden) at the centre of relations with those who are put in positions of not being able
to help themselves or others. Enacting asylum as a relation is then locked into such
pre-determined relations of well-meaning volunteers whose “Helping Hand” is made
visible at the cost of making invisible all other hands helping each other in other ways.
And in fact, in this context, actors are forced to make invisible other hands helping them
in order to gain access to support from the municipality through voluntary organizations
like the one above.
Liisa Malkki in her book The Need to Help (2015) talks about Finnish Red Cross
volunteers remaining in Finland but participating in humanitarian support towards
people in Africa as fundamentally driven by the “need to Help,” which emerges from
isolation and from the very domestically rooted identities of such volunteers. While it
may be limited in its “methodological whiteness” (Bhambra, 2015) since she focuses
explicitly on “Finnish” hands helping populations in Africa, nevertheless her analysis helps
us to understand the dominance of the “need to Help” over the needs of those being
helped within humanitarian relations in the contemporary world. Although Malkki (2015)
does not explicitly relate this need to genealogies of Europe’s imperial expansions, such
a “need to Help” is intimately intertwined with the geo-histories of “the white man’s
burden” resonating in the current moment in different ways within asylum-support.
Such a burden (Kempadoo, 2015) in today’s context involves the challenges of “keeping
refugees in one’s initiative,” what Khosravi (2011) calls “clientalization,” that produces territorialities of Help that racialize, pacify and essentially silence the Other. The need to
help takes on a tone of “benevolent burden” (Kempadoo, 2015), while in practice
producing highly unequal power relations, in this case, between (white)citizens and
refugees.
However, for me the above moment was also a learning moment to realize that the
social realm of asylum support is governed with norms and values that in fact reproduce
approaches of objectifying actors. Everyday customs and norms become power fields
that inherently produce unequal relations of dependency and asymmetrical relations. In
the above case, not only did such power geometries have consequences on where help
could be provided (not within the university, but only in existing spaces of volunteer
organizations in the city centre), locking such relations into functioning under the power
of individuals running existing initiatives, but also locked space within fixed relations, and
15

Help in the way I use it here is when a unidirectional modality with the intention of supporting actors
waiting for refugee status is being practiced. It is more a spatio-temporal relation that is being produced
based on this unidirectional practice rather than a reference to a practice in general, like gardening.
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bound place to hegemonic notions of territory that are unable to connect to wider
geographies of inequality (Massey, 2005).
Imagined geographies of place – in this case “Nijmegen’’ – come to be produced (in
everyday practices) as localized space into which volunteers “welcome” (unidirectionally)
“refugees” from all over the world, and as national space, in this case “the Netherlands,”
manifested in small talk like “the Dutch plants” in the collective gardening initiative that
remains disconnected with the light-hearted transnational jokes around Bollywood
connecting, despite the awkwardness, those of us present. Bounding knowledge of place
is done also in controlling the terrain of asylum-support initiatives to be kept within the
limit of existing spaces of “civil society,” the university being seen as “outside” such a
realm. By doing so, relations continue to be locked into a fixed welcoming mode (Rosello,
2001) in which cultural stereotyping and racialized identities thrive rather than make
space for overcoming such fixed epistemologies through relational practices that
understand otherwise.
At a micro-level, individual bodies entering the garden space come to be racialized
as different - as Dutch, Indian, African, and so on - through subtle embodied relations of
stereotyping like singing songs, or claiming one’s knowledge on plants, despite the
diverse and intertwined biographies of people present there. Restrictions to the agency
of relations built in such a space is nevertheless felt by all actors, though very unequally
and differently. For instance, the volunteer running the initiative attributes people’s
pacifism or low participation in the garden to the receiving of free goods from the
organization, which he experiences as frustrating and limiting the development of the
project (Bloch, 1995). While for those “receiving” such support, or “client,” precarity is
writ large in not knowing everyday how long one can even be “here,” always forced into
a condition of “not yet fully here.”
Another important aspect is the symbolic meaning of the garden as enacting a
space “outside” the dominant culture, in this case dominant culture understood as
“being on a running train”. The lead volunteer’s feeling of Otherness from those who are
“on in a running train,” such an initiative then becomes a way of making space for Other
ways of living, which ironically makes an epistemic cut also away from spaces of access to
formal labour and education like the university. Thus, the choice for such Other ways of
living becomes limited to some and imposed on others, given the dependency of people
waiting for their asylum documents on such initiatives.
Further, my own encounter narrated in 4.3 (of this chapter) reveals the dominance
of individual figures driving refugee support who tend to influence the direction of new
initiatives and where, how and when they are allowed to emerge. This implies that other
individuals also fall into such a role, in this case me included, and into such a politics of
“claiming refugees.” Such volunteer figures and the relations they enact then become
important to understand as performing a symbolic politics in action that is quite random
and whimsical to an individual’s desires and biography, while being territorial in manifestation.
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The comment of “some berries are sweet and some are sour” can be read in anOther
way of reflecting the randomness of Help in doing asylum as experienced by the people
it most affects.
What might seem as “the end” of a language initiative in the above processes and
encounter, was in fact rather the “beginning” for new arrangements of “culture and
power” relations of refugee-support (Tsing, 2005, p. 19). These new arrangements were
part of processes leading to the text that follows. The following text transformed along
the way in response to the above encounter as our own “place-making” for linguistic
encounters-yet-to-be-recognized.
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5
Languaging the Borders of Europe

This Chapter is published as:
Kramsch, O., Aparna, K., & Degu, H. (2015). Languaging the borders of Europe. Social
Sciences, 4(4), 1207-1228. doi: https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci4041207
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Abstract
Emerging from a discomfort with the blind spots encountered within and across
theorizations of language and space in the field of human geography, in this article,
we argue for “making space” for conceptualizations that speak from and through the
everyday territories of migrants in Europe today. Inspired by a range of writers thinking
postcolonially and multi/trans-lingually, the authors draw on their own embodied migrant
experience to argue for re-envisioning Europe’s borders through multiple languaging
practices. “Languaging”, in this view, takes linguistic practices in a migrant context as an
inherently prosthetic activity, whereby any dominant, national host language is inevitably
subject to the subterranean rumblings of all the languages a migrant brings with her on
her global journeys. Conceived as being saturated with prosthetic “absence(s)”, migrant
languaging practices rework cultural geography’s bounded, inward-looking, and security-
fixated understanding of the language/territory nexus, the better to open a vital space
for re-envisioning language’s everyday territories as sites for translational solidarity and
becoming.
Key-words: Europe, borders, languaging, prosthesis, absence, territories of the everyday,
becoming
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5.1 Introduction
[L]angue et territoire n’ont pas à être enracinés dans une géographie spécifique: ils
peuvent tout simplement être là [emphasis added], à disposition ou produits, pour des
raisons dont les causes sont ailleurs [emphasis added].
(Raffestin, 1995, p. 90)
At one stage of my self-translation, it was important to me to go over my childhood
experiences in English; now I could pick up the other part of the interrupted story and
grow up in Polish. This, I think, is the source of the pleasure: That it is possible now to go
back and forth with the knowledge that both languages that have constructed me exist
within one structure; and to know that the structure is sturdy enough to allow for pliancy
and openness – and, who knows, perhaps for new discoveries yet.
(Hoffman, 2003, p. 54)
I don’t know anymore how my tongue beats, altijd in beweging.
? Qué mejor lenguaje que del cuerpo para experiencia las fronteras como vuelo
y vuelo como las fronteras?
- Kolar Aparna
									

5.1.1 A European Blind Spot?

When faced with an interview to justify my claim and identity as “eligible” for asylum,
I preferred to do this in English rather than the two choices given to me by the [Dutch]
immigration department: that of either Amharic (my mother tongue) or Dutch. Even
if my mother tongue is Amharic, in the context of my asylum interview this would
mean that a translator would interpret and translate my story from Amharic to
Dutch16. And given that I did not at that time speak any Dutch this meant that I would
not have a direct understanding and control over my own story in its final narration
to the immigration officer. However, I ended up having a very long and boring
four-hour long interview interpreted by an Amharic-Dutch translator. Not only was
this frustrating as a process in itself, but the rejection of my asylum application further
exacerbated the same. While “knowledge migrants” to Netherlands are freely given
the option to choose their language of migration application between English and
Dutch, this was not the case for me. While Ethiopia has a strong history of resisting
16

The Dutch immigration system, like some other countries in Western Europe, Australia and New Zealand,
is built around the notion of using “language analysis” to determine an asylum-seeker’s country or region
of origin that can dramatically influence the decision to grant (or not) asylum to an individual (De Graaf &
van den Hazelkamp, 2006).
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European colonial powers, the intertwined histories of education and technological
exchanges between European empires and Ethiopian rulers is partly the reason for
my own education in Ethiopia in English and my fluency in this language. This case is
exemplary of the underlying assumptions behind the Immigration department’s
imaginaries of Europe’s territories of reference as “cut-off” with territories of
references part of Europe’s outer/worldly relations still alive in diverse linguistic
practices of asylum migrants coming to Europe and in Europe today, remaining a
blind spot worthy of underlining” (Degu, 2015).

How are borders being transformed under heightened conditions of globalization today?
As evinced by the above-mentioned narrative, derived from the lived experience of one
of the authors of this essay, we argue borders, at least in Europe, are currently being
reconfigured in significant ways through the languaging practices of migrants, exiles and
refugees inhabiting European space. Building on theorizations on language and space by
the geographer Claude Raffestin brought to critical dialogue with postcolonial writers
thinking bi/trans-lingually, languaging we argue, is a process of fully inhabiting a space
that is constantly varying and modulating the acquired dominance of any one of the
languages inhabiting (our) migrant-voices17. Modern European nation-states attempted
over the centuries to create a unitary territory in which a one-to-one correspondence
would be achieved between a language and a national territory. As hand-maiden to the
nation-building process, the disciplinary field of geography (De Pater, 2001) would go far
in legitimating this view of the culture/language/territory nexus, whose echoes (as we
shall see below), still resonate with us in our day. Yet, we aver, the historically constituted
“imagined language community” of European member-states and their associated
borders are blind to the lived space of more and more people currently inhabiting
European territory. This is so by virtue of the fact that as migrant-exile-refugee movement
across global space to and in Europe has accelerated in recent years, European national
territories and their unitary language cultures have become increasingly entangled with
and unsettled by myriad Other languages, memories and imaginaries, in a dynamic and
recursive process producing spatio-linguistic territories that can no longer be
shoehorned into any national or regional European tradition or culture. Importantly, and
as again revealed in our opening story, such migrant languaging territories are themselves
17

Here we use migrant not just to refer to the historically grounded and actually existing flows of
migrant bodies, imaginaries in/through/across space, nations and continents, but also as pointing to
the experiential and existential condition of “being migrant.” This latter notion awakens thought to the
perils and possibilities of “departure” in the broadest sense: leaving one’s “borders of comfort” to dare
into yet-to-be-imagined horizons “beyond”; the dense and tense phenomenology of waiting as a norm
of everyday life; the furtive habitation of the shadowy, interstitial spaces of nations, states and borders,
never “fully arriving” at ones destination, one’s gaze never fully “here” or “there”; and converting that
“not yet” into acts of intellectual-political creativity, possibility, solidarity and hope.
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the product of the intertwined histories and overlapping territories binding European
colonial métropoles to those very worlds from which migrants set off today for Europe.
Within the coordinates of this vaster, spatio-temporal frame, contemporary migrant
languaging practices are contributing in situ to a postcolonial reworking of European
borders, with profound theoretical as well as political consequences.
To set the conceptual scene for our discussion of migrant-exile-refugee languaging
practices and their effects on contemporary European borders, we review work
emerging from a Continental geographical tradition examining the nexus of European
territory and language, exemplified in the writing of Swiss geographer Claude Raffestin.
In particular, Raffestin’s (1995) elaboration of the “territory of the everyday” (territoire
du quotidien) serves to reveal cultural geography’s ambivalent blind spots regarding the
necessary conditions for languages and territories to remain dynamic spaces capable of
development and becoming, beyond the imperative for “security.” In the breach of
Raffestin’s (1995) theoretical contradictions, we place him in dialogue with a postcolonial
literature which, since at least the time of decolonization, has established the problematic
relation of majoritarian/minoritarian languages as central to the recuperation of
postcolonial sovereignty and dignity. Working along the grain of Frantz Fanon’s (2006)
reflections on language in racially charged colonial settings, the notorious “debate”
between Chinua Achebe (1975) and Ngugi wa Thiong’o’s (1986) on the role of English for
African writers and intellectuals, Jacques Derrida’s (1998) “monolingualism-of-the-
Other,” Rey Chow’s (2014) recently formulated notion of “language as prosthesis,” as well
as the work of a range of bilingual writers exploring questions of identity and creativity,
we proceed to craft a lens capable of illuminating a range of postcolonial languaging
encounters and practices on European territory, drawing on our own experiences as
extra-European migrants18 dwelling in Europe. We conclude by reflecting more generally
on the transformed context our findings pose for the ongoing transformation of
Europe’s borders, viewed not from the high-point perspective of statecraft, but from
that of the everyday creativity of migrant languaging practices.

18

Huda Degu and Kolar Aparna are currently active with Stichting GAST, a migrant-rights organization
located in Nijmegen- at the Dutch/German borderland. In addition to working with Stichting GAST,
Olivier Thomas Kramsch is a member of Beth Hamifgash, a civil society-based organization located
across the same border in the city of Kleve, Germany (NRW), devoted to resurrecting the memory
of Kleve’s deported Jewish community, while working on behalf of the city’s growing migrant-refugee
population there. All three authors are members of the “Asylum University” initiative, a collective of
students and faculty at Radboud Universiteit, Nijmegen, dedicated to making the university a safe space
for migrants, exiles and refugees.
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5.2 Dwelling in Claude Raffestin’s Language Territories
In charting a course for a renewed “cultural geography” in the mid-1990s, Claude
Raffestin is one of the few geographers to have grappled with the precise nature of
language and its relation to territory. Critical of Geography’s disciplinary proclivity for
visual representation – vividly expressed through cartographic modeling – Raffestin
(1995) lamented the extent to which “geographical thought [would become] devoured
by its representation… [entailing] to a certain extent the revenge of visualization over
conceptualization.”19(p. 87).20 In asking whether a geography of cultural phenomena can
be anything other than a mere visual representation of the locational distribution of
languages, religions, arts and literatures, Raffestin proposes another, “territorial” and
“relational” optic, one which takes into account that “[G]eography is the expression of
the knowledge of [a] practice and knowledge that men have of a material reality, namely
the earth as it is made available for action so as to satisfy human needs …”21 (1995, p.89).
For the Swiss geographer, all human cultural needs, including those of communication,
have their foundation in the conceptual triad “production-exchange-consumption,” the
three finding their apt expression in both material as well as immaterial forms. The three
elements of this triad are themselves “translated” by complex systems of relations, which
in turn implicate “interiority, exteriority and alterity” (1995, pp.89-90).
As complex systems extending through the trinomial relation of production-
exchange-consumption, language and territory “do not need to be rooted in a specific
geography” (Raffestin, 1995, p. 90). They “may quite simply be there (être là), available or
produced, for reasons whose causes are elsewhere (dont les causes sont ailleurs)”
(Raffestin, 1995, p. 90).22 Given the inherent indeterminacy of historical circumstances,
there is thus no a priori causal relation between language and territory: “any territory can
receive any language and any language may be used anywhere” 23 (Raffestin, 1995, p. 90).
Having said that, for Raffestin the link between language and territory is secured in the
ultimate instance by “inhabitants who assure the guaranteed relation to the extent that
they are producers of language and territory” (1995, p. 90). At this juncture, the imperative
19
20
21
22
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In what follows, all cited passages of Raffestin’s are translated by the authors from original French into
English. Where applicable we provide both the original and translated versions.
«[l]’instrument cartographique, d’auxiliaire est devenu principal, reléguant à l’arrière-plan la pensée
géographique qui est ainsi dévorée par sa représentation: c’est en quelque sorte la revanche de la
visualisation sur la conceptualisation.» (p.87)
«la géographie est l’explicitation de la connaissance de la pratique et de la connaissance que les hommes
ont d’une réalité matérielle à savoir la terre telle qu’elle est offerte à l’action pour satisfaire les besoins
humains qui constituent une partie des besoins du vivant» (1995, p.89).
For what follows, it is noteworthy that Raffestin signals the degree to which “Indo-European languages
used in Africa, in Asia or America are, in the majority of cases, imported and have nothing to do with the
original territories in which they are used” (1995, p.90).
«N’importe quel territoire peut accueillir n’importe qu’elle langue et n’importe quelle langue peut être
utilisée n’importe où: il n’y a pas de relation fonctionnelle obligée entre une langue et un territoire»
(1995, p.90)
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of habitation acquires its full material and symbolic weight in the constitution both of
territory and language. “Habiter,” in Raffestin’s usage, is defined as “the ensemble of
responses given by a human collectivity under the pressure of [its] needs” 24 (1995, p. 91,
drawing on Heidegger, 1962). Recognizing the “dynamic” nature of such “needs” in time
and space, Raffestin is nevertheless keen to show how the habitation of both territory
and language is overdetermined by the overarching need for security:
Every representation is inhabited in the sense that it nourishes memory and in so
doing a culture which always roots itself in past antecedents … Territory, materialized
through its governance, contributes to ensuring the security of the lived being in the
present since it assures the stability of places in relation to one another, protection
against external menaces, liberation from fear and anxiety, the fixation of limits and
the promotion of order, which in turn aims to make norms respected, assure security
in recollecting the past hence in memory but also in the projection one may make
into the future: one doesn’t inhabit the word territory but one inhabits the memory
of territory through the words of a language.25 (1995, p. 93)
As suggested in the preceding passage, for Raffestin “a limit” (la limite) is “consubstantial
to linguistic production and territorial production”26 (1995, p. 93). As embodied both in
the myth of the foundation of Rome as well as in the Saussureian bar that cuts off the
signifier from the signified, the limit’s primary function is to generate difference, and thus
to oppose itself to chaos, while satisfying the human need for security. On this view, the
very origins of limits have biological as well as social foundations, expressed most
saliently by the “natural” need for animals to delimit and mark their territory through
signs and symbols. This, for Raffestin, signals the “biosocial” origin of all languages and
territories (1995, p. 94). To put analytical flesh on the bones of his explanatory framework,
Raffestin (1995) proceeds to sketch a 4-part typology of the language/territory nexus:
1. Territory of the Everyday (Territoire du quotidien): that territory in which everyday
life takes place (se déroule la vie courante), one which “goes without saying” (“ce qui qui
va de soi,” with an intellectual nod to Henri Lefebvre). A “pyramid of needs constructs

24
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26

«...l’ensemble des réponses données par une collectivité humaine à la pression des besoins» (1995, p. 91).
« Toute représentation est habitée au sens où elle nourrit la mémoire et par là même la culture qui
s’enracine toujours dans des antécédents … Le territoire, matérialisé par son aménagement, contribue à
assurer la sécurité du vécu dans le présent puisqu’il assure la stabilité des lieux de relations, la protection
contre les menaces extérieures, la libération de la peur et de l’anxiété, la fixation de limites et la promotion
d’un ordre, que s’efforcent de faire respecter des normes, assurent la sécurité dans le souvenir donc
dans la mémoire mais aussi dans la projection que l’on peut en faire dans le futur: on n’habite pas le mot
territoire mais on habite la mémoire du territoire à travers les mots d’une langue » (Raffestin, 1995, p.93).
« ...consubstantielle de la production linguistique et de la production territoriale » (1995, p. 93).
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itself within this territory of the everyday: physiology, security, belonging, love, etc.”27
(p. 96). Such a territory is characterized more by discontinuity than continuity; it can be
characterized as an “archipelago of places immersed in time” (archipel de lieux qui
baignent dans du temps) that one must “overcome in order to move from one to the
other” (qu’il faut vaincre pour passer de l’un a l’autre). These places, isolated one from
the other, are often terminals (terminaux) that render us blind to the interstitial spaces
which we traverse but which we do not really inhabit (que nous traversons mais que nous
n’habitons pas réellement), spaces of mobility such as the metro, train, car, and so on. To
this territory of the everyday corresponds a language of the everyday, or a “vernacular
language” (langue vernaculaire), whether in the form of a dialect or a language carved
out of (découpée a l’interieur d’une) a dominant language, such as English, French,
German, Spanish or Italian. Vernacular language, in this context, in addition to communication,
serves the function of “communion,” by which is meant the tacit codes which lead the
users of vernacular language beyond the mere functionality of communication to
“conviviality” (convivialité) (Raffestin, 1995, p. 97).
2. Territory of Exchange (Territoire des échanges): such a territory articulates different
levels within a scalar system that implies a region as well as a nation or the world.
A territory that is open and fluid (ouvert et fluide), in constant flux and perpetual motion
(en remaniement constant, en mouvement perpétuelle), whose intensity and scale varies
in relation to the exchanges under consideration (Raffestin, 1995, p.98).
3. Territory of Reference (Territoire de référence): a territory whose nature is utterly
singular (tout a fait singulière), whose definition is hard to pin down to the extent that it
emerges simultaneously from a material [base] as well as from an idea (a la fois au
matériel et a l’idée!) [emphasis in the original] (1995, p. 98). A territory of reference “is
precisely that of one’s historical background” (est justement celui des antécédents), a
definition that does not come without “numerous problems of interpretation,” however,
due to the fact that a territory of reference may no longer exist materially but may exist
in the reconstituted collective memory (mémoire collective reconstituée), as
demonstrated by the history of African-Americans in America (1995, p. 98 citing Steiner,
1986). This territory has “more of a relation with culture and a way of thinking about
space and time than with a territory embedded in historic temporality (la durée
historique) and certainly the density of historicity”28 (1995, p. 99). Raffestin locates the
most ancient territories of reference for Western society (société occidentale) in Greece
and Rome. In the modern period, he points out that Italy and Greece have served as a
27
28

« Ce territoire qui va de soi est celui dans lequel se construit la pyramide des besoins: besoins
physiologiques, de sécurité, d’appartenance, d’amour, etc » (1995, p. 96).
«plus en relation avec la culture et une manière de penser l’espace et le temps qu’avec un territoire
engagé dans la durée historique et surtout l’épaisseur de l’historicité» (1995, p.99)
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territory of reference for many Europeans from the 16th-20th centuries, as has France
since the 18th century for Central and Eastern Europe, including Russia, and, for a large
part of the world (une grande partie du monde), America. These territories of reference
cannot be inhabited in the material sense, but may be so in an “ideal sense” (au sens
idéal) in, along with and through language, or languages (la langue ou mieux les langues).
A key figure here for Raffestin is Heidegger, who “inhabited” ancient Greece throughout
his life via the Greek language, and who is perceived to have suffered as a result of the
time-lag and disjuncture between the territory of reference of ancient Greece and the
“real” territory of actually-existing Greece (Raffestin, 1995, p. 99).
4. Sacred Territory (Territoire sacré): Sacred territories and sacred languages are
intimately bound up in the foundational religious texts – the Koran, the Old and New
Testaments – each of which attempts to found a sacred communion (communion) on the
basis of an “absolute” conjoining of language and space. Throughout history, nation-states
around the world are observed to have “sacralized” territory, language and many borders
(beaucoup de frontières), the latter often controlled and defended as were, in the past,
the sacred spaces of temples and cities (Raffestin, 1995, p. 101). Similarly, in France, since
the French Revolution, language has been sacralised to the degree that, as the primary
vehicle for the dissemination of the declaration of the “Rights of man,” French had to
extirpate all rival dialects (les patois) so as to erect itself as sole language of l’hexagone.
By way of this conceptual typology of territorial/linguistic practices, Raffestin proposes
the disciplinary grounding for a renewed cultural geography, one which has the virtue of
opening continental European geography to the “language question” as a dynamic
process composed of both material as well as immaterial domains, in dialogue with the
past and open to future-oriented action. In our view, Raffestin’s conceptualization of
the language-territory nexus, while opening a vital beachhead for geography into the
linguistic realm as well as for linguists into the geographic realm, nevertheless remains
informed by an overarching and primordial “need” for security that traps it in an
essentialist and organicist understanding of the communitarian underpinnings of both
language and territory (also evident in Chapter 4). Here, territories and (their) respective
languages are best conceived as isolated, self-enclosed (dare we say, cantonal?29) units,
steeped in a regionalist longue-durée that elides Europe’s long-standing practice of
linguistic standardization as the foundation of nations and nationalisms, alongside
imposing its metropolitan languages across vast swathes of the planet through overseas
imperial rule. Raffestin’s theoretical landscape is therefore unable to acknowledge the
intertwined linguistic histories and overlapping territories of tongues at work in the
constitution of European linguistic space precisely through the blurring of linguistic
29

Claude Raffestin is speaking from a Switzerland that follows an administrative system of “cantons” that
also serve as political territories and symbolic of regional identities.
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boundaries and intermeshed languaging practices (Anchimbe & Mforteh, 2011; Auerbach,
2003; Dubreil, 2013; Pennycook, 1998; Said, 1993).
In this respect, Raffestin’s language/territory conceptual framework is historically as
well as geographically distorted, if not disingenuous. Ironically, it also replicates the
visual-cartographic blind spot he so strenuously condemns, arbitrarily cutting off Europe
from the myriad territorial as well as linguistic relations that have historically connected
it to the rest of the world. An unfortunate consequence of this move, we aver, is that
such a view holds fast to a notion of language and territory that remains fearful, defensive
and closed in on itself, unable to adapt to the worldly conditions of heightened mobility,
migration and extraterritorial flow affecting more and more people currently inhabiting
European space. For us, an urgent question remains: how can linguistic territories inter-articulate with one another to produce language spaces that avoid closing in on each
other (renfermement sur lui) and thereby bordering themselves from historical change,
alterity and difference? Other than reminding us that all “human culture” is composed of
a triangle whose summits are delimited by the mediating elements “work, language and
territory” (le travail, la langue et le territoire), the Swiss geographer closes his essay with
precious few signposts.
Perhaps we can step in the breach of Raffestin’s self-professed “lacunae” and
“paradoxes” in order to re-orient his by now two decade-old cultural geographic
research agenda in “another” direction; this time not from the safe, cantonal heartlands
of the European continent but from its extraterritorial, mobile, often precarious and
worldly margins (Aparna 2015; Andersen, Kramsch & Sandberg, 2015; hooks, 1989).
We thus begin the task of what we might productively call a migrant refashioning of
Raffestin’s “Europeanist” territory/language framework. This we attempt through a
process of conceptual détournement, drawing on the Swiss geographer’s own doubts
and “lacunae” so as to think in solidarity with them while pushing them in directions he
may not have foreseen at the time of his writing. In setting the stage for such a detour,
we propose to define the essence of postcolonial migrant languaging by re-articulating
two of Raffestin”s core ideas: 1) re-inhabiting language’s “absence(s)” as postcolonial
prosthetics, and 2) re-envisioning the discontinuous, interstitial territories of the everyday
as sites for border-crossing, trans-lingual migrant solidarity.

5.3 Postcolonial Languaging
Reading and speaking from a different Europe more than two decades on since Raffestin
crystallized his language territories, we urge for a thorough re-reading of the same via
the multi-dimensional lens provided by the rich body of postcolonial writings on the
language question by writers across different spaces (border positionalities elaborated
below). As is often the case through acts of careful reading, the seeds of auto-critique lie
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just under the topsoil of any narrative. A remarkable moment appears in Raffestin’s
thinking when he recognizes the limits of his own “limit” conceptualization in articulating
the relation between language, territory and borders. This moment-limite emerges at
first “through a glass darkly,” by attributing negative qualities to languages that do not
adhere to the strict language-territory-limit model he has previously and so authoritatively established. Reading as we do “from the outside” of European geographical
knowledge production – one that is located as such in and through migrant imaginaries
of and in Europe – we may call this move Raffestin’s “disciplinary unconscious,” one
which acknowledges gaps, holes, fissures in his own (and his field’s) explanatory edifice.
Raffestin begins his self-reflexive critique by noting a “flawed paradigm” (paradigme
lacunaire) working at the interstices of language and territory; although there is a “narrow
relation” between linguistic production and the production of territory, the relation is
not exhaustive: “it is precisely in the lacunae and gaps [between language and territory]
that cultural differences are made visible” (1995, p.95). 30 In his view, cultures can best be
identified (repérer) through the “differentiation of their lacunae” (“différenciation de
leurs lacunes”) (1995, p.95).
Though Raffestin (1995) attributes only deficient qualities of language use to describe
such lacunae – “there are languages that produce nothing, a little or a lot on the basis of
this or that physical or social element”31 (p. 95) – we can recuperate this abject register
(“abject” because lacunae is understood in a linear way of some languages being stronger
or weaker in their capacities for socio-cultural production) in such a way as to formulate
a first proposition of languaging: in a context of postcolonial movement language is by
definition fissured with absence. This is so because, as migrants, we are constantly caught
in spatio-temporalities that deterritorialize a dominant language to which we find
ourselves exposed. In our experience, such a hegemonic language could be the legal
language of immigration in a host country which we happen to find ourselves in and
perceive as “alien.” Or it could be a dominant mother tongue or official, host language
attached to one’s country or region of origin, positioned in an often fraught relation to
the power geometries of Other national, European languages in a diversity of settings,
but also, most importantly, in relation to the dominant language(s) and tongue(s) we carry
with us from our migrant trajectories. The negotiation, apprehension and appropriation
of a dominant, national host language, is a key part of our migrant-languaging journey(s).
But most importantly for us, rather than involving the eradication of any original mother
tongue or any reclamation of a singular pure “original” tongue, languaging means fully
inhabiting a space that is full of creative potential precisely because of navigating against
the acquired dominance of any one of the languages inhabiting our migrant-voices.
30
31

«C’est justement dans les lacunes et les manques que les différences de culture se donnent à voir»
(1995, p.95).
«Il est des langues qui produisent rien, peu ou beaucoup à propos de tel ou tel élément physique ou
social» (1995, p.95).

106 | Enacting Asylum University

Viewed from our migrant-languaging perspective, Raffestin’s “lacunae,” rather than
signaling a lack, gesture to a range of latent and hidden possibilities inhabiting postcolonial
languaging. Indeed, they gesture to alternative geographies and geographical imaginations
that rumble under the surface of any host or dominant language, producing productively
de/re-territorializing effects, if not the very reinvention of territories.
Secondly, and starting from the body, space comes to be racialized fundamentally by
“an encounter with language” (Fanon, 2006) (elaborated below). Reflecting on such
inter-subjective emotionalities we argue that rather than being a fixed “thing” to be
acquired and mastered, postcolonial languaging – drawing on an ethos of survival (in the
sense of Bourdieu’s “habiter” (1977)) – leads to the creative reinvention of everyday, lived
space, emerging in turn from an actively adapting habitus that can only be grasped as
futuristic becoming. This migrant creativity in the face of racialized domination can be
seen as a response to “the lingering work of language in the form of skin tones and
sound effects”; in the very act of “naming” the migrant, the foreigner, language operates
a cut between “community” and “arrest, seizure and expulsion” (Chow, 2014, pp. 2-3; 14).
Language thereby produces a border, whereby racialized and often nationalized relations
of Us/Them are established, defined by deep asymmetries of power. The inherent
violence of that linguistic bifurcation is well-captured by Chow:
Fanon’s “dirty nigger” and “negro” … place this force/violence at centre stage, revealing
“amputation” to be the jagged edge in the racialized scene of interpellative contact.
In Fanon’s reading, racialization demands to be grasped first and foremost as an
experience of language, not least because lingual relations are themselves caught up
in the aggressive procedures of setting apart that racialized naming and interpellation
ineluctably intensify. (2014, pp. 6-7)
The dangers stemming from the jagged border edges of racialized and nationalized
language is ultimately recognized by Raffestin himself. Having earlier posed language and
territory as a quasi-biosocial “limit,” he acknowledges the limits of his own “limit (or, b/
order-thinking),” to the degree that pushed to its logical conclusion the absolute
conflation of language and territory would produce its own form of Terror. He refers
explicitly to this risk when mentioning a “curious paradox” of sacred territory:
[T]he sacred, which proposes security, tends to become a factor of insecurity to the
extent that it is pushed towards fundamentalism, invading the entirety of the social
field and eliminating all that does not conform to it. It creates insecurity by a sort of
closing in on itself, breaking off all bonds with an alterity which opposes it with
difference: it wishes to be the absolute limit, in other words negating the existence
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of all that is not it. At this point it is the negation of communication and communion
with the outside.32 (1995, p. 100)
How to escape the “prison-house” of this language-territory limite? With Rey Chow, we
propose one form of “escape” is to see “the reality of languaging as a type of prostheticization” (2014, p.14). Here, we invoke the multiple languages rumbling under the power
geometries of any colonially-imposed, hegemonic language, as well as the knowledge of
the “impermanent, detachable, minoritarian and (ex)changeable” nature of any language
(Chow, 2014, p.15). For Chow (2014),
In this extreme conceptual shift lies a chance of overturning the burden of negativity
that tends to attach itself tenaciously to languaging as a postcolonial experience.
The libidinal or figural logic that accompanies racialized language relations can then,
perhaps, proceed beyond the familiar, subjective feelings of loss, insult, injury, and
erasure that imbue so much of postcolonial thinking and writing. Rather than being
signs of inferiority, for instance, aphasia and double disfigurement can be
conceptualized anew as forms of (unveiling), as what exposes the untenability of
“proper” (and proprietary) speech as such. (p. 15)
As with any other prosthetic body part, recognition of the inherently prosthetic nature
of tongues in postcolonial settings releases us at once from the great and still-unresolved drama of postcolonial languaging, encapsulated in the classic debate between
Nigerian writer Chinua Achebe and, a generation later, writer/activist Ngugi Th’iongo. In
his well-known effort to define the relation of newly independent African writers and the
English language, Achebe (1975) claimed:
My answer to the question Can an African ever learn English well enough to be able
to use it effectively in creative writing? is certainly yes. If on the other hand you ask:
Can he ever learn to use it like a native speaker? I should say, I hope not. (pp. 91-103)
Parrying his mentor, and acutely aware of the alienating influence of the English language
in the education of the African child, Thiongo responded a decade later by advocating
the use of indigenous African languages, such as his local Gikuyu, rather than English:

32

“[L]e sacré qui postule la sécurité tend à devenir un facteur d’insécurité lorsqu’il est poussé jusqu’à
l’intégrisme en envahissant tout le champ social et en éliminant tout ce qui ne se rapporte pas à lui. Il
crée l’insécurité par une sorte de renfermement sur lui en rompant tous les liens avec l’altérité qui lui
oppose une différence: il veut être la limite absolue, autrement dit nier l’existence de ce qui n’est pas lui.
A ce point, il est négation de la communication et de la communion avec l’extérieur.” (1995, p.100)
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The language of an African child’s formal education was foreign. The language of the
books he read was foreign. The language of his conceptualization was foreign. Thought,
in him, took the visible form of a foreign language … The child was now being exposed
exclusively to a culture that was a product of a world external to himself. He was being
made to stand outside himself to look at himself. (1986, pp. 4-32)
For all its virtues, in our view the Achebe/Thiong’o affaire succeeded in presenting the
postcolonial world with a false choice: either global, cosmopolitan English capable of
reaching out to a world audience, or the consolations of one’s indigenous, local native
language. In a curious parallel with Raffestin’s linguistic territories, the “recovery of self”
after colonial rule would enforce a 1 language-1 territory matrix, and would thus militate
against the hybrid use of multilingual tongues on any given territory. Indeed, it would
largely be assumed that being bi- or trilingual constituted a tragic handicap, rendering
the alienated speaker a “stranger to oneself,” a melancholy creature ultimately condemned
to loss and silence. Such postcolonial diffidence towards multilingual subjectivity would
be startlingly reinforced a decade later in Jacques Derrida’s seminal 1998 book-length
essay, Monolingualism of the Other; Or, the Prosthesis of Origin. Reflecting on his fraught
relationship to the French language, and contrary to what one might expect from
someone who has grown up in a French colony (Algeria), Derrida does not claim
adherence to a non-French mother tongue. Rather, he ceaselessly invokes speaking only
one language:
I am monolingual. My monolingualism dwells, and I call it my dwelling; it feels like one
to me, and I remain in it and inhabit it. It inhabits me. The monolingualism in which I
draw my very breath is, for me, my element. Not a natural element, not the
transparency of the ether, but an absolute habitat. It is impassable, indisputable: I
cannot challenge it except by testifying to its omnipresence in me. It would always
have preceded me. It is me. (Derrida, 1998, p.30)
But in what he himself terms a “performative contradiction” (1998, pp. 2-3), Derrida
defines the conditions for inhabiting French (while being fully inhabited by it) in a way
that foregrounds his utter lack of possession of the language:
I only have one language: it is not mine … [I]t will never be mine, this language,
the only one I am thus destined to speak, as long as speech is possible for me in life
and in death; you see, never will this language be mine. And, truth to tell, it never was.
(1998, pp. 1-2)
While we appreciate Derrida’s lyrical attempt to resolve the postcolonial “language
question” posed by Achebe and Thiong’o, and are sympathetic to his formulation of
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language-as-dwelling based on an existential absence (of a mother tongue) attached to
the same, we nevertheless remain slightly unsatisfied with his possession-less formulation.
Such a stance, we believe, is ultimately disingenuous in that it avoids engaging with the
racialized and nationalized scene of languaging as a tense and expectant field of power
between majoritarian and minoritarian languages, and forecloses exploring the political
possibilities, pains and joys attached to inhabiting a multi-lingual subject position
(Hoffman, 2003; Kramsch, 2009). Here we would like to draw on a rich tradition of
reflection by bi- and trilingual authors, for whom writing and speaking in multiple tongues
cannot be shoehorned into a binary either/or, majoritarian/minoritarian language stance.
For such authors, languaging across borders – caught as they often are between multiple
“home” and “destination” countries – inevitably requires a complex, palimpsest-like form
of habitation (“habiter”) emerging from the ceaseless shuttling back and forth between
“absent” and “present” languages (depending upon the “accidental” geographies in
which they have room to play). Languages haunt one another across nation-state
borders, and in the process often produce original, de- and re-territorializing effects in
multilingual migrant subjectivities.
Thus, reflecting on her position as “a woman, and French language novelist,” Algerian
writer Assia Djebar deploys a Derridean register when she claims that “my literary writing,
in its original text, can only be in French” (2003, pp.19-20). Yet, as an “Arabo-Berber
woman writing in French,” Djebar was early on aware of the French language as a veil: “a
veil over my individual self, a veil over my woman’s body; I could almost say a veil over my
own voice” (2003, p.21). This veiling of the voice through the French language is
double-sided; while it provides Djebar the capacity for “suggestion and ambiguity,”
allowing her to “hide … somewhat,” it also produces a “voluntary muteness … [a] sudden
aphasia.” By repossessing French “like a landlady,” not an “occupant with hereditary
rights,” Djebar is able to make of the French language “a welcoming home, maybe even a
permanent place where each day the ephemeral nature of dwelling is sensed (2003, p.21).
Unlike Derrida’s possession-less use of French, Djebar’s “repossession” produces:
A woman’s space that willingly inscribes at the same time her inside and her outside,
her intimacy and her unveiling, as much her anchor as its opposite, her navigation.
Writing that could historically signify my extraterritoriality yet is becoming, gradually,
my only true territory. (2003, p. 22)
Such a re-territorializing of French, for Djebar, allows her to “cross the threshold [of the
French language] freely, no longer submitting to a colonized situation” (2003, p.21): “I, as
author, have found my space in this writing” (2003, p.22; emphasis added). From an
alternatively re-rooted relation to the French language, speaking across (Anglophone)
Canada and France, author Nancy Huston (2003) writes:
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A person who decides, voluntarily, as an adult, unconstrained by outside
circumstances, to leave her native land and adopt a hitherto unfamiliar language and
culture must face the fact that for the rest of her life she will be involved in theatre,
imitation, make-believe [emphasis in original]. (p. 55)
Huston’s positionality as opposed to Derrida acknowledges the existential condition of
“being migrant”, in which the choice of inhabiting a monolingual space is often not an
option. In Huston’s “theatre of exile,” imitation of the host language “depends on how
good an actor you are”; some foreigners are able to “pass” – “a bit like the quadroons or
octoroons … invented for those American blacks who took bitter pride in “passing” for
white” (2003, p.56). In France, “passers” are quickly sniffed out, and put in their place. But
for Huston, whereas for many there may be found a general prejudice against those who
speak with an accent (Derrida himself confesses to this weakness, (1998, p.23), “my own
(equally irrational) prejudice is in their favour” (2003, p.59). Foreign accents, for this
Québécois, produce “interest and empathy.” “Ah”, she says to herself, “That person is
split in two. She’s got a story” (Huston, 2003, p. 59). Huston (2003) elaborates:
Because if you know two languages, you also know two cultures – and the unsettling
effects of going back and forth between them, and the relativization of each by the
other. For this reason, it often seems to me that people with accents are more
“civilized” (by which I mean subtler and less arrogant) than monolingual impatriates
… In a sense, foreignness is a metaphor for the respect every individual owes every
other individual [emphasis in original]. (p. 59)
For Huston, the inherently prosthetic nature of all languages is revealed in the fact that
by acquiring a second tongue, the “naturalness” of the first language is destroyed; “from
then on, nothing can be self-evident in any tongue; nothing belongs to you wholly and
irrefutably; nothing will ever “go without saying” again” (2003, p. 62). Confronted by
others to explain the reason why she so often code-switches between languages, even
changing registers within any given language – from high to low French, Parisian to
Québécois, Boston English to British English – Huston can only reply: “Probably because
I like doing it … and because it’s easier for me, as a foreigner, than for them, as native
speakers, to transgress literary norms and expectations” (2003, p. 64). As a voluntary
exile, Huston (2003) therefore derives joy and pleasure from shuttling between her many
tongues, revelling in this “achievement,” one which militates against the traditionally
modern, melancholy view of the exiled migrant.
At the same time, this joy of embracing the Other is always contextual and hierarchically
entangled with the question of who is involved in such confrontations and how such
processes unfold in a situational space. The inter-subjective emotionalities of racialization
of space and bodies, for instance, emerges first and foremost in and through language.
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Few people speak a language about race that is not their own. If more of us could
actually speak from another point of view, like speaking another language, we could
accelerate the flow of ideas.
(Deveare Smith, as cited in Soja, 2000)
In Black Skin, White Masks (2006), there is a dizzying passage when Frantz Fanon
describes the “moment his inferiority comes into being through the other” (p. 291):
“Look, a Negro!” It was an external stimulus that flicked over me as I passed by. I made a
tight smile.
“Look, a Negro!” It was true. It amused me.
“Look, a Negro!” The circle was drawing a bit tighter. I made no secret of my amusement.
“Mama, see the Negro! I’m frightened!” Frightened! Frightened! Now they were beginning
to be afraid of me. I made up my mind to laugh myself to tears, but laughter had become
impossible …”
(p. 291)
On the occasion where Fanon is forced to “meet the white man’s eyes,” he feels an
“unfamiliar weight” burdening him, whereby the “real world challenged [his] claims on
reality” (2006, p. 291). The slowly accreted “composition of myself as a body in the middle
of a spatial and temporal world,” that phenomenological “structuring of the self and of
the world-definitive,” is shattered. Through the violence of the White man’s gaze, Fanon’s
body is returned to him “sprawled out, distorted, recolored, clad in mourning in that
white winter day” (2006, p. 291). He is dispossessed, made homeless: “Where shall I find
shelter from now on?” (2006, p. 292). It is precisely in these everyday territories – where
the tensions, joys and betrayals of cross-border languaging practices come to be
embodied and experienced – where the “discontinuous” within language (product of
mobile, interstitial spaces) may now be seen for the first time, rather than passed over or
ignored; not as uninhabited Zwischenstationen but as fully inhabited territories
constitutive of those languages alive to dynamic change, power struggles and historicity.
Prostheticization of languaging then opens up political possibilities for powerful
spaces of enunciation, confrontation, and articulation of the intertwined histories and
overlapping territories of race, empire, nation-states that play out in embodied interhuman inter-actions between people. Rather than seen as pure absence or linear lacunae,
this process allows for re-possession of stories of dispossession, re-territorialization of
de-territorialized identities, re-routing “language origins and destinations,” and deconstructing
the inter-subjective emotionalities of racialized encounters, all the while aware of the
impossibilities of “containing” language within binary imaginaries of majoritarian versus
minoritarian, indigenous versus colonial, state versus regional/local, Self versus Other.
Our postcolonial excursion repositions Raffestin’s thinking within such a renewed space.
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5.4 E
 motionalities of Postcolonial Migrant Body-World
Languaging
Europe’s borders are not where they used to be. Through the postcolonial languaging
practices of extra-European migrants, they are being rerouted along lines of flight that
can no longer be “fixed” to territories defined by the longue durée of historically
sedimented communities whose reason for being is framed principally by the exclusionary
need for security. “[O]ne doesn’t inhabit the word territory”, Claude Raffestin writes,
“but one inhabits the memory of territory through the words of a language” (1995, p.93).
In what follows, we trace “a recent emotional encounter of languaging”33 from our own
life-worlds, attempting to further build on the postcolonial languaging lens that we
propose to rethink Europe’s borders. Juxtaposing three such encounters based on
various emotionalities of joys, anger, (dis)possession of privilege, intimacy and desires,
we as migrants in and of European space ground the preceding theoretical discussion in
autobiographical vignettes that explore our own lived confrontations and embodied
emotionalities with language and space in the Netherlands.

5.4.1 The Joys of “Passing” 34 …
Near-fluent multilingualism has also provided me a great joy in life: the ability to “go
native” and melt into a variety of languages, cultures, atmospheres. To “pass”: as a
“German” child on the streets of Krefeld, Nord Rhein Westphalia; as a young “Frenchman”
in Paris or Tangier or Tijuana; as a “Chilean” refugee in East Los Angeles; as a “Californian”
rustling through Barcelona archives; as an “American” researcher in Nijmegen (the
Netherlands); as a middle-aged “German” man on the cobblestone streets of Kleve
(Germany). Someone who, despite not understanding much of what goes on at
Dutch-language staff meetings, is nevertheless so familiar with extraneous linguistic
33
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The empirical vignettes in the paper were generated within the framework of the Asylum University
initiative (see footnote 3) where the authors regularly met to share stories with each other around
“languaging encounters” that were then chosen based on their relevance to the theoretical debates and
discussions that we have been having within the framework of this initiative. Here an auto-ethnographic
approach was applied within a collective process that allowed for ‘making space’ for sharing and
exchange as central to such an approach. Each of the authors speak from geographical, linguistic and
professional trajectories that might serve to contextualize our positionalities. These are elaborated in
the footnotes of each vignette that follows.
Olivier Thomas Kramsch was born in Southern Germany but quickly left the Old World for the New
(Boston), where he grew up in a tri - French, German, English - lingual family. He managed to escape the
burden of this inheritance by moving into Spanish, which allowed him to take on different lives in Latin
America (Ecuador, Peru, Mexico, S. California), then back across the colonial divide to Europe (Spain) via
same language, landing at a university in The Netherlands, from where he continues to re-think Europe’s
borders from the perspective of their multiply constituted outsides (ie, Amazonia, North Africa). The
great grandson of French colonial military statesmen and administrators (Indochina, Morocco), he
currently takes responsibility for that family biography by doing everything in his power to postcolonize
European attitudes/vistas/relations across both internal as well as external EU borders, in the service of
a more ‘worldly’, less fearful and hopeful form of border studies and activism.
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encounters that even this, strangely, feels like home. This passe-partout has given me a
chameleon-like ability to “fit in”, to feel at home everywhere, and nowhere. There I s an
aesthetics to this feeling which is hard to describe, but is instantly recognizable whenever
I encounter it in the random collision with Otherness at an international airport lounge;
on a train crossing a major European border, at that precise moment when a child’s
high-pitched voice in French tips me off that we have crossed from Germany into France;
at a dinner table where several languages are spoken fluidly, effortlessly, interchangeably.
Some might call this the status of a privileged cosmopolitan, to be met with suspicion,
ethical disdain and contempt (certainly among bien pensant Marxist colleagues). I prefer
to call this a skill, one that can be acquired, trained and honed, enabling the user to see
the world through multiple perspectives, angles, vistas, lenses, each relativizing the other
so that none remains dominant, as in a fugue35 . I go further: as with Huston (2003), I call
this doubling and trebling of the human voice a power, as well as possible resource for a
certain kind of empathy and happiness. If English is my Djebarian “veil,” the language in
which I express my “hidden” self, most clearly and persuasively, it nevertheless refracts
the German and French languages of my childhood, raised as I was in the United States
in a Franco-German household keen to hold fast to European “roots.” If English is indeed
my “native language,” my long, circuitous sentences and literary style reverberate French
and German, often producing puzzlement and irritation among my Anglo-Saxon
colleagues. Compared to the forced migrant and refugee, my languaging position is
undoubtedly one of privilege. This makes my encounters with languaging’s limits all the
more startling and disturbing.

… and Encounters with a Dutch “limite”
The Professor has requested a special session, alone in my office, along with another
senior male colleague, accompanied by a female typographer. Shortly before this, I had
taken part in a larger, more formalized group meeting with the accreditation committee,
in which, among other things, we docenten had been asked to describe the courses we
teach. I had done so, in English, although the entire meeting was conducted exclusively in
Dutch (and despite one member of the committee being a German migrant capable of
speaking also English and German). I remember trying to appear enthusiastic about the
course I taught, and thought no more of it afterwards. Sitting across the desk in my small,
cramped office, The Professor began by voicing concern about two bachelor theses I
had supervised, one of which dealt with The Netherlands’ (post)colonial relations with
the Dutch-Indies and present-day Indonesia. The student had gotten his historical facts
wrong, fumed The Professor. Furthermore, his use of “theory” was perceived as
confusing and nonsensical. As this student’s primary thesis supervisor, I was being “called
35

My debts to Edward W. Said (1993) for this idea.
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on the mat” to explain the poor performance of my student, and indirectly my poor
supervision. In framing his critique, The Professor noted a curious behavioural kinship
between me and the aforementioned student, whom The Professor had experienced on
a previous, student-led panel the previous day. According to The Professor, the student
had apparently spoken willy-nilly, without much careful reflection or consideration.
Similarly, in describing my course, I was seen to have spoken energetically, using my arms
and hands – at this point The Professor began to wave his arms and hands in the air in a
wild, clownish way as if to mimic my gestures– thus suggesting, by my reading, that I am
similarly ungrounded and prone to irrational or hysterical flights of fancy as my student.
I take the theatrics of this in, absorbing it slowly, but not believing what I am hearing.
My reality is still so far removed from The Professor’s that I can still view him as through
an “inverted telescope,” from a safe, protective distance. The Professor then asks me
to account for myself, turning deadly serious. I try my best to explain the weak result,
drawing on all my strength to retain my composure. The stenographer types silently,
looking down into her laptop. The other male colleague observes me closely. Upon
leaving, the latter turns to a thick volume on my desk featuring Alexander von Humboldt’s
travels in the Americas, and departs saying to The Professor: “He must have some quality,
otherwise he wouldn’t have that book there”. I take the paternalist condescension like a
blow to the gut, and remain silent. As with Fanon, through The Professor’s gaze I am
reduced from my “body-world” reality as competent North American scholar with an
international reputation to a blubbering, low-rank medewerker (co-worker), unable to
adhere to nationally socialized, Dutch academic behavioural normen en waarden (norms
and values), defined by the ability to speak Dutch in low, measured tones, and under no
condition rely on arms and hands for supportive body language. Under the burden of
this lens my “reality” is equally shattered, and I am left to ponder the distance between
my Self and that of my Dutch colleagues, for whom these behavioural norms are often
simply taken-for-granted. “Where”, indeed, “shall I find shelter from now on?” I think: “I
have lost my multi-lingual privilege.”

5.4.2 Neighborly Desires36 …
Elia is 8 years old and she sometimes visits my house after her school. She is more than
a neighbour to me. She is my favourite little friend. She is the only person I can have a
broken conversation in Dutch, given my limited Dutch vocabulary and grammar. As friends,
36

Huda Degu is a refugee-activist in the Netherlands. She was born in AddisAbaba, Ethiopia, and grew up in
a bi-lingual environment of English and Amharic. She has been active as a gender activist at her University
in Alemaya, and worked for various NGOs in Ethiopia around advocacy and awareness-building for
citizen voting rights, data collection for micro-credit organizations, and conducting qualitative fieldwork
interviews with prostitutes, among others. She continues her resistance as a refugee in the Netherlands
in various ways. She has led ‘women’s activities’ in an asylum centre in Netherlands while she lived there,
and continues to carry with her a resistant and critical-observant view on bureaucratic institutions and
personalities who function ‘behind curtains’ as part of her encounters as a refugee.
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we however do not speak “perfect Dutch” but it is still the only common language linking
us. Elia’s family migrated from Somalia, but being herself born in the Netherlands, she
speaks both languages with equal ease. On the other hand, my native language is Amharic
which I use with my husband in the house and elsewhere in public space. I hardly know
the Dutch language due to my linguistic frustrations around my immigration procedures.
However, with Elia I always try to keep the conversations going with a few Dutch words
and lots of common sense, trying to read her facial expressions and her body language,
much in the same way as she does with me. Most of the times, we end up not
understanding each other in a full sense in terms of the contents of such exchanges.
However, this is not a problem for us, but instead, provides us with the small pleasures of
laughter and confusions that break the mono-rhythms of the everyday. Elia, being her
age, likes to shoot questions at me in Dutch despite being aware of my poor Dutch
vocabulary. Sometimes my husband is a solution to us as he speaks Somalian, Dutch and
Amharic, and attempts at bridging our communications. However, these multi-lingual
practices are what produce our neighbourhood Inhabiting these languaging practices of
multiple tongues struggling against the dominance of a single tongue/monolingualism,
nevertheless has a re-territorializing effect, one in which our neighbourhood comes to
be produced in these slippages of tongues and meanings. And yet, alongside these multi-languaging practices, inhabit also monolingual desires in relation to temporalities of
such practices.
Having learnt at least five languages due to his movements and living in the
Netherlands for more than 10 years, my husband’s desire for dwelling in Amharic had
begun to grow just before meeting me. Despite being acquainted with few friends from
the Amharic speaking communities in the Netherlands, for political reasons, and for the
purpose of integration into Dutch society, he always chose to speak Dutch. However, his
longing for Amharic never disappeared even if he speaks Dutch everyday. Our very first
meeting with each other can itself be attributed to such desires, given that we were
drawn to each other in public space as familiar strangers speaking the same language.
This chance language encounter in space has led to what has become our family today.
Inhabiting our relationship in Amharic makes me and my husband feel “at home.” This
monolingual desire with Amharic is however not in a Derridean sense of being unable to
speak more than one language, but one that comfortably co-habits multi-languaging
practices producing the larger neighbourhood where we live.
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5.4.3 Unveiling Anger 37...
Recently I received an invitation to speak at a public debate organized at our university
on the “hot” topic of Europe’s so-called asylum crisis and the bottom-up citizen initiatives
in relation to the same. Seen as an academic active at local migrant support organizations,
I was asked at the last minute to join the conversation that would be led by the session’s
main guest speaker - a professor of migration law also active in the Green-Left political
party in the Netherlands. While answering the initial clarifications of the organizer
regarding my ideas on the topic, I declared my preference to have the debate in English
or at least in a mixed tongue of Dutch and English, sharing with him my lack of confidence
to conduct such a debate fully in Dutch. Given that the main speaker was clearly a well
reputed, higher-ranking academic and politician speaking on the topic of migration I
assumed turning the event into more than one language/bi-lingual (English and Dutch)
would not be a major problem. However, the next day I received a call back with apologies
that they found another speaker for the event since the main speaker and the organizers
wished to conduct the event fully in Dutch. Rather than any disappointment of being
un-invited for the event, the irony of this situation was something I could not ignore. Not
only is an international university organizing a public debate in which any non-Dutch
language is excluded, but more ironically the very topic of asylum migration, that calls for
conducting debates that invite migrant languages, is being restricted within monolingual
inward-looking perspectives meant for a pre-selective so-called majoritarian (legal)
national language-speaking audience. I decided nevertheless to attend the event out of
sheer curiosity. What followed was a discussion in a specific kind of Dutch, one that was
hard for me to fully follow. Parts of what I understood were mostly the number-based
discussions of “how many” refugees are headed to Netherlands, “how many” can
Netherlands take and what this means for the country and so on and so forth. My anger
on the absurdity took an unbearable limit when a good friend of mine, also an
“undocumented migrant,” was invited onto the stage and asked to respond in Dutch to
highly paternalistic questions of “how did you make it to Netherlands?”, “How do you feel
37

Kolar Aparna was born and has lived for much of her childhood in Bengaluru (India) while her adult life
has been across cities in the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Groningen, Eindhoven, Nijmegen, Den Bosch)
and Mexico (Tijuana), straddling linguistic identities of Kannada, Tamil, English, Spanish and Dutch. Her
formal education in Bengaluru has been inevitably tied to the intertwined histories and overlapping
territories of British and French colonial and missionary networks in India influencing her relationship
with English, which is however changing in relation to her stay and education in Netherlands. She is often
told that her grandfather was a chemical scientist from Bengaluru who was ‘the first in the family to take
the ship to London’ in the late 1920s, to return with a PhD from a British University, later on taking up key
advisory roles to ‘develop’ Indian industries. Thinking postcolonially allows her to re-visit such familial
narratives that continue to be seeped in the complex hierarchical, intertwined histories and identities
part of colonial histories. As a professional dancer towards the turn of the millennium traveling across
India and USA, she became disillusioned with the ‘cultural trap’ of post-independent, post-liberalization
India where she experienced neo/self-orientalizing tendencies of cultural organizations to attract
corporate and western funding. Moving to Amsterdam in search of ways to escape this trap she was
however intimately confronted with Eurocentrism within the performing arts networks which pushed
her to ‘seek refuge’ in border studies where she is now trying to ‘find her voice’.
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being undocumented?” for instance, to which he could only respond in apologies for his
inability to speak Dutch, making him appear as a dumb victim. By the time it came to the
round of audience questions my anger was rising up to a level that seemed to take over
my tongue inside-out. Holding the microphone, I exploded in a triple-languaging exercise
of mixing Dutch, English and suddenly without my planning, also my mother-tongue
Kannada, all the while arguing for a hospitality towards refugees that can see beyond the
numbers and material dimension of throwing clothes, food and shelter to welcome the
refugee Other. In breaking out for a minute or more in Kannada my idea in hindsight was
to confront the audience to the realities of asylum conditions in which listening and
exchanging in tongues that are not always fully understood by each other is more
common in practice than the utopian visions of monolingual exchanges of migrant
support or hospitality. But it was also an emotional outburst – one of anger – as a
migrant academic activist embedded and implicated within Europe’s asylum conditions
and debates. It was also a deeply empowering emotional experience of unveiling as a
process of reclaiming my languages and my multilingual subject position in a way that did
not hierarchically order my relationship with Dutch, English and Kannada (between
mother tongue as some originary source of my identity versus English and Dutch as
externally imposed) but rather reclaimed the same as an inherently intertwined reality.
Through this process of unveiling then I was able to powerfully transform the otherwise
sense of rejection and absence that I might have felt in being excluded from a debate
because of my inability to speak a dominant language, in this case Dutch.

...And Intimate Translations of Handshaking
I cannot but help attribute this process of unveiling to my engagements with the local
migrant support organization since recent years. Despite not being bound by a single
language, given the diversity of linguistic identities of people present in the weekly
informal gatherings of the migrant support organization (for “undocumented migrants”)
some of us volunteer in, it is in the multilinguality of everyday gestures such as handshakes,
hugs, smiles, and eye-contact over which forms of citizenship regardless of legal status,
but based on social relations and solidarity acts in relation to each other, come to be
practiced. The intimacy and proximity of people coming together in a small café who
nevertheless are here for reasons often not fully of one’s choice, pushes each one
present to search for a common language, as opposed to cases such as embassies,
asylum centres, visa offices, detention centres, to name some, where it is quite clear who
has the power to welcome or not and in which language. Also, the lack of a common
verbal language pushes one to look for common gestures of body language. One such
negotiated gesture is handshaking. Although I am unable to speak to many of them due
to the verbal language barrier, we always shake hands with each other, this gesture even
crosses the gender barrier as much as the linguistic barrier, communicating solidarity,
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familiarity, friendship, and sometimes even difference, that nevertheless needs to be
acknowledged. The handshake sometimes leads to a conversation in which I end up
listening to someone without fully understanding or speaking without being certain if I
am fully understood. It is a space full of frustrations, misunderstandings and disappointments as much as a space of communicating solidarity and friendship. But the challenges
of translation lie on both parties who are communicating, rather than on a single one,
unlike integration exams and asylum procedures, in which both the choice of language
and translator is determined by the state. The lack of a common verbal language also
allows for each of us present there to be confronted very closely with all the paradoxes,
contradictions, pains as well as joys of communicating across difference, leaving the
process of translation to always be constantly negotiated. Interactions are driven by the
need to build and forge shared spaces of intimacy and encounters based on emotional
inhabitance. The handshaking is particularly powerful in serving as a way of “coming
together” towards inter-articulating each other’s “emotional territories of embodiments.”
For instance, when I extend my hand, it is reciprocated by the other by taking my hand
into his/her palms, and then I put my other hand on top of theirs, each time feeling a
different emotion and warmth or tension or coldness. Or when extending my hand is
responded with a quick handshake that leads to a common shared action such as to sit
on the same table sharing sometimes a silence for a short time, or a story, or some soup.
Languaging then takes on a body-world process of unveiling in which a constant
negotiation and intimate confrontation with the Other is inevitable.

5.5 Conclusions: Languaging the Borders of Europe
Paraphrasing the venerable Swiss geographer, our preceding migrant-vignettes have
attempted to chart personal as well as collective habitations of memories of territories
through the words of our multiple languages. Unlike those alluded to by Raffestin,
however, our “memories” are, to use his lexicon once again, “quite simply … there, available
or produced, for reasons whose causes are elsewhere (dont les causes sont ailleurs)”
(1995, p.90). It is precisely from the locational “elsewhere” of our memories of territories,
by way of our varied and intersecting extra-European migrant languaging practices, that
we are re-shaping European borders along vectors that still remain to be fully accounted
for by Continental European cultural geography.
For Olivier, to re-inhabit languaging’s prosthetic absences in a migrant context
– in this case precisely because it is a highly privileged one – means opening up to the
struggles and journeys associated with finding one’s voice beyond the exilic realm of
inauthentic “theatre” and “make-believe” associated with linguistic “passing,” while
confronting the necessity of taking a stance in relation to language’s Other. This “Other”
could be defined in terms of a newly imposed majoritarian linguistic identity one must
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grapple with in order to make oneself understood, or that resulting from shifts in one’s
own dominant tongues when in the process of migrating. Yet again it could be found in
the relation towards the memoirs of Other body-languaging practices that rumble under
the surface of a shared global and “scientific” language, such as English. Rather than
associating languaging’s absences with an a priori relation between language and
territory – understood as static and objective objects – in a worldly context of intensified
cross-border flows and corresponding multilinguality, finding one’s voice becomes a
practice of inhabiting the horizon of spaces yet-to-come. Such spaces cannot be
pre-determined or pre-known because they form a biography of places that are
themselves in ceaseless flux and transformation, despite the “limits” such mobile
biographies inevitably encounter.
Huda and her family’s monolingual desire for Amharic in a Dutch context is an
embodied experience that carries grounded memories of the past in the old country,
but that also travel in and through her embodiments across space in ways that through
such movements have no choice but to be open to Other languages. Rather than assume
a unitary and stable backdrop where everyday life runs its course according to a longue
durée leading to taken-for-granted community, the languaging experiences of Huda and
her family point to a dynamic refashioning of the same, whereby the multilingual slippages
between Amharic, Somali and Dutch creates a new space, thus reconfiguring the border
between so-called autochtoon (native) and so-called allochtoon (foreign) communities
within a single Dutch neighbourhood. Here then place-making is actively constructed
through migrant bordering practices in ways that rather than being exclusionary to
Other languages are inevitably intertwined. Here, along this radical edge of migrant
languaging practices, memories of extra-European monolingual desire live in productive
tension with dominant national European languages, producing “territories of the
everyday” that are fully inhabited by a continuity of relations binding Europe and its
former colonial territories. Not being heard at the IND interview is generative of such a
place, where home is along that bleeding edge of denial alongside resistance and
resilience.
Unveiling as a process of empowerment re-positions and breaks open for Kolar her
multilingual subjectivity beyond the rigid colonial and postcolonial relational struggles of
mother-tongue versus Other European languages of imposition, into more liberating
emotional configurations. The “Babelic,” multilingual space of Kolar’s café brings her and
her migrant colleagues to search for a common language rooted in the corporeal
memories of handshakes, hugs, smiles and eye-contact capable of bridging cultural and
linguistic differences. In light of the contradictions, pains and joys implicated in translating
across such differences, handshakes play a unique role, providing the skin tones adequate
for achieving new emotional territories of the everyday beyond those defined by the
bounded need for geographical security. This is so because, offered within the heart of
national space, they are given and received by subjects who themselves lack all security.
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Despite their condition of existential precarity, handshakes are nevertheless generative
of solidarities and friendships that interlace with Olivier’s abject, “excitable” hands, Huda’s
“tied” Amharic tongue, as well as the embodied languaging practices of so many of the
café’s inhabitants who lack the formal right to be there (“être là”). A handshake powerfully
proclaims: “I am here, with all I bring from there”. Rather than marked solely by the
melancholy emotionalities associated with violence and loss, productive habitation
(habiter) of the spaces of postcolonial languaging re-territorialize voice in ways that
joyfully reconfigure both “migrant” and “host” languages, keeping any “limite” open to
becomings that cannot be known a priori.
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Part III
You Are But You Are Not
This part consists of a chapter that has been written more like a diary or informal
documentation of one phase of my research trajectory part of co-producing a “cultural
intervention” (eventually crystallized as an audio-guide titled “You Are But You Are
Not38”) initiated by a cultural organization based in Bolzano in response to the selective
(re)closure of the Brenner border since 2015. This is also part of the itinerant approach
where I did not pre-select Bolzano as a fieldwork site but the Brenner border emerged
as one of the EU border “hotspots” that initiated the organization to invite me. Recent
debates in border studies argue for the role of cultural production in producing borders
(Strüver, 2005; Brambilla & Pötzsch, 2017). I analyze key choices made in producing the
audio-guide39 to reflect on processes of asylumscaping - of entangling asylum subjectivities
(what asylum procedures do to bodies) and geological processes associated with the
area to images of the Brenner border. The chapter should be read more as a collage of
fragments from the “audio-guide” (italicized and right-aligned), diary notes, and shared
conversations with a choir of voices, with the purpose of exposing the processual
geographies of cultural production of borders. In doing so it aims to reveal the careful
choices made in response to what is unfolding, while searching for shared terrain for
articulating relatedness and entanglement rather than difference. Rather than seen as
purely dividing two nation-states (Minghi, 1963) such an approach opens up “the border”
as a relational space of contestations against the bureaucratized production of (ethnic/
racial) identities underpinning European citizenship at large, while simultaneously mobilizing
metaphors of movement (from physics and geology) to rethinking human conditions.

38
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The title was chosen during a conversation with a jurist from UNHCR who mentioned this phrase in
passing while giving an account of the waiting time between one’s asylum application and getting the
status of refugeehood and its implications for the person seeking asylum in terms of daily inhabitance in
EU. “It’s like you are but you are not”, she mentioned (Claudia Pretto, personal conversation, June, 2016).
Audio-guide can be listened remotely or on site via this website: http://www.lungomare.org/youarebutyouarenot
/index-en.html

6
Asylumscaping Borders
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6.1 Shifting Mediterranean Borders, and the Emergence
of Bolzano as a “Hotspot”
During the month of December in the year 2015, I received the following correspondences related to the selective closure of the Brenner border. While there were many other
locations in EU where random identity checks and closures for people without the
“right” documents were taking place, the Brenner border emerged as significant for me
because of the invitation by a local cultural association in Bolzano (see Text box 6.1 & 6.2).
Rather than me approaching a “fieldwork” site, my itinerant approach of responding to
the emergence of locations based on enacting relations forged with actors allowed for
exploring the invitation. The invitation itself was a response to an article I had published
in an architectural magazine in which I positioned myself as part of Asylum University
(Aparna, 2015), and I saw this invitation as a space of dialogue and as an opportunity to
explore how processes of Asylum University (discussed so far) activated from the
situated knowledges of our borderlands (Nijmegen/Kleve) could possibly travel (or not)
to another borderland, given the relation of the largest refugee camp in Nijmegen to
Bolzano through the journeys and trajectories of some people recently arriving from
passing there to here.
A Letter of Invitation
Dear Kolar,
My name is Roberto, and I run together with my colleagues a project space in
Bolzano called Lungomare. It is a cultural space where we organize long term
projects on issues that are relevant for our territory, inviting artists, designer,
architects and researchers to deal every year with a selected issue. This year we plan
to work about the broad issue of migration. As you can imagine this has become
quite important for border regions as the one where we live (Bolzano is the main
centre of a bi-lingual border region in the north of Italy). Thinking about future
developments and possible collaborations, we were wondering if you might be
interested in knowing our work and if you would have time for a chat one of the next
days. Skype might be a possibility. What do you think?
Please, let us know if you are interested.
Looking forward to hearing from you.
All the best
Text box 6.1 Invitation from Bolzano-based organization
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Concept Statement
In 2016, Lungomare will lay its focus on migration, and more specifically on the
actuality and multiplicity of issues related to this thematic for South Tyrol –a region
located at the border between two European states like Italy and Austria – and its
societal structures. If the coasts of Italy and other states in the South of Europe
represent one of the first places of arrival for the refugees, there is no doubt that the
political and geographical border defined by the Brennero is a massive obstacle for
the migrants directed to other European countries.
One of the key aspects of Lungomare is its engagement with the urban and geo
political context in which the cultural association is located and this is why migration
for Lungomare is not an abstract topic. We do not want to take migrants and refugees
as a subject for observation or as an issue to be examined in an isolated way. Instead,
living in a territory which has a complex history of relationships between different
“ethnic groups”, we are interested in the question of how to address the everyday
challenges that the flow of migrants to South Tyrol and through South Tyrol towards
the Brennero border involve.
The desire to transform Europe into a fortress becomes more and more the only
viable solution for many. And this fact does take our future away. Currently we miss
the tools to find solutions and to face the problem as a positive challenge for all
of us. We have a complete lack in defining instruments and enhance a knowledge
production which could help us in facing the actual situation as an opportunity to
change our living together.
These are some of the aspects related to recent and less recent flows of migration in
the Bolzano area: Parallel to forms of solidarity expressed by charity associations and
private citizens, racism is spreading: the rise in popularity of neo-fascist organizations
is unfortunately just one of the most evident signs of that; Political representatives far
too often do not take a clear and joint position against racism when taking decisions
about issues directly related to it; Local mainstream media and politic representatives
call for a regime of security and control that might instigate a climate of fear and
paranoia on many fronts. The Lungomare residency project 2016 will develop on
two different and parallel channels – the first one focused on creative practices and
the second one on the cultural background of the thematic – that are supposed to
influence and enrich each other. Our aim is to define ways in order to mobilize art,
theory and culture to intervene and create instruments that foster collaboration and
critical tools for political interventions from below instead of control and canalize
them since this, in our point of view, could generate more space for fear. (Roberto,
personal communication, December, 2015)
Text box 6.2 Concept Statement from Bolzano-based organization
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The invitation enacts a “mode of mattering” (Law, 2004) in which the realities of Fortress
Europe and the closures of borders (through racism, securitization and control), are
critiqued based on reclaiming the space of “art, theory and culture” by a cultural
association. Rather than speaking the language of a singular Us versus Them, it speaks
from a relational space in which the present moment of “flow of migrants to South Tyrol
and through South Tyrol towards the Brennero border..” is seen through the “complex
history of relationships between different “ethnic groups” and the everyday challenges
this brings. The invitation also captures the moment of 2015 when the Brenner border
was experienced as merging with the Mediterranean borders of EU in being an “obstacle
for migrants” wishing to reach other EU countries.

6.2 Racialization of Public Space
On arriving in Bolzano in April 2016, however, the selective closure and re-securitization
of the Brenner (Walters, 2002) came to be experienced as a contestation around who
belongs (or not) and what behaviour is allowed (or not) in the everyday production of
“public space” (Lefebvre, 1974 & 1996). Already in my train journey from Innsbruck to
Bolzano the police checks in Brenner were clearly targeted at those who appeared as
non-white, single, male travellers “No documents? No documents? Please come with us.
Take everything and come out of the train. Please take everything and come out”,
shouted the Austrian police loudly in our compartment only to this group of men. The
men were taken away as the rest of us continued to sit. This seemed to be the norm. And
yet, I was thinking that this is not normal at all and probably the others too were thinking
so without expressing it. That all of us in the train simply sat silently as if this was normal
without raising the issue of why only these bodies were checked and not any one of us is
still alarming. In hindsight I myself was operating in fear of not being allowed to travel to
Bolzano although there was no reason to stop me.
However, it was not only the “public space” of the train crossing the Brenner, but
also the train station in Bolzano, public squares, streets, museums that came to be seen
as disrupted from the presence of certain non-white bodies seen as “not belonging.”
Recalling some moments that captured the sudden change in Bolzano in 2015, two
volunteers (one for Voluntarius and also working in the host organization inviting me,
and one for Binario Uno a bottom-up initiative in the train station for helping passengers
stranded in the station due to police checks) mentioned:
I remember coming out of the train and the train station was “black”! Also all the
organizations like Caritas and Voluntarius were clearly not well prepared for this
situation […]
(Voice of volunteer from Voluntarius, personal communication, March 14, 2016)
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Last year April people were stopped, so I came alone. The police were standing
inside the trains and were not allowing people to enter the trains! I began to cry
loudly! “How can you do this!”, I shouted. We were even accused of supporting
“clandestine migrants.” People could not take the intercity trains crossing Brenner,
but they could take the regional because the police were not yet checking there. So
I single-handedly reimbursed tickets for them and silently signalled them to take the
regional trains. There were German and Italian police in the trains (intercity). More
people began volunteering because of the lack of trust in organizations like
Voluntarius and Caritas, provinces or Red Cross or municipalities. Binario Uno
emerged during the summer of April 2015.
(Voice of a founding member of Binario Uno, personal communication, March 14,
2016)
Experiencing the train station as “black” simultaneously articulates it against an otherwise
white public space. However, by the time we arrived in Bolzano, it was not only the train
station where tensions arose between authorities and newly arriving people, but various
other places where black bodies were seen as “hanging around”:
[Access to] the internet is a big issue. Dominican Platz emerged as a conflicted
place...also wi-fi hotspots, for example in museums, were now being hooked on by
refugees from Hotel Alpi40 because they did not have internet there. And this was
clearly seen as a problem by museum authorities and publics going there since they
were just “hanging around.” (Voluntaris volunteer and administrative support,
personal communication, March 16, 2016)
The visible presence of black bodies experienced as “more than usual” in the station as
well as in public spaces like museums marked by behaviors of “hanging around,” or seen
as “clandestine” underlines the spatial manifestations of whiteness and everydayness of
structural racism (Essed, 1991). That the narratives of the drama at the train station and
the Brenner border unfolded alongside the narratives of tensions in wifi-spots in the city,
inevitably meant that the issue of racialization of public space was at the heart of the
sense of emergency being experienced.
Alongside the above first impressions gathered during my initial visit to Bolzano,
the following encounter further fissured the issue around gender. It was part of an
informal walking tour that was organized by our host organization led by newly arrived
people seeking asylum in Bolzano and housed at the new reception centre (Hotel Alpi)
in Bolzano.
40

Hotel Alpi was a former hotel in Bolzano converted to a reception center. This is where a large population
of people seeking asylum arriving in Bolzano via road were housed, while there was another center for those
arriving to Italy by sea and redistributed to Bolzano.
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We enter Hotel Alpi. Most people are sitting immersed in their phones. I am not
really ready for this - directly entering a place without knowing anyone living inside
but I do my best to be friendly. O is there and his team is slowly joining, who have
agreed to take us for a walk through the common routes and places preferred by
them as new arrivals to the city. Having built a strong friendship with A who was a
volunteer for Voluntarius at that time, and working in the host organization that had
invited us, O and his friends were happy to welcome us to “their city.” Everyone is
shaking hands with each other because we are a group of around 10 people in total.
As we go out there is also another man who somehow also joins our group
separately. He then wishes to talk to me but I am actually not comfortable with this
and I move over to others in the group.
The route we take is in fact away from the city square and away from the
church into the street behind the train station. We are told that this street is seen by
long stay inhabitants as a dangerous and unsafe place at night, but clearly this was
an everyday affective space for those giving us the walk who had arrived in the city
recently, as they walked with ease while waving at familiar passers-by. We walk along
a highway-like street with a very narrow footpath. I feel observed by the mountains.
Eventually, I am not able to avoid “the man” who joined us later trying hard to
talk to me. Without me asking he tells me that he is from Pakistan. We begin to
speak in Hindi. I tell him that I cannot speak Urdu and that I speak Hindi only partially
because of Bollywood films. He begins to ask me about my personal life, where I live,
the whereabout of my family to which I reply with hesitance, and ask him back the
same. He tells me that he came through Libya and that there he heard that his
mother had passed away, while his father and others were already dead by then. He
tells me that he is alone; this makes me feel awkward, sad, but also strange that he is
telling this to me so quickly. We change the topic and I ask him how he likes Bolzano.
He tells me that its nice here. We look onto the mountains and he tells me that its
now spring time and the crops are now harvesting, and vegetables are being grown.
Suddenly he switches and asks me for my phone number. I politely refuse. I feel stuck
and awkward. I did not expect this. I tell him that I don’t have a phone here and that
I am leaving soon and that I would rather exchange email addresses.
We stop in front of a building housing a mosque. The mosque and another
cultural organization in the same building running film screenings are pointed as an
important place to some of the people giving us the walk. We continue the walk on
Via Machello. I feel stalked. I try to avoid “the man,” but my senses are on alert. I
consciously try to move away and not stick to one person. We walk past the Caritas
Centre, a second-hand clothes place, and then the night shelter. The night shelter is
really like a gated house, and by now I am beginning to feel uncomfortable with the
voyeuristic nature that the whole walk is taking that I connect as producing the
conditions to attract the man stalking me. We then go into the soccer field where
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few of us play football for some time. I am told that this is the neighbourhood where
people demonstrated against refugees but with silence.
The man is now asking for my email address, and I finally type a wrong email
into his phone, but tell him that I don’t check my email. We enter a second-hand
store and when I come out I am told by a colleague part of the hosting organization
that the same man had asked her for her phone number and email too. I am taken
aback, because thus far I thought that it was the Hindi connection that made him
ask my email but apparently he had done this to the other women (and not the men)
present there that day, albeit at other times.
We end the walk outside the geological museum. Our guides mention that the
bench outside is being used by many people arriving newly to Bolzano because of
the free wi-fi. (Aparna, field notes, March 14, 2016)
The above experience not only made me conscious of our methodologies - of what
landing in a place as an outsider and going for a walk by “local refugees” does to our
relations with people, but also of my own implications within hierarchical processes of
racialization inevitably intertwined with gendering of public space. That I, along with
selective others, came to be gendered as bodies understood to be approachable for
revealing our personal details, most importantly by someone already implicated in such
processes of revealing both as part of asylum processes (see also Chapter 7) and
everyday life was confronting. This experience cut through the whiteness of public space
inter-sectionally to gendering (Essed, 1991), bringing to fore how political methodologies
are in reality, and how everyday interactions are produced by hierarchical conditions of
colonialities of identity (Icaza & Vázquez, 2016). On another level, the gendering of
migratory trajectories to Europe has been attributed by scholars to various structural
conditions of labour regimes, immigration regimes and asylum trajectories of people
cutting across cities (Mezzadra & Neilson, 2013), however here it manifested in relation
to racialization of public space. That non-white male subjects become both objects
of negative (fear) or positive (friendliness) affective relations, and given the absence of
women in the spaces of asylum-centres, produces public space as a struggle of hierarchical
re-orderings of racialized power relations between bodies.
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6.3 Emergency as Impotence
Apart from the closure of the Brenner border and racialization of public space, what
emerged was a sense of impotence in conversations with people at the “frontline” of the
so-called “emergency”41. Impotence of being subaltern to structures that fragment
actors into immobilization, into slots of actions that often are extremely personal and
yet are meant to operate under the guise of “objective procedures” without a face.
As Eliana 42 shared with us while practicing her daily care in providing hot food and
drinks to the multitude of persons transiting in the train station waiting for the next train
to head toward Austria: “mi sento il confine al loro fine” “I feel like the border to the
other’s destination,” referring to the dilemma of elaborating the restrictions between
Austria and Italy to newly arriving people who were stopped by the police in the station.
Q, a public officer heading the South-Tyrol department for social services in Bolzano,
also highlighted the limitations to welcoming new inhabitants of the region:
There is a lack of will by politicians for emancipatory processes. There is but only
“marketing” language. There is a need to create with people. Politics does not want
to create wealth that could be used for social projects, instead there is only positive
marketing. So, there is no socio-cultural work. Civil society is doing too much, which
makes (regional) state institutions take their hands out. Institutions also have to
transform. The social is fluid, but at the same time we need certainty of rights for
people. A “hard” power is also needed for people to feel they have rights and to see
real quick outcomes done. We need leaders guiding people, open-minded politicians.
I need personal, technical and political freedom. But there is now a silent agreement
to provide minimum to refugees so they don’t stay. No one is saying we can do more
at the province level. The fear factor is strong, and also we are overestimating
our capacity to control movements of people. It is important to discuss... without
discussion there is no elaboration. We need new citizens. We have new citizens.
We do not know what will happen but we are in the middle of it!
(Q, personal communication, March 2016)
Working within a regional/provincial-state institution, T expressed the need for institutional
transformation in relation to a transforming environment with the arrival of new citizens
that was not being fully addressed. “The silent agreement to do the minimum to keep
away people from staying,” means an institutional indifference whose effects were being
41
42

Volunteers part of official institutions for refugee-support like Caritas and Voluntarius, as well as citizen-led
initiatives like Binario Uno and other local initiatives both publicly and privately funded; lawyers; and a jurist from
UNHCR, to name some.
A volunteer leading a bottom-up citizen initiative to support migrants crossing the border from Bolzano to
Austria or Germany or somewhere else North of Europe.
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experienced in everyday realities of both the bottom-up citizen initiative of Binario Uno
as doing the border-work, and in the following case of a head of a reception centre as the
impossibility to host people within very limited bureaucratic space.
Now we have Gorio one, that is ordinaria, and Gorio two, that is “entro di emergencia”
(because of the situation since 2015). People from Sicily who have arrived by boat
are sent here. They stay here for 6 months and then are re-distributed across Italy.
Now the Gorio centre where you visited is ordinary and emergency but will be made
into emergency. We are not able to provide the hospitality needed for those arriving
by sea. The questura, the province, the interior ministry is constantly giving us norms
that are always changing. The impossibility of hosting is an emergency. The main
problem is food. On average 10 people are sent to the commission and 10 return
with negative. So, we have protests all the time. There is also information from
Nigeria that once you arrive in Italy, you get 2000 euros and you can leave […].
We try to organize workshops for rights, but people living there are only
interested in food. Many life stories of people seeking asylum stay anonymous
(outside the asylum procedure) because they are afraid. They want work, food, and
these expectations are far from reality. And then some don’t have stories and some
have stories and are willing to be helped. The truth is that only 1% of those living in
Gorio have the right to asylum. So, are they there because they are put there or
because they are aware that they don’t fit and want to use the system, or lie? My
approach is to not give expectations, not to create illusion…Also, they have no
relation to the city. They live on 1.20 Euros per day. All these projections that they
get too much money is not true. There is a need for interaction between citizens
and people in Gorio. (W, personal communication, October 2016)
Being “the face” to the complex institutional bureaucracies of running such a shelter also
means being confronted with the human side and the messiness of such bureaucratically
ambiguous and institutionally indifferent spaces. As clear from the narrative above,
he was left to grapple with the expectations of people (understood by him as based on
information circulating in “Nigeria”), while serving humanitarian ambitions, given that
asylum claims fall under international human rights (the need to organize workshops
around rights, for instance) - and yet confronting the spatial segregation effects of such
centres, (in the lack of interaction between inhabitants of the city and asylum-seekers),
all unfolding in a climate of legal hostility (1% chance of one’s application being accepted).
M, a volunteer for Caritas (helping in making the first asylum application at the station in
Bolzano), added to this point,
Asylum-seekers are being sent back (from other countries in the EU) to the border.
South Tyrol does not do anything. People are sent back from Germany, Norway, and

You Are But You Are Not | 135

other places, from a plane to Milano. People try again and are sent back to Brenner.
Bolzano is special because of the bureaucratic difference from the rest of Italy. At
one level there are those who the region is obliged to give asylum (sent from Sicily).
At another level, there are those who end up here; Bolzano refuses the second. This
discrimination is systematic. The numbers are not an emergency, but there is not
political will to go on. There are no instruments to help people. It is aggressive,
minors are unidentified […] everything is fragmented, nobody wants to change it.
There is an urgency for reflection. I see myself against a wall! You interiorize the
emergency. (M, personal communication, July 3, 2016)
Almost on the verge of a mental burnout from sleepless nights and days spent in waiting
endlessly in the questura (police station) with “minors” seeking asylum, when we met M
we could feel the rigidity of the paper walls he was referring to. Thus, for us arriving in
Bolzano at the peak of the so-called “crisis,” meant arriving to the sense of immobility
and impotence as a strong, shared, lived condition that the so-called emergency had
produced (Aparna & Catanzaro, 2018).

6.4 And, the Empty Chair...
Alongside the feeling of impotence by volunteers and officers working within state
institutions involved in hosting asylum-seekers, another concern that was raised was the
absence of the people seeking asylum in the board or staff of organizations meant to
support them, like Caritas. L (legal consultant in Caritas, Bolzano) remarked, “We can talk
how much ever we want but there is always this empty chair,” he said in the middle of our
discussions. He was referring to the paradox of making decisions based on needs of people,
in this case asylum-seekers, whose voices were however not represented in the organization.
This resonated with my own questions around opening up processes of dialogue in
research and education on asylum migration with the people most implicated in asylum
procedures. This became a relational moment to ask ourselves how our own project
would address the issue of the “empty chair.” Who did the “empty chair” represent in a
context of cultural production on the Brenner border from a region internally fragmented
under historical conditions of inter-ethnic struggles and co-existences? Rather than
viewing “the border” from this regional/bi-national division (Minghi, 1963), could we view
“the border” from the journeys made via the Brenner? Rather than starting from the
ontological realities of fixed ethnic/national identities projected onto borders, what if we
began from movement producing borderlands (Massey, 2005)?
This was a moment when H was invited into the research process - a geographer
from Eritrea who was active in organizing language exchange activities in Nijmegen while
living in the Heumensoord camp as part of Asylum University. Our intention was to open
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a process of dialogue and collaboration with someone who had encountered the barriers
of border-crossing in EU recently, while relating to our own biographical journeys
involving border-crossings across the world (me with my own migration from Bangalore
to Netherlands and briefly from Netherlands to the U.S./Mexico border town of Tijuana;
and the artist in collaboration with her own migration from Italy to borderlands of
Nablus, Palestine/occupied territories of Israel and back).
While the artist in collaboration and I could clearly move back and forth from our
places of stay (Nijmegen and Milan respectively) to Bolzano, inviting H, as someone who
had passed through the Brenner border in seeking asylum in Netherlands seemed more
complicated despite his interest to join and despite possessing the “right” documents to
travel within Europe for short periods:
We need to stamp every Wednesday, so I need to be here. Also, I have Dutch classes
3 times a week and I cannot miss more than 1 class. Personal reasons are not enough
for them to take absence. They want us to stay here even though there is not much
to do here [in the asylum centre in Almere]. (H, personal communication, April
2015)
Clearly joining this project seemed to hinder his “integration” process that required him
to stay not only in the Netherlands but on the premises of his asylum centre even (The
politics of placing refugees is explored more fully in Chapter 8). I then spontaneously
approached Efrem, also a geographer to whom I was introduced through H, who had
passed through Italy as well to reach the Netherlands by road, and who was already
participating in some of the courses in our department while waiting to officially access
education as a “refugee” citizen. Efrem agreed and was interested in joining the project
and was willing to travel to Bolzano with me since he was no longer in an asylum centre
and did not have other obligations apart from the Dutch classes, which he could take a
few days off from. This emerged as our way to address the issue of the “empty chair” and
also to explore what processes would (or not) travel as part of Asylum University.
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6.5 From Emergency to Emergence
Some fragments of section 6.5 published as:
Aparna, K. & Catanzo, B. (2018). You are, but you are not. In A. C. Cimoli (Ed.), Approdi:
Musei delle migrazioni in Europa (pp. 237-244). Bologna, Italy: Clueb.

Arriving to the waiting room on platform 3 (where trains running from Bolzano to
Munich via Innsbruck) at the station in Bolzano that had been locked since early 2015,
rather than solely symbolic of a closure of the Italian/Austrian border to so-called
“migrants” seeking asylum in Europe, meant at the same time, for us, a surfacing of
mechanisms of fragmentation that we felt and feel part of everyday at multiple levels of
participation and inhabitance in Europe and the world today. The closure of the waiting
room resonated with a broader closure of many public forms of expression and exchange
beyond Bolzano. For instance, the closure of the previously mentioned student/
activist-led “open space” (a formerly abandoned canteen space transformed into an
informal hang-out place) on the Radboud campus in the Netherlands by the university
board. Under the name “Justice Cafe,” the initiative was driven by the need for informallyled, spontaneous exchanges across campuses and across society. The space was sealed
off because it was “outside” administrative procedures (also referred to in Chapter 1).

Figure 6.1 Photo credit: Lungomare
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I spent 1552 days to arrive here where you are now.
Nothing has changed since then.
The waiting room behind you, always closed.
The whole platform is a waiting room – the whole station, the city,
the whole world has become a vast waiting room.
Think of an iceberg whose tips emerge from the line of the horizon. Beneath lies a
massive volume that produces a multitude of tips. The tips are what you see while what
lies beneath connects all of them. The line of the horizon splits and fragments the view.
This image guided us in diving beyond the fragmentation of social forms and disciplines
that divided us as “researcher,” “artists,” “refugee.” What emerged was a question: how
can we practice forms (of living) that do not fragment us into “I” and “Others”, into
“mine” and “yours”?
We consciously carried with us our own frustrations when we arrived in Bolzano.
Our frustrations of fragmentation of knowledges (lived experiences versus abstract
(theoretical/popular) discourses, knowledge of academic/artist as expert versus knowledge
of subject/object of inquiry); of practices of engagement ( funding driven hierarchy of
engagement as led by artist/researcher towards “Others” rather than participation as
mutual learning); of pre-determined relations ( “citizens” and “migrant/refugee”; “academic-
artist” and “migrant/refugee”) rather than shared conditions of inhabitance producing
relations. Our position therefore was to critically reflect on our own conditions and
institutional settings (that of academic production - research and teaching; as well as art
practices and forms), and the shared social mechanisms of underlying structural racism
and fragmentations that we are part of rather than separate, from the social forms
producing asylum procedures. Therefore, the example of the “locked waiting room” in
Bolzano for us emerged as symptomatic of a larger condition of waiting in general
imposed onto human bodies in a world of increasing bureaucracies and competition. In
a narrow sense, it is the ironing out of human pluralities to fit into procedural norms of
belonging and identification in various realms of citizenship.
Invited into a territory, we began to understand progressively, did not mean talking
from within a specific context but diving into a terrain in which Bolzano is already
producing and produced by many elsewheres. Instead of regarding Bolzano as a border
between Italy/Austria closed off in its specificity to two sides of this dividing line, activating
our own internal images of borders meant speaking to “border conditions” that ripple
and proliferate globally. For us, talking from is not addressing empathy nor sympathy
towards the “Other,” but rather opening up to a profound exercise of looking at one’s
own internal images of borders, a process of self-Othering, to finally understand how we
are all subject to similar mechanisms (in varying degrees) that defines the social forms in
which we exist. To explore these internal images of borders and migration in a relational
process, we practiced multiple methods (elaborated below).
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Precisely because of the forced condition of impotence being experienced by actors, we
felt the urgency to look beyond the same. We asked, “What metaphors can help us
re-enact this moment beyond closure and entrapment?” We looked to the mountains.
What do the mountains “do,” given their strong presence in and of the territory? For us,
the mountains only reinforced entrapment. As I remember saying, “I feel like we are being
watched all the time by the mountains”. At the same time, Efrem43 turned to the crown
of mountains saying “I feel like in Asmara”. The mountains resonated with those images
that were retained in his memory as home. Those same mountains are produced by an
imperceptible movement that happens across geological times, a movement that
migrates us all elsewhere, beyond the borders we so fearfully try to protect. We came in
dialogue with a geologist (reflected later on).
Rather than responding to a condition of emergency, we shifted to the condition of
emergence, allowing space for conversations intuitively led by biographical resonances.
Emergence served as an investigative condition at multiple levels: at one level, it meant
the process of “emergence of a body-landscape relation.” This implied exploring the
embodied condition of emergence of the “subject” during a so-called “emergency”
(forced into closure and impotence) alongside emergence of mountains as a
geo-historical phenomenon. What do we mean? Can we zoom out of the current
moment of emergency to a process of emergence in geological time in order to
destabilize the fixed conditions of emergency and impotence resonating with people in
the current moment (Massey, 2005)?
At a second level, it meant the process of “emergence of the relation of entangling
story in (his/her)story.” Can we claim the entanglement of our (all the actors we came in
dialogue with including ourselves) stories in the making of (his/her)stories of the present
moment?
At a third level, it meant the process of emergence of positions of relatedness to
borders and migration. This implied searching for the shared underlying mechanisms
producing each other’s (similar and/or different) conditions. This meant allowing for
positions to emerge from dismantling binary understandings and making way for
reciprocal understandings of shared complexities in which where we are all implicated.
We walked along both new and old routes frequented by people arriving in the city,
sharing conversations on longings, and of desires. The library (Biblioteca del Mondo)
en-route from the train station to one of the asylum centres meant to house people
arriving by sea to Italy, emerged as an important place for connecting to another world
than the one entrapping one’s everyday life due to the so-called state of emergency. The
mosque along the same road emerged as an important place of welcome for some
people otherwise feeling unwelcome in Bolzano, slowly intersecting with our own
43

A collaborator whose journey from Eritrea to Netherlands served crucial to our processes of exchange, learning
and dialogue. Here, especially, conversations between Beatrice and Ephrem in resonating their different yet
shared conditions of travel and inhabiting the Israeli/Palestinian borderlands emerged as an important process.
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feelings of being new in Bolzano and searching for routes and places of connecting and
resonating with our own biographies of living between worlds, rather than bending into
binary conversations of locals/cosmopolitans. This led us eventually to the route between
the station and the police station/questura as convenient to us as well as to people we
came in conversation with, mainly because of the proximity to the train station and
police station, where most of the time was spent by new inhabitants of the city, but also
because of the affordable and tasty restaurants and diverse grocery shops catering to
cuisines from all over the world dotting this route. A route, however, that lies along a
border to “the city,” serving as a metaphor to the condition of the “not-yet-acquired
citizenship of anywhere” of the subjects that “are but are not.” The route was symbolic
of not only the condition of people and procedures in Bolzano but in fact also of
citizenship in Europe.

6.5.1 A Practice of Activating Internal and External Relatedness to Migration
Opening up the research process with Efrem meant not only creating a (paid) position
for a third collaborator in the project but fundamentally shifting ontological realities of
the Brenner border to movement and journeys, while carving a methodological approach
of relatedness that related the “here” and “now” of Bolzano to many “theres” and “thens”
of other places carried by the three of us in our life trajectories of border-crossings and
migratory journeys elsewhere from Bolzano (see also Chapter 2). Relatedness is a
condition which requires practice. What we tried throughout the process that lead to
the crystallization of the audio-guide was to engage in activating conditions of inner and
outer relatedness to the theme of migration, among us as well as with the community we
were in dialogue with. For instance, in a workshop setting, the group of contributors44 ,
including us, shared stories of migration in our families and a memory of an important
object connected to that story. This exercise confronted us with the condition that,
while majority of us carried in his/her biography a story of migratory movement, two
contributors coming from what is today the African continent, were in fact the first
generation of migrants in their families. This simple awakening confronted us with the
dominant projections (in media and other popular discourses of migration in Europe) of
migration as singularly of people from Africa to Europe, without speaking to Europe’s
longer yet intertwined histories of migration, settlement and occupation across the
world.

6.5.2 Journeying as Mapping Borders
Another method was to explore the “journey” as a literal and metaphorical space of
relatedness. This began with a journey by train from Rotterdam to Milan to Bolzano as a
44

This group included members of the host organization (Lungomare), a geologist, an academic from cultural
studies writing from a postcolonial lens, activists/volunteers of migrant support organizations as well as
grassroots initiative, a translator.
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way of mapping our own internal images of borders through shared conversations.
However, just before the journey we realized that as a legal refugee in the Netherlands
one still needs a passport to travel in EU which was ‘still in procedure’ and this meant
that we had to still navigate the gaze of police checks carefully in our journey once again.
This meant that our journey emerged as a process of not only activating internal images of
borders we carried with us but also in the process actively navigating external images of
borders – to not be stopped by police in the EU states we would be crossing. A document
was made to support our journey:
Subject: Invitation to take part in the artistic and research project
“Migration and Society” in Bolzano, Italy
Dear XXX,
The cultural association Lungomare, a major art institution in Bolzano, Italy would like
to invite you as a contributor to our 2016 Residency Project.
The general aim of the project is the interaction with the territory and the production
of an artistic response to the given situation. In 2016, we dedicate our work to the
theme of “Migration and Society.”
For the purpose we invite different experts to Bolzano and we believe that – give your
personal and professional experiences – you could make a very important contribution
to this project. We would therefore be happy if you could be in Bolzano at the
beginning of May, in order to realise a common research week, which will include a
range of meetings, interview with different stakeholders, and the preparation of an
artistic work.
The complex journey that you will make to reach Bolzano – crossing various European
countries (such as the Netherlands, Belgium, France, and Italy) will form the basis of
this artistic work and is therefore funded by our institution. We would be happy if you
could then join us in the week of the 2nd of May 2016 in Bolzano.
For your accommodation during your visit, Lungomare will provide you with a furnished
room and will cover the all relevant costs.
We will also guarantee that your travel expenses for you return trip to the Netherlands
are covered.
This project is supported by the Autonomous Province of Bolzano-South Tyrol, the
City of Bolzano, and the Cassa di Risparmio/Sparkasse Foundation Bolzano.
Awaiting Your kind reply we send our best regards.
Text Box 6.3 Letter from organization
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Sitting in the train from Rotterdam to Brussels we began performing like a couple in
response to the gaze of police checks and ticket checks that were selective and random.
We boarded our train from Rotterdam and I was still preoccupied with the police
asking for our passports when crossing borders. The police did come to our
compartment when we were near Antwerp but they asked only the man next to us
for his travel documents – a single male traveller with an Italian passport. I was
relieved. Efrem was extremely calm and composed, unlike me. He told me that it’s all
about appearance and acting like how the people around you act. During his initial
journey from Italy to Netherlands, he told me, he was not caught in the train while
his other friends were caught because he was reading a magazine. (Aparna, field
notes, May 2016)
We were confronted with our internal images of borders, mine based based on alleged
guilt for not following legal procedures (coming from a previous experience of being
rejected a US visa on charges of lying for a tourist visa) and Efrem’s based on suppressing
one’s internal emotions in order to “behave normally” like the others around you
(from his recent travel in Europe without the “required” documents). As we travelled,
we eventually merged together in our practices and behavior of relational camouflaging.
This notion of “camouflaging” as an expectation and tactic to pass through borders
without being caught by the police in EU in this case in trains, became then an ontological
reality we wanted to enact through the final form of the “cultural product” – the audioguide, with the aim of extending it to the notion of citizenship as a “normative” behaviour
Rather than seen solely as a tactic adopted by “migrants,” camouflage served as a
relational metaphor to address citizenship (Chauvin & Garcés‐Mascareñas, 2014) at large
in EU as an external, normative behaviour rather than an intrinsic bottom-up sense of
belonging, encompassed in the following line of the audio-guide, normality of citizenship
in this case largely determined in the production of everyday public space:
...Normality is a uniform, I wear it everyday.

6.5.3 Border-crossing, Spatial Orientation and Imperceptible Movements
Continuing our journey from Milan to Bolzano the conversation steered towards the
Sinai. Here Efrem’s long journey through the Sinai and B’s cross-border life across
Occupied Territories of Palestine/Israel intersected. They both spoke of their experiences
of encountering Israel’s borders in different positions of vulnerability and privilege. B
having lived in Nablus (Palestine) and co-initiating a women’s community cooking centre,
while giving birth and having a family in Israel; and Efrem having had a long journey in
Egypt and arriving at the Israel/Egypt border to only be returned and eventually escaping
to Libya en route to Europe. Rather than zooming into the Sinai as a “space of violence”
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cut off from Europe, we connected to these desertscapes as part of intertwined global
processes producing Bolzano and Sinai as two sides of the same coin of legality/illegality
conditioning human movements. We saw the “human smuggling” in Sinai as deeply
interconnected with borders of Europe restricting ease in legal channels for human
movements. However, we remained at the level of embodiment as a conscious choice of
scale, to not take the body away, to keep an activation-based rather than a prescriptive,
geopolitical narration-based intervention of this public project on migration in Bolzano.
In order to connect the spaces of Bolzano and Sinai through embodiment, a choice
made was to speak of spatial orientation emerging from a condition of unfamiliarity in
cross-border journeys. Unfamiliarity, rather solely being a barrier for orientation (van der
Velde & van Naerssen, 2011), forces one to re-orient oneself in other ways. As Efrem
narrated to us, his spontaneous ways of orienting himself when kidnapped and put in a
container in Sinai was based on sounds of prayers from the mosque; here, spatial
orientation served as a metaphor to speak of crossing-borders as a tactic of familiarizing
an otherwise forced condition of unfamiliarity, in other words the tactics of “place-making”
that one carries with oneself despite all conditions.
Have you ever been here before?
Here trains pass, people, things, days, months, even years can pass.
A certainty: the sun rises behind you.
The north is to your right.
Over the mountains: the border.
Every hour a train goes straight through it, splitting my horizon.
Its whistle is a punctual reminder of where to go.
Another layer connecting the Sinai and mountains of Bolzano we chose to focus on is
the imperceptible movements of these landscapes. How could one claim a territorial
identity in landscapes that themselves are moving and not fixed? What about identities
emerging from movement (Glissant, 1997)? We explored internal images of movement
that each of us carried with us in relation to geological movements of the earth. During
the same workshop mentioned previously, after a presentation of geological movements
by a geologist based in Bolzano, we practiced an exercise of sharing with each other a
“bodily movement” that represented the Earth’s movements for each of us. From this
practice of relatedness emerged the notion of oscillation that was used as a relational
metaphor in the final form.
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It is the celestial mechanics: each body is in movement around another body.
A stable and dynamic balance, never equal to itself.
…
We are all in orbit: if we don’t look into each other in the eyes, we will have nothing
to say to each other.

6.5.4 Self-Othering and Entangling Biographies
Another method in this process of developing a “cultural product” was that of entangling
biographies. Given the highly subjective conditions of listening and relating from one’s
own life experiences that is required by actors involved in writing, translating life-stories
of asylum-seekers into an application form, we consciously activated a process of
entangling our own biographies to co-produce a script for a public event organized by
the host organization in the middle of the project. In this process us as the three
collaborators went into methods of associations based on life experiences in connecting
to the everyday urbanscapes of Bolzano. Four examples follow on such processes.
Firstly, on food. A local bread with fenugreek seeds, schuttelbrot, was a starting
point of story-telling around the spice fenugreek. Each of us had various associations to
this spice. Fenugreek for me meant my mother’s practice of soaking it in water overnight
and eating them the next day, for Efrem fenugreek was associated with the smell of sweat
after one eats fenugreek, which he remembered from his time in the Eritrean army.
Secondly, on our own internal images of the mountains. As already mentioned
previously we tried connecting to the images of the mountains to feel and share our
“sense of place.” For me being surrounded by the mountains meant entrapment, for
Efrem it meant “feeling at home in Asmara,” and for Beatrice it meant immediately the
question of “what if the mountains could disappear?” Beatrice shared a project that she
had initiated some years ago in India with the magician P.C. Sarcar where he shared with
her his practice of “making monumental structures disappear for few minutes” to explore
what this does to imaginaries of territories. For instance, he had made the Taj Mahal - a
symbolic monument for “India” disappear for few minutes. From imagining the
possibilities to make the mountains disappear, we settled for mobilizing geological
movements in relation to migratory practices of objects. Our conversations with a
historian and geologist on some crucial features of the mountains for migratory practices
and geological movements brought attention to the rock marble. We learnt that the
marble symbolized a “local rock” part of geological movements and processes of
metamorphosis. We used the rock to also connect to the practice of “tessera hospitalis”
as part of migratory movements during the Roman period. The tessera hospitalis was an
object during Roman times representing personal networks external or outside to
communities, such as mutual friendships, and it acted as a binding contract extending
over geographic distances and generations. The object itself consisted of two parts,
each of which was kept by the parties whose names it recorded. The object was
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fundamentally a relation between two unknown people linked through a common friend.
We used a marble stone and cut it along the curves of the linea insubrica which is a
geological line of meeting of tectonic plates and metamorphosisms of the African plate
and Eurasian plates producing the alpine geographies of Bolzano, that are themselves
constantly moving.

Figure 6.2 Relating Geological to Social Migration, Photo credit: Ivo Corra, Lungomare, 2016
Thirdly, activating the book of the refugee convention to entangle biographies. This
book came to be referred as “the bible” since it served as a dictionary for understanding
the terminologies framing asylum law in Europe. The book was referred to us by one of
the legal advisors in Caritas (L) when we spoke of “well-founded fear” and how this is
defined in “the bible.” We focused on two relational aspects of this legal framework. One,
on the definition of “burden of proof” since asylum law. It was mentioned by L, that this
aspect makes asylum law special, in comparison to other laws, in that the proof of
evidence rests with both the applicant and the examiner to support the application. The
second was the ambiguous definition of which countries are eligible for asylum based on
where events take place, this being connected to the question of whether they took
place in “Europe”, at the time when the refugee convention of 1951 (Article 1b, pp. 476)
was originally drafted. These two dimensions were chosen because it enabled us in the
processes of entangling biographies. The burden of proof entangled biographies of the
examiner and the asylum applicant. And confronting the origins of the refugee convention
deeply tied to the question of whether the biography of the asylum applicant is situated
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inside or outside Europe, allowed for entangling the histories of Europe’s shifting borders
to biographies of asylum.
Finally, activating the text of Medea to question absence of some biographies in the
project. During one of our visits, we found a book on the window sill of the apartment
we were staying in Bolzano. It was left behind unknowingly by a friend who was reading
Greek classics and who was staying in the same apartment before us. We thought it an
interesting coincidence to find the book opened to the page of Medea: a classic refugee
figure who talks of the pain of exile as a woman in an ancient Greek polis. In our context,
Medea came to symbolize the “absent voice” that was nevertheless always present in
discussions during the project in terms of the “absence of female refugee voices.”
From the above processes we practiced an exercise of scripting, co-written by three
of us, Efrem, Beatrice and me which was performed as part of sharing our processes to
a public in June 2016 in the studio of the hosting cultural organization (text box below).
The same script was also performed later that year in October in Nijmegen with different
actors participating in the courses of Asylum University. It was used in a classroom to
activate discussions on family histories of migration among students in a course titled
“Postcolonial Europe.”
Performative Conversation
At: 		
Lungomare, Via Rafenstein, Bolzano
Date: 		
30th June, 2016
Characters:
B, E, K and a narrator
Spatial Setting:
-Q
 uestions hand-written on the walls:
	“Where are You? What are you leaving behind? Who is the other? What do you see?
Where is the border?”
- Book of Greek drama with the story of Medea open to the page of the chorus “O my
country! my home!...”, plastered onto the wall with a black tape.
- Tall table with the book of the Refugee Convention open (place for the narrator).
- A piece of marble cut along the contours of linea insubrica placed on a low table in
the centre.
- Projector for images
Prologue
Narrator walks to the tall table and reads out a passage from the book
Refugee convention 1951, Article 33, para 1, pg. 1392
The shared burden of proof:
While the burden of proof in principle rests on the applicant, the duty to ascertain
and evaluate all the relevant facts is shared between the applicant and the examiner,
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indeed, in some cases, it maybe for the examiner to use all the means at his disposal
to produce the necessary evidence in support of the application. Even such
independent research may not, however, always be successful and they may also be
statements that are not susceptible of proof. In such cases, if the applicant account
appears credible, he should, unless there are good reasons to the contrary, be given
the benefit of the doubt.

Figure 6.3 Popular Imaginations of Who is welcome
Photo Credit Beatrice Catanzaro

K: Where are you?
E: I am here. I am in a place after having crossed the hottest desert, the most dangerous
sea, wild forests, and big cities.
But, where are you?
B: I am in a prison taken by smugglers in the middle of the desert.
K: Who are they?
B: I am in a metal container.
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1.5 meters underground and 50 cms above.
The wall to my back is burning my skin.
So it should be the west.
From the south-east comes the sounds of the prayer.
E: Where are we?
K: We are at the border.
E: Where is the border?
B: Non vedi come mi guardano. questo e’ il confine.
K: Just don’t look back, look down, just sit like the way they sit. Behave normally till you
cross the border.
B: Are we in Europe?
E: Here I feel like I am in Asmara. My grandfather, every time he was angry, he preferred
to curse in Italian. Testa di gallina!!!!
He found no more words in Tigrinya for his anger.
K: We are at Latitude: 46°29.4402’ N and Longitude: 11°20.3892’ E. This is exactly where
we are.
B: But you? Where are you?
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Figure 6.4 Metamorphic rock marble as location
Photo Credit: Beatrice Catanzaro

E: I am also where you are but you just don’t see me.
K: What do you see? Do you see rocks or water?
B: I see the mountains floating in the horizon and the sea hardening beneath my feet.
I don’t see you.
K: You don’t see me because I am Medea, the foreign woman, the barbarian. “A foreign
woman coming among new laws and customs, needs prophetic powers to find out
what her home could not teach her: how to treat the man whose bed she shares...
They say that we at home live free from danger, while they venture out to battle fools! I’d rather stand three times in the front line than bear one child. But the same
arguments do not apply to you and me. You have this city, your father’s home, The
enjoyment of your life, and your friends’ company. I am alone; I have no city; now my
husband insults me. I was taken as booty from a land at the earth’s edge. I have no
mother, brother nor any of my own blood to turn to in this predicament.”]

150 | Enacting Asylum University

Figure 6.5 Banal regionalism (toilet board at the Brenner border train Station)
Photo Credit: Beatrice Catanzaro

Narrator walks to the tall table again and reads the following passage:
Refugee Convention 1951, Article 1 b: General Provisions, page 476.
Definition of European Countries
It is true that the 1951 Convention does not deal with citizenship or residence but with
the place where the events occurred. The deciding question therefore is whether
events in overseas territories or countries are to be seen as area belonging to Europe
or not. If this question is to be answered in the affirmative a victim of persecution
would be eligible under the 1951 Convention under any circumstance regardless of his
or her residence. If, in contrast, the “event” is considered as having taken place outside
Europe, the persecuted individual would not be covered by the 1951 Convention
except as regards such States which explicitly extend its scope to events occurring
“elsewhere.”
E: Here I give you half of this stone that has travelled across many seas and passed
through many hands. It has travelled from Cairo to Napoli, Nablus to Mumbai, and
Addis to Breda to Bolzano. Now, with this I am part of your network and you of mine.
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Figure 6.6 Everyday Orientalism/Coffee as a product of slavery (banner outside a
café opposite the train station in Bolzano)
Photo Credit: Beatrice Catanzaro

B: They used to call it tessare hospitales.
Narrator walks to the marble placed in the centre of the audience and reads the
following:
Il marmo è una roccia metamorfica
In geologia per metamorfismo si intende la trasformazione alla quale viene sottoposta
una roccia preesistente per mezzo di una variazione delle condizioni ambientali. Tra le
principali cause del metamorfismo si possono citare: aumento di temperatura,
aumento di pressione, variazione dell’ambiente chimico.
Il metamorfismo si verifica ogni qualvolta i minerali di cui sono costituite le rocce si
vengono a trovare in un ambiente che non gli permette di rimanere stabili: la
trasformazione conduce ad una modificazione strutturale o chimica della roccia, fino
al conseguimento di una nuova stabilità, di un nuovo stato di equilibrio.
Il processo metamorfico si svolge all’interno della crosta terrestre, in condizioni di
temperature e pressione elevate.
B: So, where is the stone going next?
K: To the mountains where there is incessant metamorphosis. A horizon of mixing
tongues, mixing bloods, mixing smells, mixing traces, ...
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B: Where is the border then?
E: The Border is always moving because the mountains have been and are always
moving.
B: What are you leaving behind?
K: walking up to the wall with the book

Figure 6.7 Absence of Medea
Photo Credit: Lungomare

Oh my country, my home!
May the gods save me from becoming a stateless refugee.
Dragging out an intolerable existence
In desperate helplessness
What is the most pityful of all griefs
Death is better. Should such a day come to me
I pray for death first
Of all the pains and hardship none is worse
than to be deprived of your native land
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Figure 6.8 Memories of Home (to-rent sign in Bolzano)
Photo Credit: Beatrice Catanzaro

E: I left you some Schuettelbrot on the table in the kitchen.
K: I take with me the smell of fenugreek from your blouse.
B: Take a handful of fenugreek seeds.
Soak it in water overnight.
Drain the water.
And take a spoonful in the morning on an empty stomach.
Narrator, while sitting among the audience:
I would not eat it because my sweat will start to smell.
[Close screen of projector]
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6.6 S
 hared Reflections on Biography-writing
in Asylum Procedure
As an extension of the practice of relatedness we had shared conversations in informal
settings such as a café collectively reflecting on the formal processes of “production of
biographies” in the asylum procedure. What does producing a biography for an asylum
application do to the people involved in this procedure? Here conversations were had
across the table between Efrem, L, a legal consultant working in Caritas in Bolzano, T, a
volunteer-legal adviser running his own practice, C, a former volunteer for Voluntarius, P,
a staff of UNHCR, and Beatrice and me. The relational politics being enacted here was in
simply bringing people together in an informal way, those who were not meant to share
a space-time other than those already part of formal biography writing processes. Below,
I elaborate some important reflections crucial to our processual ontologies.

6.6.1 The Work of El Caronte
C: I started to work at Hotel Alpi in November 2015 and I worked there until February
2016. So it was a kind of limited experience, because I had another job opportunity (...)
Well I really like the combination of the two jobs, the midwifery part teaches you a lot
about taking care, in the sense you have to deliver skills, support the people, but, at
the same time, try to not be in the centre of attention. You are supporting the person
but you have to learn how to wait and use time and how not to speak sometimes, and
you have to redraw from the scene but at the same time you have to make the other
person feel you are present. In the memory collection process (with asylum-seekers)
also there is a kind of a similar process. You are supposed to be the machine and you
have to listen to the person and write down what the person says and you are not
allowed, how do I say it, it’s not good for the memory if you have any personal
intervention in the story, no? Maybe you can help the person to recalling the data,
asking some questions but you have to be invisible somehow.
So, we started this collection of memory in December 2015, for Voluntarius. I didn’t
do many, I think I did 5 or 6 but I had previous experience in a CF Centro di Identificazione di Espulsione (centre of identification of undocumented migrants). If they find
you without papers, they put you to this centre. It used to be three months, now it’s
more and then you are re-sent back to the country you left, and I used to be there
some time and I did some memory collection there.
I think it’s not an easy task because of course on the plain and shallow level you
have to face some really emotionally tight experiences of course you read in newspapers,
or books, or do your studies, or talk to people. It’s not the first time you hear those
stories, but every time you hear them it’s like, it gets deeper and deeper. To welcome
them at the same time was difficult for me, because you are not a friend listening to a
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friend. It’s very ambiguous because you are somehow, I feel, you are part of the institution,
the person trying to convince them (to follow the rules). So, you are supposed to be
empathic, so you should be there for the person, because some parts are really crucial
and you have to be human. But, at the same time, you are on the other side. You are
there for the person, human to human, but at the same time you are on the other side.
Since you belong to the same system they are trying to get into. There’s an interest in
what you are doing, but it’s not a friendship conversation because there is something at
stake, which is the status (...). So, there’s an ambiguity of relationship that I felt.
Because it’s like, narrations are going on and on, and at the same time, we are told
and taught to find the key words that could be important in terms of evaluation (of
their asylum application). So, there should be words depicting “political oppression”,
and all these key points. For example, if you have an oppression, for example a political
oppression, they have to be organized, like from a (political) party. Interpersonal
violence for example, if it reckons my life, like interpersonally, because they have some
arguments, which is not political, which is not organized, which is not recommended.
Because sometimes you have to go really deeply like he was beating me for example,
and I have to know when, for how long, how deep was the damage, somebody saw us,
somebody can say something (as witness) and so on. It depends, normally it should be
something organized, i.e. political, and it’s difficult because you have a double standard,
in the sense you are listening to the narrations but then you try to always have this
alert in your mind and to listen, to be attentive to this key points, no? So, he is telling
this and you think “Ok, ah, but this is good but not good enough”. And you are putting
a positive judgement on a violence or a really upsetting life experience but from the
point of view of “gaining (legal) status”, as if it’s kind of good. And that makes you feel
a little bit violent yourself. Because as worse the story is, as many chances they have
to get the permission (for asylum).
Of course, I am going through the critical points, I really don’t know how it could
be done differently. I was thinking about them myself, but these are the critical points
I see. Sometimes there can be some kind of voyeurisms, like your act, because its like
an intrusion in somebody’s life and of course in these months the people I spoke with
became, we can’t say friend, but we had a kind of relationship, there was some trust
involved. It was not that I just stopped someone in the road and interviewed them.
But I felt it was an intrusion anyway. They could have a choice, they could say, “Ok I am
not giving you a story”. But then it decreases their chances to get the status. It’s a
choice, but a very limited choice. We tried to make it as free as possible so I used to
introduce and then tell that they can call me whatever time they wanted. But it was
anyway one week spent. So, in this week you should write all. And it doesn’t really fit
with the persona that you need to talk, no?
Majority of the people we work with they are mainly economical migrants and
that’s also another point. Sometime you listen to a story and it is a story of very long
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deprivation, economical and resource deprivation and some personal struggles very
much because of the condition. But this is not valid for the recognition of the refugee.
Sometimes it can be a sort of a play for some people and I accept that I am a player
in a game. So, accepting that, I think in my opinion is also giving subjectivity to the
person. You are not the victim who is telling your story and you have some degree of
powers. So, choosing your stuff to give or deliver a fake story for me is like an
expression of your freedom as a human being, to play as many cards as you have in
many different occasions. Because sometimes we have this idea of a very flat, a kind
of victimization of a migrant person, which is of course based on the fact that some
people really have to face unthinkable conditions. But it also takes away from them
some subjectivity as persons. So as long as the fake story is (…) I mean if you
understood the rules and I told you the risk, you have your tools to understand which
story can be more appealing or not, and you chose to manufacture one story. I think
it is part of the game. You are here and I see you are here, social, political, philosophical
perspective of course. But legally you have a different thing. It’s probably based on the
Catholic division between good and bad, black and white, what is worth and what is
not. But I think that really this division clashes sometimes and there is a grey area. I
think the ambiguity and the greyness is really what these people inhabit. And they are
really a symbol of this. And through it and at the same time, a violent condition. I don’t
know how to explain. I think, I think sometimes when you are collecting the memory
you are a kind of a guardian of somebody, a kind of silent watcher, but as well like
Caronte – “che trasporta da una parte all’altra” - like Caronte. It’s like the hell and
there’s a death river and he takes the people from one side to one side to the other
to go down in Earth. You are asking me to share the emotional part of it and it was
really, for me, it’s really to have to perform this task because of course in a job
environment you are supposed to do this, that and that. Part of this job, the task of
the interview was really difficult to go back to normal tasks like having dinner,
answering emails and so on. And normally we would do it when we are two people. So
creating this group so when you do the interview you can have half an hour off, maybe
go out a little bit smoke a cigarette and clear your head, because you get dragged into
this spiral of memories of somebody else and you also sometimes project yourself in
there because this is always a kind of a self-directed reality and then when it stops you
have, its such a temporary thing, that you are in there for sometime and then you
stop and you have no means to know how it goes. It’s like a suspension. (Entri in
questa relazione così profonda e poi ne esci, perchè dopo un’ora due ore l’intervista
finisce, e una parte di te rimani comunque un po’ sospeso in questa storia) After you
are fitting in this interview for one, two hours you have to draw back, because time is
over you have other tasks, it is as if you are suspended in this story but even if you are
somewhere else, your soul is still there elaborating. And it’s more the power for the
person because the person has the ownership of the story and he has the ownership
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of his life, they have the tool and of course it depends on the degree of the story and
whatever. But the person is in their reality but you have been part of the story, viewing
in front the door. And then you are out of it and you have no power on that. You are
to deliver the packet to the commission for some months afterwards. That was your
part and you actually didn’t do that much. You listen to them, you put it on paper and
send it to somebody else. And you could not really have an impact on that story.
At the same time you are part of that story.”

6.6.2 Well-founded Fear and Chronological Disruptions in Asylum Interviews
L (Caritas): There are other two effects that are interesting. One effect is for example
in legal (asylum) procedures and also almost all procedural laws it is important to
have chronology, and cause and effects and those things. When you write about
traumatic experience, when you go into the exploration of something traumatic,
psychologists find that this is not true, exactly the consequences of being traumatic
that you could not understand well and put well in your brain how this works. If you
know why others hit you, maybe it’s not traumatic, but if you do not understand why
in that situation your father hit you, that’s traumatic. And that is why you cannot give
the right order and cannot give meaning to all these things. Not the question of
well-founded, but really the logic. You want a logical, chronological story that makes
sense to you but does not even makes sense to the person in front of you because it
has been so traumatic and the person does not understand. Maybe I have been
tortured and you do not see the faces, that’s a typical thing.
Efrem: I was tortured but when I was in the interview sometimes in between they
asked me in which department I graduated. Two months ago they had already asked
me about my graduation and when I had gone to school.
L: This is a typical technique of cross-examination. You make three times more or
less the same questions but maybe for the university you have learned the answer but
maybe for school you have not learned the answer by heart, so you might either
hesitate or will get your own answer. That’s a typical technique of answering. This was
applied in this case, and it is ok that is applied in a field that has not to do with your
problems, ok? Because school and university is something where you can do crossing
examination. I would say, ethically it is ok. Because the answer could be “I am graduated,”
(and the next time) “I have been four years to school,” and then of course your story
would not be very believable. Because it takes some time to make up all the story and
then being asked about it. It is very difficult to make a long examination and keep a lie
tight. It is very, very difficult.
(…) If I want to say something good about your interview I do not know, but
sometimes the interviewers also try to make a break, when they understand that it is
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coming to a sensitive point, because then people break and cannot continue because
they go too much into emotions. So usually they say, “ Ok at this point we do
something completely different”, and then the person gets pacified about what they
can talk about and they might and might not return. That would be the good
interpretation of what happened to you, the bad interpretation would be, there’s
someone who has no sensitiveness for the person in front and thinks he/she can talk
about torture, school, latests news and so on. But it is not the same value to the
person in front, so the sensitiveness maybe was not that. I do not know how to
interpret your situation. How you lived through it, that’s why I said it can be again the
kind of torture and traumatic experience this interview itself.

6.6.3 C3 Form Needs an Address Proof!
T: The first problem is that people should be prepared for the commission, because
they come, they fill out this famous C3 form, you can find on internet, in which you put
all your personal datas, the all life. This is specially the Italian form. I do not know if it
is based on a European form. And it’s for asylum, for refugees. With this C3 document
you go to the first police station to ask the Italian state to give you protection. Some
people make the C3 form in Lampedusa. When they accept this, not when you submit,
this is the first big distinction. When they accept it your procedure as asylum seeker
is starting by now. Two months later you can work, you have the right for accommodation
and so on.
You will see this (filling the C3 form) is the first step for getting asylum. After this,
we are also suffering with things as a lawyer, because also in Bolzano, where there is a
strong police station, if there is a person coming there who wants to have protection
from the Italian government and gives all the documents signed, the police ask where
you are living. The person says, “I cannot give you an address”. They say, “Ok, we are
not taking this”. So, this is one big problem. This is a human right, a fundamental right,
to ask for asylum. The fact that you do not have a residenza, one address, it’s really an
administrative problem. So, a fundamental right is not given because you are not ok
with the bureaucratic thing. Since two or three years there were lot of people living
under the bridge. The first year there were 40 Afghanistan people living outside
because they tried to go to Questura to ask, “I am from Afghanistan, I went away
because of war. I want to apply for asylum”. And the Questura said, “I can accept you
only if you can give me your address.”
(...) It means one person takes this decision. Normally they do not give it written, so
they send you away. We thought about how to do it, maybe like with group email. And
after all we arranged with the Caritas. They give to the people, also the people who
have a bed in an accommodation centre, they take the identity card and they put
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them in a sort of waiting list. So, this was the way we could take the address from
Caritas to give the address and they accepted. But this was only after one year and a
half of trying different ways of how to do this. There are some people, like me, who
say that we have to take one case and bring it to the court and accettare il diritto
(which has to be accepted immediately) so that they have to change but there are a
lot people who say that maybe it is better to try in a soft way, because there are lots
of actors moving around and some have often more work to do with the police so
they try to do it in a soft way.
Another problem. I bring my instance for asylum there, they take it and check if it
is ok, but from the moment they take it, it could pass a lot of time. Because they check
it, they have to see if this person was in another State because of this Dublin Treaty
and it is not said that this is a short time. So, the right to be treated as an asylum
seeker starts only from the moment they accept it formally but not from the moment
you bring it. So it could be that people wait months with only one ricevuta going
around because they tell you “take your passport so that the police will not follow you
and bring you to the border”. It passes months, Bolzano is not so bad in this things,
but Milano I heard stories of people waiting for 6 months, and if you think that now
after two months you can start work, the third month you can legally be assumed to
work. This is important! Also the people are not really having it easy to enter to the
work, but it is a possibility. Also with the accommodation and a lot of things, they start
with this acceptance.

The above reflections were part of processes of actors looking-eye-to-eye who are
otherwise enfolded into obscure relations of asylum procedures. By sharing that which
is otherwise left unsaid in procedures such a practice of relatedness allowed for
unravelling the inter-subjective dimension of biography-production involved in asylum
procedures. The C3 form emerged as a shared material limiting both actors writing or
translating a biography as well as actors narrating their life experiences to apply for
asylum. The C3 form served as a backbone for the audio-guide, whose contents we used
to produce a relation of interrogation with the audio-walker/listener.
The procedure of hospitality.
An interpreter is already present.
The procedure doesn’t accept unknown languages.
…
First name
Surname
Date of birth
Date of birth

160 | Enacting Asylum University

Do you know the place of birth?
Family status: are you married? Do you have children?
Profession. What is your job?
Date of departure from the country of origin. When did you leave?
What route did you take? From where did you cross?
Which borders did you cross?
What was your destination?
Do you have a destination?
Domicile. An address? Where do you live here?
Where did you leave your things?
Your things. Where are your things?
You have nothing with you?
You brought nothing?
You have nothing?
…
Memories are an ugly beast. I can’t tell them all.
…
Form filled.
He declares he was born in spring, in a place 1552 days travel from here, in a place
not found on maps.
Has a first name, doesn’t seem to have a surname.
Attributed date of birth: 1st of January, as per the procedure.
…
Borders crossed: mountains, deserts, seas, walls, prisons, debts, promises.

6.7 Forming the Space In-Between
How do we move beyond objectifying tendencies (of the reader/audience, of the subject,
of the terrain of investigation) in our own work given the critique we pose of such
conditions within larger social structures?
Stories shift, intersect, merge, like the African plate on the Eurasian, even now,
imperceptibly, yours in mine, theirs in yours. An endless possibility of stories in history.
It is the celestial mechanics: each body is in movement around another body.
A stable and dynamic balance, never equal to itself.
…
We are all in orbit: if we don’t look into each other in the eyes, we will have nothing to
say to each other.
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The above ending sentence (“We are all in orbit....”) from the audio-guide is symbolic in
capturing our intentions with this work as activating processes that allows for ontological
relationalities to emerge from that in-between space of I/Other, rather than shutting off
to I “or” Other. This means seeing the form of the audio-guide as the beginning rather
than an end in and of itself. The audio-guide is currently being used as an educational
tool in schools and university settings in Bolzano to have conversations with the aim of
resonating dimensions of people’s everyday life that reveal shared rather than distant
conditions of relatedness to the questions of borders and migration by activating their
inner images.
As a student in Bolzano who confessed after listening to the audio-guide at home
behind his computer, “I felt like I was listening to my own story.” What he articulates here
is that he was confronted with his own condition of inhabiting a border region with its
own objectifying mechanisms in which identities are boxed into ethnic labels (German,
Italian, Ladin, among others) that one is required to “tick” and pick in order to exist as a
citizen. Looking into each other’s eyes is then for us awakening to these shared conditions
that can eventually lead us to transform the underlying social forms producing the
fragmentation of citizen/migrant, us/them, I/Other to begin with, rather than reproducing
the same.

Part IV
Where is Europe?
This part brings together texts around the question of place in enacting asylum relations.
What notions of “the place of Europe” are being produced in asylum relations? Or rather,
where is Europe? In the meantime, and after Bolzano, Copenhagen also emerged as a
location to act, think and relate from. This was however led more by the need to explore
education initiatives for refugees in Copenhagen after a brief Skype conversation with
Mehari, a friend of Efrem (collaborator mentioned in Chapter 6), who was living in
Copenhagen and struggling to access education initiatives himself. Unlike Bolzano, there
was no formal invitation sent to me, but more informal friendships paving the way.
However, on arriving in Copenhagen and facing the practical hurdles of either initiating
or exploring existing education initiatives with Mehari, we shifted to more informal
conversations around everyday encounters and their influence in shaping the refugee-
solidarity landscape.
At the same time, each of the texts in this part have emerged from a sense of
displacement produced in everyday encounters that identify some of our bodies as
“Other”/ “Stranger”/ “Outsider”. In that sense, rather than the question of where I came
to be situated geographically is less important here, but rather the question of what
epistemologies of Europe can emerge from such everyday encounters of displacement
is more crucial. Such everyday encounters serve as building blocks to question the
boundedness of Europe evident in the same. Rather than assuming Europe as fixed and
our bodies as “out of Europe” or “out of place”, we entangle, re-narrate, and montage
our experiences to displace Europe from how we are supposed to know it.

7
What Does Solidarity Really Mean?
Double-consciousness in Solidarity Work
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7.1 Introduction
A shorter version of this Chapter is published as:
Solomon, M. & Aparna, K. (2019). Hvad vil solidaritet egentlig sige? Dobbelt bevidsthed
I solidaritetsarbejde. In D. J. Sandberg & K. Aparna (2019). Mellemvaender: Solidaritetsarbejdets skaeringspunkter i frivillig flygtningehjaelp: Tidsskrift for social analyse &
debat, (157), 1-7.

Between me and the other world there is ever an unasked question: unasked by
some through feelings of delicacy; by others through the difficulty of rightly framing
it. All, nevertheless, flutter round it. They approach me in a half- hesitant sort of way,
eye me curiously or compassionately, and then, instead of saying directly, How does
it feel to be a problem? they say, I know an excellent coloured man in my town; or, I
fought at Mechanicsville; or, Do not these Southern outrages make your blood boil?
[…] It is a peculiar sensation, this double consciousness, this sense of always looking
at one’s self through the eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul by the tape of a
world that looks on in amused contempt and pity. (DuBois, 2007, pp. 1-2)
This essay has emerged from conversations between the two authors in Copenhagen
during the summer of 2018 over many teas, coffees and injiras about citizenship rights in
Europe today. During these conversations, the question of “what does solidarity really
mean?” emerged as an important one. We reflect on this question from our experiences
of being part of refugee-solidarity initiatives in the last 3-4 years in various roles as
“refugee,” volunteer, participant, observer, and “action-researcher,” in Denmark, Italy and
the Netherlands. We also reflect on this question identifying ourselves as immigrants
from outside Europe living in Europe. The lens we use in these reflections is that of “double-consciousness”, a term coined by W.E.B. DuBois. Writing from an America in the early
1900’s as a sociologist, the notion of double-consciousness for DuBois emerged from
the need to develop a sociology that would speak from his own everyday experiences of
racism. While there have been many interpretations and applications of “double-consciousness” that are heavily debated around issues of multiculturalism (Gilroy, 2005a),
white supremacy (Black, 2007), among others, for us it serves as a lens to critically
engage with our own encounters with attitudes dominant in refugee-solidarity work in
Europe today, that we believe indirectly feed into rather than question conditions of
systemic racism. Although the language of solidarity suggests equality, refugee-solidarity
relations are enacted in extremely hierarchical ways because of such conditions. As
Essed (1991) argues, individuals are actors in a power structure in which power can be
used to reproduce or combat racism. In this essay we work backwards, in the sense of
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narrating selected everyday situations and practices in refugee-solidarity spaces (in the
form of vignettes) while elaborating on the implications of the attitudes underpinning
these practices to broader structures of discrimination. Our critique then is not to the
persons or their psyche per se as being racist, but rather to the ideologies emerging
from practices in refugee-solidarity work, that we believe needs more reflection and
shared conversations on how they might feed into/do not challenge structures of
discrimination. We consciously write in first-person, singular, in order to keep the
narratives as experienced by one of the two authors yet we purposefully do not identify
“whose” (of the two of our) experience we narrate. This is because what these experiences
reveal is more important than who has them, hence our shared arguments after each
vignette that is argued as “we.” We use the vignettes therefore as entry points to build
our arguments about the issues of structural discrimination that we feel remain
unchallenged in everyday practices of solidarity work that we refer to.

7.1.1 Refugee-Solidarity as a Way of Showcasing the “Danish Welfare System”
It is a meeting place for social networking between “refugees” and “Danish” people. I
had gone there some time ago to meet people and it was useful in the beginning
when I was new to the country. There was one volunteer who helped me make my C.V.
This was helpful because for someone arriving new to the country, you need to
understand how to apply for jobs and also build a social network. However, I stopped
going after a while because your relationship with the people you meet there do not
grow. Anyway, I went there recently just to see if anything new is happening and, on
that day, we had some foreign students from Aalborg University studying “Refugee
Studies” who came to visit. They were only speaking to the volunteers in the house
and not to us refugees and it was not clear why. One of the persons running the
house was asked about his opinion about why refugees chose Denmark as their
destination. To this question he mentioned, “Here in Denmark we have a strong
welfare system unlike many countries from where refugees are fleeing. They are
coming to Denmark because they are attracted to our welfare system. We have a
system that works...”

Now rather than a discussion about whether or not “the welfare system in Denmark” is
better or worse than other countries, what concerns us more here is why “the welfare
system” comes to be activated at a moment and place meant for social networking, and
in ways that speak on behalf of people who were already present in that very place,
regarding their reasons for choosing Denmark as a destination. Such a practice of
activating the welfare system as a national pride (as was the undertone in the remark)
attracting refugees, inevitably closes the possibilities of any mutual processes of
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knowledge exchanges about social welfare practices in other countries. This is especially
under conditions of dependencies between newly arriving refugees on volunteers to
access life opportunities such as employment, healthcare, among others, because of the
linguistic, legal, social, political, and economic barriers. While there are many reasons for
people to come to Denmark, why did the volunteer choose to highlight one particular
“reason” that put “the welfare system” in Denmark as an attractive feature that the
“Danish” have built and that Others (refugees from countries without such a system)
want to have? By doing so, Denmark is perceived as better than the countries that
refugees come from, rather than seeing this difference as a historically unequal relation
of domination and oppression between European nation-states and the rest of the
world. The practice of showcasing the “Danish welfare system” in an arena of social
networking then conceals rather than reveal the unequal privileges of travel and
citizenship based on the colour of one’s passport. The discriminatory approaches of the
immigration system in the EU and Denmark in unequally restricting legal channels for
travel and citizenship for non-EU members of the world, including refugees, while EU
members have a relatively easy visa-free access to many non-EU countries that they
restrict, is a condition that gets hidden when migratory movements to Europe are
narrated within a superior notion of welfare in Denmark.
Showcasing in this context is a practice that needs reflection. A showcase can be
defined as, “a container with glass sides in which valuable or important objects are kept
so that they can be looked without being touched, damaged or stolen.”45 When seen as
a verb, showcasing, becomes a way of objectifying an otherwise intangible and complex
process like a “welfare system” into something that can be “looked at” and as if having
clearly defined borders in this case of Denmark. By looking past the people present
there, and on behalf of whom the volunteer was speaking, “the welfare system” is
re-enacted (consciously or sub-consciously) to not only the students posing questions
in such an informal place but also to others present there as a national container
simplifying global cross-border relations of unequal historical, economic, political, and
socio-cultural processes between societies. What is of our concern here is what such a
practice of solidarity does to the people coming there with the purpose of social
networking. From the lens of double-consciousness, it tends to serve to control the
influence of other knowledges and other welfare practices on “Danishness” in the name
of solidarity, in such everyday utterances of banal welfare nationalism (Koefoed &
Simonsen, 2007). It does so through such small everyday gestures of speaking on behalf
of refugees by centring “the welfare system in Denmark.”

45

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/showcase
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7.1.2 Refugee-Support as “NOT Self-Therapy”
Close to the neighbourhood where I was living this summer in Copenhagen, I came
across a conference that was being organized by anti-deportation groups in Sweden
and Denmark. The content of the conference looked interesting and we (the authors)
decided to attend the two days. On the second day of the conference we attended a
workshop on diversity in activist groups. During this workshop, there was an open
discussion on whether the groups in refugee-activism, that those of us present were
part of, demonstrate diversity in terms of consisting of members of different
nationalities, class, gender, to name some, and if not, what might be the reasons for
such conditions. An elderly lady present began to share her experiences of helping an
“Arab” family with getting refugee papers in Denmark. “Every time I visit them, I
witness that the women are not allowed to speak with the men and I have to also
follow that. This is a problem. What can I do to change this?”, she cried out. She
continued to try to explain in her own words the problem of “including” different
nationalities into her activism as a matter of gender equality not being practiced in
“Other” cultures. I responded to her saying that maybe it was not so simple to walk
into a family and bring about change. Maybe we have to ask ourselves about who has
the legitimacy to do so. “All this sounds very philosophical but I am asking what can I
DO?”, she responded, being quite irritated by now. At this moment another
middle-aged man added, “I find it also hard when I am often with activists who are
much younger than me wondering where people my age are”, pointing to the lack of
age-diversity among activist groups. At this point the lady seemed to explode with
anger. “I am not here for self-therapy! All I am asking is what can I do to change this
situation!” The discussion ends with an abrupt silence in the room.

Here again it is not the question of an individual being racist or not, but the incidence for
us raises the question of where does this attitude of the “need to Help” (Malkki, 2015)
come from despite not being invited or requested to do so by the family around the
issue of gender? This approach that over-emphasizes cultural difference in gender
relations of an Arab family while simultaneously taking on “the burden” (associated with
the “white man’s burden” historically) (Kempadoo, 2015) to transform such relations, for
us, is in tension with the previous practice of showcasing the welfare system in Denmark
that simultaneously denies agency of others present there by speaking on behalf of
them. In both cases, it is the volunteer/activist who has more power in guiding the
direction of everyday socio-cultural interactions given the structural dependencies of
refugees on volunteers for “getting papers,” and it therefore become crucial to
understand how they come to be guided. We also see such an attitude in a broader
historical context. The practice of being judged by white people or whiteness as a bar for
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one’s lower intelligence is not just a single, one-off event, but a structural issue that
immigrants and refugees in Europe have to face in all aspects of life, be it in job interviews,
or within education systems or criminal justice systems. As told openly by a job consultant
to one of us currently looking for a job, employers in Denmark can prioritize having white
men or persons with non-Muslim backgrounds for certain positions with candidates of
the same qualifications. In such an environment, we see the practice of wanting to help
Arab families in improving their gender relations without linking the same to the unequal
conditions of being judged negatively on the basis of one’s skin color or religious
background or linguistic (in)abilities (a daily experience for many immigrants in Europe)
as highly flawed. We urge therefore for the need to self-reflect on one’s approach and
legitimacy under such broader, global conditions. By viewing the problem as solely an
issue of cultural difference such practices negate relations of differential hierarchies of
privilege and prejudices produced at large in Denmark, and globally.

7.1.3 Panoramic Views in Refugee-Solidarity
a. Sorry if I seem a bit arrogant and unwelcoming, which is far from my nature, but I
have to keep myself alive.
Arriving in Denmark in early 2018 meant arriving to a “velkommen traethed” (welcoming
fatigue) by people in refugee support, a fatigue not necessarily from “welcoming
refugees” but from welcoming researchers in need of interviews.
The Danish Refugee Council in Copenhagen replied, “Dear Kolar, Thank you very
much for your interest in DRC and our work. Unfortunately, at the moment, we do not
have the resources to offer you a interview. We get a lot of requests and are not able
to meet the demands.”
My initial intentions were not necessarily aimed to have interviews with volunteers
but this emerged as potentially interesting for Mehari. “It would be interesting for me
to know what is motivating people to help us refugees in Denmark. Is it because it is a
job or if they are passionate for changing something in the world today?” However,
the same week M and I received a second response of rejection for an interview
request (this time around from a public figure mobilizing lawyer networks for fighting
specific refugee cases) that revealed something more than the saturation of the field.
M had brought my attention to B during a party at a local community house for
refugee support in Copenhagen. We drank some beers while talking informally with
her. “It was because of B that I got my status,” revealed the young man who was with
her. “Mine was a Dublin case. She told me to go underground for 18 months and I
applied again and I got my status. B helped me a lot!”, he continued. M told me that B
was running a platform for legal advice for refugees arriving to Denmark. I was
impressed from the testimony that we had just heard and had the impression that her
work was effective. B then bought us some beers, and was joking with M and the
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other men around her. M and I hung out for a bit and then we left. I told B while leaving
that I would write to her to make an appointment for a conversation to which she
seemed positive. M shared her email with me, and I wrote to her a few days after our
meeting.
I was hurt with her negative response to my email request for a meeting. This was
not only for not having had the opportunity to speak with B, but with the reasoning
given for not meeting us. Apart from the overburdening nature of her work, which is
totally understandable, it was also clear that we did not deserve her attention because
we were not journalists with high readership and we were not researchers with a
good reputation or “knowledgeable” enough about the Danish system. I met M the
next day and he seemed also very hurt with the email. He felt that the email also
reflected an attitude towards him of not being taken seriously. “Every time I asked
about education B always told me that it was not needed and that we refugees should
just find a job on our own, even without waiting for the municipality. This is easier said
than done! “, were his immediate reflections.
This was a moment however when we rethought our approach and decided to
focus instead on small friendships that we trusted. We made a map of friendships that
we thought would be interesting to come into conversation with.

b. Coffee conversations
In the coming weeks we received some positive responses from few other people so we
forgot about B’s response. However, during a coffee meeting with A (a friend of M and
active in public debates on integration) he asked us (M & me) if we had spoken to B as
she was an important figure in asylum support in Denmark. We shared our above
experiences of being rejected by her. Listening attentively A responded, “Welcome to
Denmark!”. There was a pun intended here to underline the hidden side of welcome
initiatives for asylum-seekers. A then began sharing with us his own experiences with
various people in welcome initiatives. “I always told B “Don’t call me a refugee, that is not
my name”. But everywhere we went she would introduce me as “my sweet refugee
friend”, so I wrote an article and sent it to her with the title “Don’t call me a refugee. “B
has helped me a lot and is important for my life in Denmark.... But there are moments
when they think they are superior to you, you know.” He paused to recall and continued,
“Once we were driving to an asylum centre where B was giving an info-talk for asylum
seekers from Eritrea in a camp outside Copenhagen. I went with her to do the translation
work. As we were driving, she suddenly turned to me and asked me if I had ever driven on
a highway at such a speed. I did not immediately understand what she meant with this
question and simply smiled. Later I showed her my driver’s license from Eritrea.” He
continued, “Then later that day we were standing at the top of a building to have a

Double-consciousness in Solidarity Work | 173

panoramic view of the city and she turned to me and asked me if I had ever seen such a
view of a city.” Sitting calmly on his sofa, he added, “You know these moments make you
wonder.” This was also new to M who was listening attentively to the story along with me.
Turning towards me M said, “You see, speaking to her (B) you might get the political form
that is articulated by her, but when brought in dialogue with those “receiving” her
political engagement the politics gets messy here.”
It is important to again emphasize that the referred solidarity work done is immensely
important. The work of a legal support platform initiated by this important public figure,
especially around family reunification and Dublin cases, is a lifeline for many people
deeply depending on such services in an increasingly hostile legal environment of
immigration in Denmark. We are aware that people are extremely busy in a context of
increasing burdens on civil society actors in refugee-support and they are not to blame
for this. Here, too, like the previous examples, it is not the individual person that we
critique but the conditions and attitudes underpinning the practice.
In the above conversations one important issue that is raised is the rejection of the
label of “refugee” in solidarity work because this label is experienced as a legal category
that does not capture one’s real identity. It is experienced as an identity that divides
rather than unites people in social settings of striving for common goals, in this case in
solidarity work. The “refugee” is a legal label that socializes in specific ways of prejudice.
So, a gesture of introducing someone as a “refugee” can be well-meaning but serves
more to debunk common myths of refugees as passive, as often portrayed in the media
and popular debates. However, it happens at the cost of disempowering the very
individual around which such processes of solidarity are built. This reflection of the
paradoxical daily conditions of solidarity work is urgent in terms of whose gaze dominates
actions and relations and at what cost.
Moreover, to have an attitude that looks at cultures outside Europe as “lessdeveloped” - manifested in the assumptions of non-urban settings (lacking panoramic
viewpoints and high-speed lanes) associated to countries, in this case, of “Africa” - while
doing solidarity work, reinforces historical stereotypes between European and
non-Europeans as civilized and uncivilized. To us, such moments, while one might argue,
need to be brushed aside as a one-off encounter with someone’s ignorance or innocence,
are not at all one-off given that it occurs on a daily basis. Further, such an attitude is
exemplary of practices in civil society similar to the first example that have the effect of
keeping other cultures outside Europe at one arm’s distance - observing them through
innocence or ignorance; or silencing them by speaking on behalf of them. In the above
example, a seemingly innocent question opens a deep wound of being tired from
answering such questions that separate Europeans from non-Europeans (on the basis of
images that are devoid of panoramic views of cities, and a way of life without fast lanes
and high-speed cars). Such a stereotype at the same time reproduces and erases
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precisely the effects and historical relations emerging from the proclaimed urbanizing
project of European imperialisms (precisely of building roads in Africa, Asia, Latin
America, among others) that influence what is even seen as cultures (Said, 1991) today.
Cities in Europe and many parts of the world were conceptualized and built as part of the
same empires and/or missionaries but with hierarchical status. In fact, panoramic views
are what modern architecture was meant to produce as part of the urbanizing-civilising
mission of European empires in Africa, Asia, Latin America, among others.
What makes solidarity relations reach an awkward corner in some cases like the
above relates to what DuBois called the “global colour line,” which to him was the biggest
problem of the 20th century. For DuBois, this was not skin colour per se but in fact a
dividing line that separated the world into “lesser” and “better” cultures and races as a
process part of modern histories of nation-states of Europe tied to slavery and
imperialism that continued to operate in various forms into the 20th century. In a world
of rising socio-economic inequalities today, we then argue that the global colour line
multiplies alongside rather than being replaced by new categories of disadvantage.
Solidarity work, in order to move forward, we believe, is forced to fully confront how this
global colour line operates in everyday interactions by sensing the conditions of sudden
disappearances of people and awkward silences as more than just cultural differences.
Enacting asylum at a time when so much attention has been given in the media and
political debates on the topic comes with its own challenges. One challenge is that of not
being able to see the underlying mechanisms producing the divisive and simplistic forms
- (binary forms of Welcome/Unwelcome refugees (Mountz, 2011; Aparna, Kramsch, &
Schapendonk, 2016) dominating these debates and stories. Yet it also meant confronting
the role of one’s “public image” in such relations. Researchers then are also seen by
people working in asylum support as one of the many mediums producing narratives in
the public domain. As our above encounter reveals, unless the public readership of one’s
writing is not high the chances of gaining access to public figures in the field of
asylum-support is lesser. The conditions under which such support relations take place
- overburdening from media and academic attention, alongside one’s own ambitions to
be active in public debates to mobilize legal action - implies that filtering becomes a
survival tactic to cope with fatigue. On the other hand, which channels one chooses as a
figure “helping refugees” becomes a strategic choice in order to win legal battles which
the above vignette points to. The apparent success of fighting legal cases for actors
comes with its own price, in this case of falling into the trap of identity politics as also
revealed in the above encounters. For instance, one seems to inevitably introduce
someone as a “refugee friend” in order to make visible one’s work for and/or with
“refugees.” This is also a paradox that haunts relations in general in my action research
processes.
What is also revealed in the shared conversations of the above vignette is that while
the public dimension plays an important role because of the hyper-mediatized nature of
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such work, the related yet internal dimension of such relations in the private or micro-level
becomes even more hidden or more challenging to address. As pointed to me later in
the coffee conversations, the external political voice of B conflicts with the internal
messiness of such practices with the people it is meant to help. In the case of B, the
external “political form” speaks of Welcoming Refugees, while the internal form is that of
orientalism and patronizing for the sake of one’s own public image needed to mobilize
legal networks to support asylum-seekers. Such relations then produce hidden layers of
un/welcoming (for more on temporalities of help refer to Chapter 8). “Welcome
practices” then precisely by including actors in specific forms and spaces of solidarity
relations simultaneously exclude them from temporalities of the here and now in
becoming equal citizens also capable of initiating solidarity in Europe in diverse forms,
fixed onto notions of “timelessness.” This resonates with the previous vignette in similar
“border conditions,” of carving out Other space-times that include asylum-seekers by
excluding them from spatio-temporalities of citizens of here and now (Mezzadra, 2006).

7.1.4 Right to Privacy
a. Nobody can buy my privacy
It is a weekly house meeting at the community centre for refugee-support. People
improvise and self-allocate themselves into different roles, someone volunteers to be
the facilitator, someone volunteers to keep the minutes and a laptop is arranged. The
floor is given to a young man who is our facilitator today. He begins with a first round
of names and we all introduce ourselves each time passing on the gong with feathers
and the mike. Once the round of names are done, we move to some announcements.
A group of three students from Roskilde introduce their research project on place
and dreams of refugees. They assure that anonymity will be maintained. They
introduce their project as looking at theories of place and that they will be doing
participatory observation through volunteering in this centre. As part of volunteering
they make some announcements regarding the problem of cigarette butts in the
garden that is stopping planted seeds from growing. An idea is suggested to make a
board and put cigarette trays in the garden. Another announcement follows of a
researcher writing her thesis on digital migrations and how migrants use ICT. She also
calls for participants to her project. A list is being circulated for participants to write
their name, address, and so on.I don’t fill anything and I pass on the list. I see no one is
filling anything. The people next to me ask me what the list is about and they don’t
speak English and we try to translate with someone else but it doesn’t work and we let
it go. V, another young lady next to me does not want to take the list and she does not
want to participate, so I leave the empty list on the table. The discussions continue
with many issues addressed by people present there, ranging from organizing protest
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actions to bring to light the harsh conditions of people living in Kærshovedgård46 , to
organizing language teaching in mother tongues for children who might be deported
to their countries, to practicing democracy in the centre itself. The facilitator takes
back the mic and invites more people to speak up reminding us that democracy
means “demos,” run by people, and that we were “the people,” and that we have to
speak out. Then a French-speaking man takes the mike and says that he has three
important issues to raise. “One”, he says, “Danish democracy is very limited because
they want to open borders only to European people and not to people from Africa.
Two, regarding the students who proposed their project of studying dreams and
aspirations of migrants. We have the same dreams as you, our dreams are same as
yours. Three, I want to talk about the right to privacy. So, even if the bed I sleep on
might be from the municipality they cannot buy my privacy. I have a right to privacy
and so, the same I am telling you students, I have a right to privacy!”

b. Right to ask questions
I experienced another moment of rage not necessarily directly towards me but as a
critique of a process I was responsible in initiating in Bolzano. S’s rage emerged in
relation to the curious gaze of a large group of students directed towards him in
order to reveal himself to them. Such a process was led by a “mediator” in the context
of a public art work(audio-guide) that I had co-produced in collaboration also with S,
among many others. Feeling fully responsible for the process of mediation that I had
co-organized, I apologized to S about the unequal relations that had emerged around
the mediation process which we had failed to address. This however was challenged
by S. “Why doesn’t the mediator also share his own story as someone coming from
outside of Bolzano, just like me?”. Unequal roles of in/visibility assumed in practice
between the “refugee” and “mediator”47 served as a way to hide commonalities of
each other’s biographies, and reduced the relation to an unequal relation of
transparency expected of the singular Other.
46

47

About Kærshovedgård: The former prison Kærshovedgård, located in a forest 11 km outside Ikast in
Jutland, was opened as a deportation camp March 22, 2016. It is designed as a removal center, with the
intention of being the last stop before deportation. Only four people have however been deported since
the opening of the camp. The rest are detained without a time limit. Kærshovedgård currently houses 128
rejected asylum seekers, 15 people on tolerated stay and 46 people convicted to deportation. More than
half of the people cannot be deported and the rest will not leave voluntarily because they fear for their life if
they return. Everyone convicted have already served their time in prison, and are now, together with people
who have never committed a crime, facing indefinite detention. They have been placed as the result of an
administrative order from the Danish immigration office, and have thus not been put in front of a judge with
subsequent legal aid https://www.dukop.dk/events/3379?locale=da
Though we had explicitly mentioned our intentions of the mediation as a process of speaking through relations
built during the process of the work rather than pre-determined categories, but in fact later realized we had not
spent enough time and efforts to establish that common ground.
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We decided to mobilize S’s rage and make it central to the theme of the evening’s
public discussion in the park opposite the station in Bolzano where our project was
being temporarily housed. We came together along with the mediator to reveal the
tensions of these processes as well as to discuss possible formats about addressing
this issue of “right to opacity” that remained a big problem inhibiting social relations.
It still remains a question to me whether we adequately addressed the issue inter-personally. However, at the level of “making space” within the public processes of the
project, we ended up claiming the public discussion to speak about the dominant
practice of “posing questions to refugees” in everyday relations, and how it violates
one’s right to opacity and privacy. S took the mic and began the session with “Let me
ask you questions today instead of always you asking me questions.”, speaking to an
attentive audience about his experiences of everyday racism in Bolzano and a situated
humanism coming from his experiences. O (who was also collaborating in the
mediation processes) and I spoke about Frantz Fanon and the relevance of his works
to today’s Europe, reading out a fragment from his Wretched of the Earth on the
divide between the White city and city of the rest pointing to the divide between the
asylum centre behind the train station and the city centre in front of the station.

c. Interrogation in a bible-reading session
The above struggles also resonate with an encounter shared during a theatre retreat
in Nijmegen. The theatre session we had co-organized was led by a practitioner of the
“theatre of the oppressed”48 who had reduced his normal tariffs for our efforts of
Asylum University. One of the exercises we did was to break up into groups and share
stories of moments when each of us felt oppressed in the context of asylum, given
that all of us were tied in one way or the other in building relations under conditions
of asylum processes in Europe. I shared my experience of feeling helpless in witnessing
a friend’s friend being transferred to another asylum centre without his consent and
not being able to do anything about this. Another story came from a friend, J. Feeling
the need to socialize in settings where he shared similar interests, he told us he
enrolled himself into an informal bible reading session. Eager to meet new people and
to discuss the bible was of social interest to him. However, when he went to the
meeting he found himself in the middle of conversations where questions were
unidirectional towards him, all ending around his identity of country of origin, reasons
48

Theater of the Oppressed is based on Augusto Boal’s theater work inspired from Paulo Freire’s (1970/2005)
Pedagogy of the Oppressed, as a key aspect of how “oppressors” come into liberatory relationships with the
“oppressed.” For Freire, solidarity entails the recognition that liberation is a collective project that requires
dialogic participation and a critical consciousness of how both oppressor and oppressed are bound together
through power relations.
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for leaving his country, and so on and so forth, similar to the questions posed by the
immigration officers, without allowing him to ask questions to the others about
where they came from. “Why could we not connect with each other based on shared
interests?”, he asked, underlining his discomfort and anger on having to reveal himself
singularly yet again in the social realm that was extremely tiring.

A striking observation for us about certain refugee-solidarity spaces is sometimes the
increasing numbers of volunteers and researchers and students present rather than
refugees. This in itself is not a problem per se, however, it raises questions again around
what forms of everyday socio-cultural interactions dominate solidarity-work. The right
to privacy is a particularly challenging issue that keeps coming back in various forms of
resistance that we have witnessed on a daily basis. This re-iterates the need for relations
based on opacity rather than transparency (see also Chapter 1). We see the above
practice of interviewing and interrogating “refugees” as part of a recurring condition of
social interactions both within and outside solidarity work, in which unidirectionally
questioning dominates in relation to the category of “refugee.” The room to ask
questions back is often less because the “condition of being a refugee” tends to dominate
the content of conversations. Here, again, it is not the questioning per se but the power
structure underlying the questioning. That the questioning is around a legal category
(that itself is a highly racialized process under conditions of unequal powers of passports
to travel globally and therefore the rights of accessing other forms of second-class
citizenship like “refugeehood”) makes the process of revealing one’s biography highly
political. The right to privacy for us then is more a plea to overcome equating one’s legal
identity to one’s human self rather than what might appear in the above reaction as a
plea to say we are all the same. By posing the refugees as different and therefore having
dreams that are implied to be different from the ones the students dream about, in fact
departs from the notion that “refugees” must face problems that are different and
therefore their dreams must be different while being in a space where these differences
are meant to be overcome (regardless of whether the students were aware of this or
not). Out of compassionate eyes such a frame nevertheless implies the real question to
refugees as, “How does it feel to be a problem?” (also referred in the opening lines of this
chapter). This question implies for DuBois a familiar yet strange experience of being
made to feel different, a feeling of being a stranger in one’s own house. On another level,
we feel that the difference between the researchers and students, rather than around
differing dreams, is in fact around the relation of the latter asking the questions and
refugees only answering and unable to conduct research in such solidarity-spaces. This
is more a reflection of the unequal conditions of access to education tied to citizenship
rather than a reflection of true differences in intellectual capacities of individuals, that
equally needs to be questioned. Research relations in such a context must be aware of
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such unequal structural conditions and explore ways to directly or indirectly question
and challenge them, rather than solely build upon practices of unidirectional interrogation
that reproduce difference in spaces of solidarity.

7.2 Co-Workers in the Kingdom of Solidarity?
This, then, is the end of his striving: to be a co-worker in the kingdom of culture,
to escape both death and isolation, to husband and use his best powers and his
latent genius.
(DuBois, 2007, p. 3)
What DuBois calls being a “co-worker in the kingdom of culture”, in the context of refugee-solidarity in Europe today implies for us a call for being “co-workers in the kingdom
of solidarity”. Solidarity does not imply for us single stories, singular ways of being and
homogenous identities, but embracing the pluralities of human conditions. Solidarity
does not imply homogenization in the name of the “welfare-system in Denmark” (7.1.1).
Solidarity does not imply paternalism and assuming a passive subject that “needs Help.”
However, being co-workers in the kingdom of solidarity implies for us to simultaneously
question the broader institutional paternalism underlying welfare-systems and
humanitarian work in Europe, which produce practices of “entering homes without
invitation to transform gender relations” (7.1.2). Solidarity does not imply a division of
“here” - Europe, and “there, Africa/Asia/rest of the world, based on presence/absence of
panoramic views but entangled in the struggles of global structures of apartheid (7.1.3).
Solidarity is not limited to volunteering and studying the conditions of refugees in
Europe, but opening spaces for shared conversations on the global conditions producing
such everyday realities of unequal knowledge relations and access to education (7.1.4) to
begin with.

8
“Europe is no longer Europe”:
Montaging Borderlands of Help for
a Radical Politics of Place

This chapter is submitted as:
Aparna, K., Kande, O., Kramsch, O. & Schapendonk, J. (forthcoming). Europe is no
longer Europe: Montaging Borderlands of Help. Nordic Journal of Migration Research.
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Abstract
In this paper, we position the societal expectation of the ‘grateful refugee’ in the larger
European script of placing migrant help and integration. We ask, how might we re-imagine
geographies of migrant ‘help’ so as to break with the dominant ontologies of places as
sites embedded within the nation-state, and the accompanying relations of power which
displace the migrant in a perpetual penumbra of gratefulness? By montaging a series of
contrapuntal vignettes of borderlands producing Europe, we examine the moral
geographies of help and debt, and how geographical imaginations of place and placeidentities of practices of refugee-help today are entangled with mid-20th century wartime
aid. Drawing inspiration from the negritude movement, we argue that such ‘untimely
articulations’ produce ‘sites of décalage’ where Europe (as manifesting in such entangled
moral geo-histories of help) is no longer Europe, suggesting an initial vocabulary for a
radical politics of place.
Key-words: politics of place, help, montage, gratefulness, Europe
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Introduction: Placing ‘Grateful refugees’ in Europe
Some 3000 refugees were housed at the Heumensoord emergency camp located at the
edges of the municipality of Nijmegen, in the Dutch/German borderlands, during Europe’s
recent ‘reception crisis’. Despite the isolation from urban life (it was literally in a forest),
despite the spatial abnormality, the tensions between different groups in the camp, the
opaque asylum procedures, the noise and cold, some people got attached to the place
of ‘Nijmegen’. However, there was one remarkable moment. The people of the Heumensoord
Camp, alongside with other refugees in other places of the province of Gelderland,
began to express their gratefulness to the citizens of Nijmegen. They started to distribute
flowers in the central station, and in and around the city centre, wishing to thank
Nijmegen ‘citizens’ for their hospitality. Where did this need come from to thank the
Nijmegen community? For us, this moment of gratitude reflects a broader moral
geography of a ‘need to help’ (Malkki, 2015, see also Sandberg & Andersen, forthcoming)
that is inherently related to the societal expectation of the ‘grateful refugee’ (see also
Moulin, 2012; Casati, 2018).
As we argue, this figure of the grateful refugee fits a wider European script of migrant
integration in place. From the moment asylum seekers are granted with a temporary
residence paper or a refugee status, and as soon they leave the nodes of the humanitarian
mobility regime with that legal paper, they have to work on their integration. This
integration work, seen from a nation-state perspective, needs to ground in place and,
ideally so, in one place only. Following this logic of integration, displaced subjects need to
be turned into active citizens and uprooted people should take root again according to
the hegemonic national orders (Malkki, 1995). Such approaches of placing immigration
within state borders eventually bleed into local actions expecting ‘grateful refugees’.
The aim of this paper is to re-imagine geographies of migrant ‘help’ so as to break
with the dominant ontologies of places as sites embedded within the nation-state and
accompanying relations of power which fix the migrant in a perpetual penumbra of
gratefulness, un/deservedness and un/belonging. From the rich debate on transnational
migration, we already know that migrants/refugees transcend boundaries of places and
nation-states through their everyday practices and imaginations (see for some recent
examples in this journal: Haikkola, 2013; Bendixsen, 2018). Recently, however, Glick Schiller
(2018) argued that this field could take better into account the temporal dimension of
transnationalism. Here attention is brought to the importance of theorising temporality
in migration research to investigate how conjunctural changes make processes of
migration different. We relate her arguments to a postcolonial critique and investigate
instead how conjunctural changes produce different social expectations around practices of
Help and shifting identifications of bodies in such relations (Ahmed, 1997). We proceed
by proposing a montage of contrapuntal vignettes that connect geo-historical moments
and relations of help across three spaces: i) Thiaroye (Senegal)/France; ii) South Tirol
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(Italy/Austria), and iii) Nijmegen/Kranenburg (the Netherlands/Germany) that all work to
reveal Europe as borderland (Balibar, 2009), while simultaneously opening pathways to
re-imagine the spatial assumptions of help and gratitude today.
In so doing, we seek to further de-essentialise the spatial assumptions of help and
gratitude intertwining ‘native populations’ and ‘immigrant populations’. We use the
method of montage to craft vignettes out of a combination of material (varying from
poems of the Negritude movement, snippets from novels, biographical and historical
narratives, fieldwork notes of the Helping Hand Research Network, and informal
conversations). Our first vignette juxtaposes a fragment of a comic strip circulated by
the French colonial army in Dakar in 1940 aimed to attract young volunteers from Africa
to Help France fight Hitler’s occupation, with a narrative on the trajectories of actors
travelling from Eritrea to Netherlands anno 2015 aimed to highlight the barriers to
cross-border mobility in EU today for non-EU travellers. Our point here in juxtaposing
relations of help as part of migratory routes during the World War II with contemporary
ones is not to equate the efforts of soldiers of colonial troops to those of migrants
today. Nor is it to equate the voluntary efforts of some of these soldiers to those offered
by volunteers in refugee support today. What we are primarily interested in is what
geographical imaginations of place and therefore place-identities come to be produced
within such moral geopolitics of help.
Our second vignette quilts cartographic anxieties underpinning anti-imperial,
anarchist solidarities of mid-20th century in our Italian/Austrian borderlands of Tyrol with
contemporary refugee support, to recuperate the forgotten ‘geographies of home’ of
soldiers from colonies in-between empire and regional nationalisms. What concerns us
here about histories of solidarities are what geographical imaginations of borders and
place are being produced (through maps and narratives) and therefore what/who
remains at the margins of these imaginations.
The final vignette stretches across the Dutch/German borderland to the German
village of Kranenburg, where a citizen’s initiative was founded in the wake of 2015 to
provide support to migrants. Here, we connect the anxiety and disappointment of
members of this initiative at the supposed ‘ungratefulness’ of refugees who do not show
up for organized coffee/cake socials (revealed during a fi eld-workshop vi sit) to the
anxieties shown by Kranenburgers seventy-five years ago at the precise moment when
Allied forces pushed into the Rhineland and liberated Nijmegen, Arnhem and the broader
border region in September, 1944. What connects both moments, in our view, are
visceral concerns on the part of the German population regarding the territorial
coherence and stability of the border as well as the proper ‘place’ of non-integrated
actors in their vicinity (Polish, Ukrainian and Dutch forced labour as well as advancing
American and Canadian troops [and cows] in 1944; African and Middle Eastern migrants
in 2018). What concerns us here is the question of which bodies are the site of
anxiety justifying the banalities of violence in demarcating borders.
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In doing so, we suggest an initial, rather than a comprehensive, vocabulary to unearth the
globally-entangled spatial foundations of place. For the vignettes, we deliberately looked
for diverse fragments (across forms) that reveal similar threads (of anxieties, and
geographical imaginations) across seemingly unrelated events, rather than looking for
sources about the same events. The three vignettes are contrapuntal for the ways they
shed a different light on Europe and its ‘crisis’ (see also Mainwaring, Mulvey and Piacentini,
forthcoming) as well as for the ways they diffuse presumed notions of help/gratitude,
inside/outside and guests/hosts that are implicitly or explicitly embedded in recent
refugee aid initiatives (see also Sandberg and Andersen, forthcoming; Aparna &
Schapendonk, 2018). In re-suturing the place-fixing dynamics of current migration and
border regimes in Europe to the ‘forgotten’ stories of colonial troops and (in the case of
the third vignette) German responses to Allied movement in a borderland that for a brief
historical window became a global staging ground in the final act of a world war, we essay
a redemptive spatiality that once again stages these borderlands as sites for world-historical theorizing and intervention yet-to-come.

8.1 M
 ontage as method: Re-cognizing globally-entangled
spatial foundations of places
Inheritance of an early 20th century artistic and political avant-garde, montage-as-technique in art, film, theatre and writing seeks through cutting, stopping and pasting of
heterogeneous fragments the production of unanticipated wholes which serve to
“extend the idea of the real to something not yet seen” (Lavin & Teitelbaum, 1992, p.8).
For Bloch (1998), visual montage offers a fertile means to represent such utopianism,
since its juxtaposition of fragments would permit the blossoming of allegory, offering
multiple jumping-off points in the present from which to imagine a better future. In this
paper we take ‘jumping off points’ very seriously. In replacing temporal images of a
continuous life, they go far in providing us an explicitly spatial vocabulary that allows for
the apprehension of multiplicity, simultaneity and co-contemporaneity that linear
time-based narratives traditionally deny. We use montage to re-present and re-cognize
the globally-entangled spatial foundations of places, as well as the utopian energies that
can be released from acknowledging that “not yet seen” (Soja 1989, 1996; Pred, 1995).
As Pred (1995, p.25) argues, montage allows us to “reveal what is most central to
the place and time in question by confronting the ordinary with the extraordinary,
the common-place with the out-of-place”.
To achieve this we build on the poetics of the négritude movement, especially the
works of Senghor that both in form and content perform their own montage in creating
shocks through an outburst of sensations and metaphors that displace linear narratives
of geo-histories of Europe and nation-states, one that was certainly inspired by but also
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took distance from the Surrealist movement. Living between Senegal and France,
Martinique and France, and various other locations ‘in-between’ the metropole and
peripheries gave the poets of the négritude movement the power to see Europe and the
rest of the world as deeply entangled in pasts and futures. For these poets the unequal
opposition between the ‘Orient’ and the ‘Occident’, the ‘Black’ and ‘White’, ‘Senegal’ and
‘France’, ‘Africa’ and ‘Europe’ understood as an opposition between ‘Emotion’ and
‘Reason’ underpinning common sense knowledges of colonialism and post-war
independence movements – at a time when borders were being redrawn – needed to be
‘re-appropriated’ while at the same time being deeply questioned in order to re-imagine
a new humanism beyond these dichotomies.
At the same time, we read the works of the poets from our own multilingual positions
today. We do not start from a clear- cut opposition between those who ‘migrate’ and
those who ‘study migration’, between the ‘voice of story’ and ‘voice of theory’, between
‘African migrants’ and ‘European scholars’. We rather articulate a relation of entanglement
of geo-historical conditions producing our differential access to cross-border mobility,
citizenship and subsequent rights to education and scholarship, also at a time when
borders are being re-drawn along dichotomies of Us/Them. In fact, the process of writing
of this paper has been a practice of re-placing our own borderlands and biographies as
produced from worlds otherwise separated as ‘here’ and ‘there’, ‘Europe’ and ‘not
Europe’. We write in response to the absence of narratives of transnational histories in
collective memories of help (for example in museums, public memorial practices of
world war I and II) shaping our borderlands, in order to re-imagine the present-futures
beyond such dichotomies.
Building on the poetics-as-politics approach of the négritude movement, we develop a
lens for rewriting places that each of the authors inhabit and have witnessed as ‘sites of
help’ for refugees. Rather than ‘cities’ within nation-states helping refugees, we instead
sculpt a poetics of place within the context of a longue durée of “aid” (since the early
20th century). We are inspired by Senghor’s poetics of geographical ‘décalage’ enacted
through his poetry (1991, p.68). Senghorian ‘décalage’ implies for us not a theoretical
concept, but a way of montaging snapshots of events otherwise kept separate to both
reveal the violence of borders and simultaneously undoing them. Speaking from such an
entanglement allows us to escape the problem of difference and to carve out an
alternative politics of place that goes beyond the notions of ‘grateful refugees’ and
European citizens ‘helping’ Others (see also Sandberg & Andersen, forthcoming).
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8.2 Re-Placing Help: Re-cognizing the Spatialities of
Colonial Wartime Entanglement
8.2.1 Vignette I: ‘Europe is no More Europe”
“Mamadou and his friend Ibrahima, being good Muslims, drink lemonade, not alcohol
in the cafes of Dakar and flirt with pretty African girls. Their girlfriends bid them a
tearful farewell and the African public gives them a heroic send-off from the port of
Dakar. The crossing is uneventful save for glimpses the two friends catch of enemy
submarines observing their convoy. But French reconnaissance aircraft protect the
fleet and they reach Casablanca and then Gibraltar safely; in the straits they express
their admiration for the naval might of England, France’s staunch ally. Finally, their
ship reaches Marseille, where the African soldiers are warmly greeted by a French
population showering them with gifts of cigarettes and flowers [....] On a tourist
excursion by boat to Château d’If, Mamadou plunges into the cold winter water of
the Mediterranean to rescue a young girl Mireille, who has accidentally fallen
overboard. The two African soldiers are befriended by Mireille’s grateful family and
are invited home for meals and human warmth. They meet her brother Marius, a
corporal who turns out, by coincidence, to be attached to their company at their
new camp ‘somewhere on the Côte d’Azur. There is time for more tourism, the
obligatory visit to a perfume factory at a town whose name is censored, but which
is probably Grasse. By now the three friends are anxious to go to the front and deal
with the hated enemy once and for all. [...The three friends take a train] ‘somewhere
to the northeast’.” (Translation of fragments of La Gazette Du Tirailleur, June, 1940
in Echenberg, 1985, p.366-367)
“M and J have travelled for years from a village in Eritrea and Asmara respectively to
Italy. They meet each other in Milan and after hanging out in the bars near Porta de
Venezia they depart their ways. After trying unsuccessfully to cross to UK and arriving
in Amsterdam, M is transported to Ter Apel to register his fingerprints. After some
months of waiting, he is transported on a day’s notice to an apartment on the outskirts
of Breda. Soon he hears through common friends that J has made it to the Netherlands
and is living in the camp Heumensoord. J gets off the bus and is being welcomed by
people in uniforms working for the organization running the camp. He is given a
coloured waist-band, some bedsheets, coupons for lunch, and a bed. The rules of the
camp are explained, hours of entering and leaving, rules for bringing in visitors, for
using the ‘recreation centre’, etc. He is told that he has to wait in the camp until he
receives an invitation for an ‘interview’. He leaves his bags in the camp and comes
outside for a smoke. He is welcomed by groups of people waiting to meet him and
others who had arrived with tea, coffee and invitations for dinner and human warmth.
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In a few days J is standing in front of the main train station of Nijmegen, alongwith
other residents of the camp, holding flowers and a banner that reads ‘Thank You
Nijmegen’.” (Narrative based on incidents witnessed by authors as well as on journeys
of inhabitants currently living in Nijmegen and Breda, September 2015-June 2016)
In the first excerpt of a cartoon strip depicting the route of Mamadou and Ibrahima rural
geographies of Africa and Europe are connected by sea as part of ‘French territories’,
rather than what is today performed as the Mediterranean separating EU from states of
Northern and Sub-Saharan Africa (see also deBono and Mainwaring, forthcoming).
What differentiates these places however is the site of help. The frontlines of the war are
depicted as occurring in France/Europe, while the village where the characters reside is
only a place of recruitment. Europe comes to be produced as a place ‘needing help’, while
places providing help are produced as ‘outside Europe’ despite part of the same
empire(s). Europe here rather than a united homogenous entity is in fact the battlefield
of colonial powers at war needing help from their expanded territories.
What such geographical depictions conveniently erase however are the battlefields
ii
in-between this ‘Europe’ and ‘outside’. Sites like Thiaroye , and many other such ‘transit
places’ emerge as the ‘not-yet-seen’ that expose the paradoxes of the end of the war
from an imperial experience that continue to be relevant to contemporary hierarchies of
citizenship rights in EU. Where is Thiaroye? Or rather, who is Thiaroye? To Senghor,
Thiaroye is a place where “France is no more France” (Senghor 1991, p.68). It is a place
that symbolises the resistance against the unequal treatment of soldiers from the
colonies who fought at the frontlines in Europe and for France during the world war II. It
is a place where ‘the France’ that these soldiers fought for, ‘their France’, vanished
overnight when denied equal rights (for pension and repatriation) at a very early moment
of ‘liberation’ while being severely punished for demanding the same. It is at the same
time, for Senghor, a place from where to see a future in which ‘this France’ that
discriminates is no more, as a promise to and witness of those who died at Thiaroye.
Ironically, the politics of transit and transit camps is put very central to EU’s approach
to hamper African mobility today. Along important migratory routes through Mali, Niger
and Libya, the International Organization for Migration has installed ‘transit centres’ in
which migrants wait for their return to their places of origin (see also Brachet, 2016).
Waiting, however, does not only occur outside Europe. The refugee experience – and in
particular refugees’ relation to place – is defined by the state of waiting (Khosravi, 2014).
Despite produced by the standardized administration of asylum reception discussed
initially, however, this state of waiting derives from the mundane practices of exclusion
producing Europe. The bordering practices occurring in these transit places, while clearly
unfolding along very different conditions of citizenship rights and legalities to those of
the tirailleurs waiting in Thiaroye in 1944 (given that people waiting for their asylum
papers do not possess legal documents of citizenship in EU while the tirailleurs in
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Thiaroye were French citizens), nevertheless symbolize for us what Panagiotidis and
Tsianos call “temporal zones of hierarchized mobility” (2007, p.82). The selective inclusion
or allowance of certain mobilities needed as labour during the world wars and the
simultaneous prosecution of those demanding equal rights as French soldiers early in
the liberation (Sembène & Lo, 1988), folds onto the conditions of partial inclusion of
certain mobilities needed as informal labour in EU who are also simultaneously managed
as part of the “deportation regime” (Mezzadra & Neilson, 2013).
At another level, in our re-narration of the route of M and Jiii despite the voluntary
and forced (im)mobilities of the two characters across various cities J is expected to
show gratitude to the residents of the city of Nijmegen at a time when it is in fact meant
as a ‘transit place’ to the residents of the camp. Simultaneously, M is expected to show
gratitude to the (volunteer) residents of the city of Breda as part of ‘integration’ like
towards those providing language support, or towards all residents by participating in
the voluntary sectors in the city. The villages of Africa, among others, that were once the
site of ‘giving help’ during the world war II, and whose peoples were welcomed with
flowers by local populations for helping ‘France’ (among others) fight the war, in today’s
context of poverty, war and insecurity causing people to move along the same routes to
‘Europe’ are however put into binary expectations. Either expected to give flowers to the
‘local’ despite the harsh conditions of welcome, or treated as ‘violable’ bodies that are
‘out of place’. The moral relations towards non-white bodies whose blood came to write
courageous acts of world war II that were however dispossessed of their rights and
disposed from the script of Liberation (Echenberg, 1985), are contrapuntal to acts of
everyday violence towards black bodies at the margins of asylum procedures. One of the
authors of this paper is confronted in his everyday life with racist attitudes and violent
attacks. These events however are rarely recognised in the societal expectations of
‘grateful refugees’ and ‘benevolent helpers’ scripting Europe. These violent acts are for
us deeply rooted in the geo-historical mentalities and imaginaries producing Africa and
Europe along the unequal contours of the colour line (Fanon, 1991; DuBois, 1903/1989)
where (in)gratitude is but an ongoing struggle for human dignity and equality. The amnesia
towards shared histories of war, we argue, not only separates the territories and identities
of migrants/refugees from Europe but in doing so also imposes an ahistorical power
relation that either places gratitude as a default sense of place separating M and J from
the citizens of Nijmegen, or displaces their non-white bodies as violable rather than
entangled in a longue durée of ‘aid’.
And yet, despite the violence of Thiaroye that deeply affected Senghor - himself a
soldier of France during the world war II, and a freed ‘prisoner of war’ returning from the
camps across Occupied France - he wrote just one day after the killings of Thiaroye in
Paris, December, 1944:
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“Black prisoners, should I say French prisoners, is it true
That France is no longer France?
Is it true that the enemy has stolen her face?
Is it true that bankers’ hate has bought her arms of steel?
Wasn’t it your blood that cleansed the nation
Now forgetting its former mission?
[…]
No, you have not died in vain.
You are witnesses of immortal Africa.
You are witnesses of the new world to come.
Sleep now, O Dead! Let my voice rock you to sleep,
My voice of rage cradling hope.”
(Senghor, 1991, p.68)

8.2.2 Vignette II: Displacing Cartographic Anxieties and ‘Geographies
of Home’ Along the African/Italian/Austrian Borderlands
“[T]his is the story of the longest route of my grandfather. He travelled from Eritrea
to Libya during the first world war... returning from the war my grandfather brought
back all his clothes. He kept the clothes he was wearing while in the military. He used
to dress in traditional Eritrean clothes before, but when he returned from the war
he started to dress like when in the Italian army and we still have these clothes
hanging on the wall in our home.”
[M, referred previously as recently participating in integration activities in Breda, Nl,
workshop Lungomare, Bolzano, June 2016]
“This platform 3 is particularly very strong in my memories because the waiting
room was shut and the police did not allow the people to take the train to Germany.
I was crying and shouting, asking them, “Why? Why?”. Then the refugees were
coming to console me saying, “Don’t cry mama, don’t cry mama.”
[Volunteer of a bottom-up citizen initiative in Bolzano, personal communication,
September 2016]
With refugee routes shifting because of the harsh controls along the Balkan route,
Bolzano’s train station transformed overnight into an EU borderland manifesting in the
presence of German, Austrian and Italian police stopping people randomly for ‘paper
checks’ and preventing travel of those not in possession of the ‘right documents’, despite
possessing fully paid tickets to Munich. Local police, who were themselves offering food
to such stranded passengers on an ad-hoc and voluntary basis had restricted capacities.
The meek presence and near absence of volunteers from Caritas and Voluntarius (the
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two large humanitarian organisations in Italy) reinforced the sense that humanitarian
agencies were implicitly working in line with security regimes rather than contesting
them – of the humanitarian border (Walters, 2011). All this eventually led to a powerful
initiative of citizens who spontaneously organised support at the station. Literally using
the train platforms for cooking warm food, reimbursing tickets for these travellers with
their own identity and bank cards needed for the same, and mobilising clothes and other
daily essentials, such practices transformed a ‘place of transit’ or ‘place of border control’
into a place of conviviality (Gilroy, 2005b) whose encounters continue to foster new
friendships and new families that are being built till today.
And yet, there were also striking moments of conflicting intentionalities and missed
communications. We were confronted with this when a member of the above-mentioned
citizen initiative reflected,
“When they arrived here from Libya and so many places after a long journey, many
of them did not know where they were. So, we began to draw maps of Italy, to give
them orientation. “We made these maps to tell them that there is Austria between
Italy and Germany. But they were not interested. Arriving here with clothes worn out
from 2 or so years of travel, they were more pre-occupied with arriving in Germany
with new clothes.” (See Figure 8.1)

Figure 8.1 Mapping Borders, Credit: Beatrice Catanzaro June 2016
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The gesture of spontaneously drawing maps to people who are new to a place is definitely
with good intentions and in this case can also be potentially useful for very practical
purposes of travel and anticipating border-checks. However, it also raises the question of
whether maps are always the most legible or productive tools for orientation. One can
also argue that they close the possibilities of orienting oneself based on other embodied
and sensorial histories and geographies such as memories, stories, smell, touch etc. that
one carries with oneself while travelling. According to Painter, “cartographic anxiety’ can
be defined as the unease that places may not be mappable; its corollary, cartographic
desire, is thus precisely the yearning for mappability.” (2006, p.347). We see the tendencies
to help refugees ‘orient’ themselves in Europe through mapping bounded nation-states
of EU against a detached and separate ‘Africa’ today as part of a longer trajectory of
cartographic anxieties.
We would like to especially dive into the geographical imaginations popularised
through accounts of explorers, travel writing, and scientific production through which
Europe’s internal and external borderlands came to be demarcated in the nation/empire
building processes of 19th and 20th centuries (Atkinson, 2005), Italy being part of the same. The
discipline of geography came to play a crucial role in producing ethno-cartographic
territories making them available for conquest, civilising missions and colonisation
(Atkinson, 2005). Bolzano, as part of Europe’s ‘internal’ Italian/Austro-Hungarian borderlands
of South Tyrol, can be seen as in fact related to the outer borderlands/‘regions’ like
Eritrea, Libya and lands part of constructing Italian East Africa, among others, that were
being bargained between empires and powers fighting the two world wars (Thompson,
2008). At the same time, as Ferretti (2016) highlights, anti-imperial scholarly critiques
inspired by anarchist thinkers like Reclus, and Kropotkin simultaneously emerged during
these times, especially between 1875-1917. Here the critiques against ‘internal colonialism’
in the north and south of Italy by the Austro-Hungarian empire came to be linked to
debates against Italy’s ambitions of expansion in Africa. Regional anarchists saw their
struggles as part of anti-imperial debates across the world. However, such anti-imperial
arguments, especially led by the figure of Arcangelo Ghisleri (1855-1938) -a geographer/
activist working outside the university and teaching in public schools and publishing
scientific texts in non-academic circles, also fed irredentist movements aiming to “free”
Italian speaking regions. While condemning Italy’s expansions in Africa against the antigeographic visions of ‘the scramble for Africa’, nevertheless such approaches claimed for
a ‘geography of home’ and the northern border of Italy within “pure linguistic borders”
and social geographies rooted in Italian cultures (Ferretti, 2016).
The singularity of the locality being produced by this geography of home somehow
closes the possibility to acknowledge intertwined histories and entangled futures of lives
caught in-between and beyond these dual scales. Where, we ask, will the story find its
place, of the grandfather of our collaborator and friend from Eritrea (whose trajectory
from Eritrea to EU today is fictionalised in the beginning vignette as M), who fought in
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Libya for the Italian army in early 1900s and came ‘home’ with the Italian uniform that
always hung on the wall of their ‘home’ in Asmara, in such dual scalar politics? Can one
think of geographies of home from such a relational elsewhere caught between the
hierarchies of imperial armies separating colonial subjects and citizens, and the
up-rootedness of local belonging coming from war?
In these lost geo-histories of the present, Bolzano emerges as a site of décalage,
precisely in the gaps of anti-imperial cross-border solidarities during the age of empire
that produces Asmara as separate from a ‘geography of home’ of South Tyrol, and the
gaps of geographical knowledges underpinning refugee help along the Italian/Austrian
border today producing Africa as detached from Europe. Thinking Bolzano as such a site
of décalage, we argue, allows us to montage solidarities now and then to fold onto each
other in order to re- imagine a future beyond the Europe of cartographical anxieties. A
beyond that connects more with the onderduikers in Kranenburg (following vignette),
and the protesters in Thiaroye, than the here and now of expectations that come with
refugee help.

8.2.3 Vignette III: Placing Empty Hands Across the Dutch/German Border:
the Long Shadow of ‘der Fall Kluettgen’
“Water, a pump, meadows, fields, a few trees. Perhaps a flight into illusion … now,
where the noise of war from the front threatens to become ever louder, to write
about the beauty of the Fatherland … Here – your Fatherland, for which it is worth
defending with all our strength.” iv
(Michels & Sliepenbeek, 1964, p.28)
“American optimism appeared to consist mostly of fantasies about yet another
foreign country. A young lieutenant remembered wondering ‘what all those blonde
girls really looked like, with wooden shoes on their feet and windmills in their eyes’.
A number of paratroopers had heard that the Netherlands was the country of
diamonds, and they dreamed of returning home with enough loot to set themselves
up in style.”
(Beevor, 2018, p.76)
“Stanley Nosecki visualized with his eyes closed ‘the Poniatowski bridge, the Column
of Zygmunt, the King’s Castle and the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier’. He wondered,
‘Are they still fighting in Warsaw on those famous streets of Nowy Swiat and Tamka?
Is the Holy Cross Church still there, where I used to serve as an altar-boy every other
Sunday?’”
(Beevor, 2018, p.69)
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“[All] those orange flags made it very like Ulster.”
(observation of Irish Guards officer upon entering Eindhoven, cited in Beevor, 2018,
p.169)
“Once the furions firing..died down, a defiant ‘Whoa Mahomet!’ rang out. This was
the 1st Parachute Brigades war cry from North Africa.”
(Beevor, 2018, p.138)
“It was very hard to persuade them to return.”
(observation of British soldier upon seeing hundreds of asylum patients wandering
the woods in shock around the village of Wolfheze after an ammunition dump near
their asylum hospital was hit accidentally by Allied mortar fire (Beevor, 2018, p.99))
“The other problem was cows. Sergeant Roy Hatch became desperate when a cow
kept running ahead madly rather than escaping to the side. Even once the glider
came to rest, the men were still not safe.” (Beevor, 2018, p.87)
These epigraphs glide into our lived borderland from 75 years ago, at the very moment
of Nijmegen’s ‘liberation’ by the Allies, in one of the final dénouments of WWII. In the way
we stop and cut them - alternating between the texts of German-language and Englishlanguage historians narrating the Allied landing as it was experienced on either side of
this borderland - we suture perspectives that were meant to be kept apart at all costs:
the self- contained world of a locally-contained Heimat, a view whose liminal edge
matched the edge of one of the largest forests in Germany – the Reichswald – and those
views which, falling literally from the sky, would blast that space into something entirely
other, rendering it for a brief moment a ‘global border’ (Kramsch, 2006). Notable in this
worlding dynamic is the extent to which many of the actors involved – from the
fantasy-filled Americans to Warsaw-obsessed Polish officers, from orange/Oranje-inspired Irish Guards to the battle-hardened troops recently emerged from the North
African theatre, including local cows who become a vital infrastructure for Allied troops
– projected a comparative-relational ‘elsewhere’ onto this wartime frontier. In the
resulting montage a set of resonances is attempted which connects the ‘problem’ of
multi-perspectivalness and ungovernable bodies perplexing a local German citizen’s
initiative engaged in refugee-support to that of earlier generations of that same
community at the end of the war, illuminated by a notorious war crime now commonly
referred to as ‘the Kluettgen case’.
During our field visit to the small German village of Kranenburg on 30 November,
2017, we were confronted with a shared sense of disappointment among a small group
of helpers (all older than 50), engaged in volunteer work for Runder Tisch, an informal
network of citizen- activists established since 2015 to assist in integrating the town’s
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growing migrant community. The perspective of disappointed helpers was documented
by one of the Scottish members of our Helping Hands project (see Sandberg and
Andersen, forthcoming, for the context of fieldwork) attending the meeting:
“The question of gratitude was of huge importance to this group. They could not
understand why, if they were setting up a meeting or a session people would either
not come or come late. This cultural practice was assumed to be shared by everyone
and so non-attendance was often taken quite personally.” (Mulvey 2017; personal
fieldwork notes)
This group of Kranenburg citizens had the intention to do something good for the
recently arrived refugees. They approached refugees, they invited groups and individuals
to kaffee-kuchen, they made public announcements. There was help, but no receiver. A
welcome culture was established, but the grateful subject was missing. This produced
disappointment, misunderstanding, and it even reproduced a narrative of difference
(different interpretation of clock time, different ways of valuing ‘appointments’ and
different norms around materialism, communication). The small group of citizens that
were so ready to help, however, know now that even with the best of intentions they are
not the only people who have a say in where and how people attach to places. They must
contend with bodies that ‘misbehave’, ungovernable bodies operating on the basis of
other space-time expectations, wishes and desires. They must learn to put up with
Senghorian décalage, as evinced by one of the authors attending the Runder Tisch
meeting.
“I was out with [my daughter] the whole time since the place of the meeting was not
really baby friendly. As I stand in the passage waiting for the group to come out,
I speak with the people living in the house. The men here are busy cooking. I get to
warm a bottle of milk from the microwave in the basement where the computers
were being used. It was more baby friendly outside the meeting room so I stay there.
After the meeting I speak to A, a Syrian refugee in Kleve. “They don’t talk about the
real problem!”, he tells me. “So, what is the real problem then?” I ask. “The real
problem is that they are afraid of anyone who is not Christian. I tell them I am
from Spain.”
(Aparna, 2017, personal fieldwork notes)
“The inhabitants of Wyler had listened restlessly and fearfully at the noise of the
fighting. Houses burst in flame in the Lage woods, and as they watched their own
troops flood back the sky became dark again around 3pm … Airplane upon airplane
let go of its glider, which thereafter sailed down to earth. The [gliders] swayed over
their heads, and nineteen landed in the meadows between their village and Zyfflich.
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One party crashed into the Lamers farm.”v
(Michels & Sliepenbeek, 1964, p.33)
“A lieutenant in the 82nd was entranced when he looked down from the open door
and saw a convent below, with a group of nuns in the courtyard staring up at them
in amazement.”
(Beevor, 2018, p.81)
An ‘impossible’ space-time separates the above-placed pieces of quote-collage,
making their juxtaposition all the more poignant and subversive. Impossible, firstly
because their readers were never meant to know each other, encounter each other,
understand one other, except on pain of death. A forest literally separated their
world-views. How could those who knew deeply what the destruction of ‘Hof
Lamers’ meant ever know the exhileration felt by the lieutenant of the 82nd Airborn
as he looked down over the nunnery? Similarly, an impossible space-time separates
the well-meaning citizen-helpers of Kranenburg from that Syrian refugee, who must
go underground as a diver (‘onderduiker’)vi in order to pass as a socially integrated
member of a German border village. Those unable to ‘dive’, those who remain un-integrate-able, become vulnerable bodies, bodies to whom the care of well-wishing
helpers can be withdrawn at a moment’s notice. They become as expendable as the
two American servicemen caught by German forces in the border village of Wyler
on the 21st of September, 1944. Both were disarmed and transported to Kranenburg,
located just a few kilometres from the border. In front of Kranenburg city hall they
were presented to SA-Obersturmbannfuhrer Kluettgen. In his diary Herr M. reports
that upon being informed that they were American prisoners:
“The SA-leader then drew his pistol from the holster, closely approached the
prisoners, held the pistol a hand’s-breadth from the head of the first one, and pulled
the trigger. The pistol did not fire. His assistant took it from him and busied himself
with it briefly. Then he held it again near the head of the prisoner and fired again.
Again there was a hindrance. As on the first occasion, he pointed the pistol away
again and once again aimed it at the head of the prisoner. Now a shot fired. The
prisoner was hit in the head and fell wordlessly to the ground. The assistant then
shot the second prisoner in the head, and also he fell without a word to the ground.”
(Michels & Sliepenbeek, 1964, p.33)vii
After being executed, the bodies of the two Americans were thrown over an adjacent
fence into a neighbour’s garden. The place of this incident is shown in Figure 8.2.
Postwar rationalizations of Kluttgen’s behaviour vary. Some say in executing the two
Americans Kluttgen was taking revenge on the fact that several members of his family
perished during the Allied bombing of Aachen just a few days before the incident. Others
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Figure 8.2 ‘Empty place’ Credit: Authors

suggest he was acting rationally in an extremely precarious situation in which any
non-ethnic Germans – and here the role of Polish, Ukrainian and Dutch foreign
forced-labor working to build the Westwall front must be noted – risked at any moment
deserting to the ‘other side’, to that of American and British troops advancing from
Groesbeek Heights (Michels & Sliepenbeek, 1964, p.45). We are not in a position to judge
the historical record. But seventy-five years on, we can recuperate the ‘silence’ of both
American soldiers in the face of their agonizingly awkward and slow execution as a
world-historical silence, one that speaks eloquently beyond the grave not only to the
absent rule of law during the time of German National Socialism (as the ‘case Kluettgen’
is often portrayed), but as an ‘empty place’ in which ‘empty hands’ risk exposure to statesanctioned violence and terror. Here, as in the case of the massacre at Thiaroye – which
would occur just a little over a month later –, at this moment and on this spot, ‘Germany
is no more Germany’. Our montage of views and sites/sights converging onto this
Kranenburg street corner allows us to beat out rhythms resonating with the décalage
and discontinuities of placing help proffered to foreign bodies who do not ‘fit’ dominant
social scripts assigned to them. In so doing, it attempts to open a space ‘beyond’ by
showing how that ‘beyond’ – both then and now – has been crucial in the constitution of
our borderland as lived space today (Massey, 1995).

198 | Enacting Asylum University

8.3 Coda: Excavating Europe as a Site of Décalage
for a Radical Politics of Place
This paper uses the method of montage to de-essentialise the spatial assumptions of
help and gratitude in relation to refugees in Europe. We see the politics of time as
inevitably related to the problem of refugee Help producing Europe as a place. The contemporaneity, or ‘timeliness’ of the refugee question underpinning the politics of place
shaping relations of Help, we urge, needs to be deeply questioned. Instead, we position
our lens of décalage as symbolizing the ‘untimeliness’ of Help related to a politics of
place, rather than understood as representative of a ‘discontinuity’ that requires
restoration into an imagined coherent script of ‘timely’ places and their pasts. Such a
poetics of untimeliness comes from fundamentally not knowing or claiming what one’s
‘true place’ is (Leuwers, 1988), rather than the other way around. Wilder refers to
“untimely” as:
“ways that the historical present is not – or no longer appears to be –identical with
itself. Untimeliness may entail processes of temporal confusion or illumination when
conventional distinctions between past, present, and future no longer obtain, when
tenses blur and times (seem to) interpenetrate. Untimely processes also lead social
actors either to misrecognize or deliberately conflate one historical period for
another, to act as if they inhabited an epoch that had already passed or had not yet
arrived. These untimely practices, whether unconscious or intentional, can serve
either transformative or conservative ends.” (Wilder, 2015, p.37)
The above vignettes are to us collisions of ‘untimely articulations’ (Haraway, 1992)
between the ruptured future-presents of the postcolonial not-yet in relation to the
‘already passed’ silences and absences of colonial borders. These collisions, shaped by
the encounter with the Other (be it the tirailleur or the migrant), have yet to fully meet
each other in place - a place where Europe is no more Europe. From such a lens the
Europe of geohistorical processes relating to black bodies as violable is no more, while at
the same time the amnesiac Europe of ‘benevolent helping hands’ is also no more.
Outlining an agenda for a ‘radical politics of place’, Doreen Massey argues to go beyond
‘simple temporal continuity’ or ‘spatial simultaneity without historical depth’ (1995). Our
plea for a ‘radical politics of place’ urges for a Europe that is no more Europe, one
emerging from the ashes of hidden histories and retrospections of pregnant elsewheres
via processes of creative poetic destruction. It is a proposition for a radical practice of
place that rejects neat tightly bound histories while constantly searching for the
not-yet-seen spatial entanglements from the existential condition of never fully knowing
one’s place. A Europe where gratefulness and refugeeness gets disentangled; it is a
Europe where we do not know beforehand who is willing to give flowers to whom.
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“Only one ending is possible: TO BE CONTINUED ...”
(Soja, 1996, p.320)

Being Here
I am a hidden fruit under a leaf,
My stories do not go into books or one-minute briefs.
I gave birth to this town, but my voice only travels in whispers and through cracks,
I paved the first road, but they stop me at museums with their backs.
I am a shadow fruit under a snake
I am the wife of “the man who was the first to take the boat to London
to get his doctorate.”
I am the mother of his children,
I am the daughter to a family of pilgrims.
I am the grandson of a German from the far East who fought in both World Wars,
manning a machine gun against wave after wave of Senegalese tirailleurs who came
over the trenches literally armed to the teeth with their knives, later dying of typhus in a
Russian camp, now buried on the German/Polish border.
I am the grand-nephew of a colonial-era French rubber plantation baron who,
struck with polio, was literally carried on the backs of servants,
and who returned to France a broken man.
I, too, am the son to a family of pilgrims.
I am a hidden fruit under a leaf
They call me a goddess but I don’t want to be turned into stone
I am but a shining fruit under the sun
I am the ocean connecting worlds undone.
I am the fire cracking open your wooden hearts
I am the moonlight brightening your dark parts.
I am but a hidden fruit whose tongue is split.
I don’t want your pity
I don’t want your anger.
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I want to be hidden but under the rhythms of Her silent screams
I want to emerge but in Her wanderings away from streams
I am a hidden fruit under the sky
I am an emerging fruit deep underground.
- Aparna & Kramsch, 2019

Être loin
Ici où je suis très loin de ma contrée ,
Tres loin de mon cher pays le Sénégal,
pays d’hospitalité,
Pays de la cordialité,
Pays de la solidarité.
Quand le ciel s’assombrit ,
Et que Morphée m’étreint,
Je me plonge dans l’utopie,
Une illusion enluminée par un monde
Sans racisme,
Sans discrimination,
Sans intolérance,
Ah oui! Et si tout ça pouvait être relatif.
À l’image de Bolzano dont je rêve.
Une Bolzano,
Qui accueillit,
Qui héberge,
Qui assiste,
Qui guide,
Les dignes fils du pays de la téranga, pour ne pas dire les petits fils des braves tirailleurs.
Ici, je suis loin de chez moi,
Mais comme je suis chez moi.
Bolzano une ville à découvrir et à entretenir.
- Kande, 2019
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Lost Europe(s)

This Chapter is published as:
Aparna, K., Mahamed, Z., Deenen, I. & Kramsch, O. (2017). Lost Europe(s). Journal of
Ethnography and Qualitative Research, 3, 435-452.
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Abstract
At a time of heightened anxiety, fear and need to fix «the Other» - the Stranger - in place
occasioned by unprecedented inflows of refugees into Europe, we pose the question to
what extent, and in what productive manner, Europe might «get lost» in the world today.
Starting from a fraught moment of racialized interrogation of supposedly «mistaken
identity/location» experienced by one of the authors along the Dutch/German border of
Nijmegen (The Netherlands) and Kleve (Germany), we contextualize such an encounter
within a modernist tradition of Situationist “dérive”, the better to tease out the political
potentiality inherent in the act of «getting lost» in an urbanized cross-border region such
as the one we collectively inhabit. Placing intra-European “avant-garde” spatial practices
critical of capitalist modernity in dialogue with postcolonial writings on 18th-century
slave maroon societies at the so-called peripheries of European empire, we explore to
what extent the act of «getting lost» conjoined with «going maroon» may be recuperated
today by refugee and migrant solidarity groups within Europe’s borderlands so as to
open up emotional pathways beyond fear, partition, isolation and the need for purified
spaces of security. To empirically substantiate our argument, we build on a multitude of
everyday spatial practices of migrant solidarity networks in which we are actively
engaged astride our Dutch/German border. We conclude by re-positioning a 17 th century
«Map of Love» (inspirational to the Situationists) through a maroon border lens to
imagine futuristic territories of Lost Europe(s).
Key-words: Heumensoord Camp; Getting Lost; Situationist Dérive; Maroon Space-Time;
Dutch/German Borderland.
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9.1 Looking Through the Cracks of State Borders
In the face of the large-scale abstraction of massive migrant flows to Europe today, the
desire to locate refugees within fixed spaces such as camps, asylum centres and detention
facilities is not only an assured formula for segregation and the fueling of fear within
localities, but also fundamentally conditions everyday (urban) imaginaries and identities
within a predetermined relation to space, wherein “being lost” and “out of place” is
mapped onto foreignness, strange(r)ness and lurking danger. Exploring everyday
interactions and contestations connected to the establishment of a refugee camp
(Heumensoord) situated in the forest south of our university campus in the border city
of Nijmegen, the Netherlands, we reflect on the micro-politics of hospitality towards a
community comprising 3,000 migrants, the largest of its kind in the nation in recent
times. Fired by an incident involving one of the authors, we argue that especially in the
case of refugee and migrant flows in/to Europe we must seriously re-evaluate the
existential condition of “being lost,” considered here less as a negative and potentially
dangerous attribute and more as a chance to see the entirety of Europe from a critical
corner, an angle, a margin, a border. The condition of “being lost” then serves as a
standpoint epistemology (Haraway, 1988) from where we problematize imaginaries that
fix Europe within racialized and normative imaginaries of nation-states and national
identities via what we build as the symbolic figure of the “maroon-flaneur.” This
standpoint colors the writing style adopted in the paper that alternates between
vignettes and analysis in order to keep our lived crisis (Gilroy, 1993; De Genova & Tazzioli,
2017) and experiences as central rather than disembodied analysis 49.
Our project, of course, shares much in common with an earlier, nineteenth and
twentieth century tradition of urban-based critique rooted in the figure of the solitary
flaneur (D’Anglemont, 1875; Cain, 1907; Aragon & Vigier, 1926; Fargue, 1939; Clébert, 1952;
49

Here a reflection on methodology is important. The authors met each other unplanned as part of a local
initiative gathering to welcome newly arriving refugees to the city of Nijmegen and the emergence of one of
the biggest refugee camps in the Netherlands recently (in 2015-2016). However, our encounters took more
meaningful forms as part of an already running initiative Asylum University (AU) since 2015. AU is an informal
initiative in which everyday actions of research and teaching gain significance in the political context of refugee
movements urging for processes linking spaces of encampment and spaces of knowledge-exchange, in this
case asylum-centres, refugee camps and university by creating safe spaces for collective action and reflection.
The vignettes shared in this paper emerged in the context of our shared struggles to fight for intellectual
space in refugee camps and asylum procedures across our borderlands (Dutch/German), alongside pleas for
escaping from abstraction to building on lived experiences as part of university life. The authors are part of the
“field” given that we inhabit the borderlands from where we speak as well as are currently actively running this
initiative in different forms of actions (for e.g., opening classrooms to newly arriving refugee comrades, and
social networks of refugee-support across our borderlands; co-writing emerging from lived experiences, to
name some). We have used a collective auto ethnographic approach in which individual experiences when orally
exchanged become transformed into collective biographies by resonance and entanglement (in an emotional
and intellectual sense) embodied conditions of inhabiting borderlands (in a broad sense, from the body to the
geopolitical).
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Kramsch, 2017), whose “botanizing of the asphalt” (Benjamin, 1999) would provide some
of the first glimpses of the depredations caused by the incipient effects of industrial
capitalism on the urban realm. In the 1950s and 1960s such street-level critiques would
reach a high point in the artistic dérives of the Situationist International (SI)50; through
ostensibly “aimless” drifting through the city, led only by one’s imagination, its members
aimed to create “situations” capable of transforming the oppressive, increasingly
disciplined rhythms of everyday life (Lefebvre, 1974; Debord, 2006b).
In what follows, we build on the twentieth-century Situationist legacy, but are keen
to mark a caesura with its privileged, White, male, Euro-centric urban vision, one whose
tradition of “playful” anarchic protest continues to inform spatial justice movements in
cities of the North Atlantic (Ferrell, 2012). Viewed from an internal, Continental European
borderland, we argue that the current political conjuncture defining “refugee Europe”
demands a historically attuned attentiveness to the subjectifying power of institutions
managing a highly racialized migrant (im)mobility. In this context, the specific rural
spatiality of a refugee camp located in a forest acquires a double significance to the
degree that it vibrates alongside some of the darkest chapters of twentieth century
biopolitical experimentation in the socio-spatial segregation, purification and
extermination of Jews on European soil (Sebald, 2002), while resonating with slave
plantation dynamics on Europe’s tropical overseas colonial frontiers. Informed by these
highly charged antecedents, we argue for a politics of “getting lost” that pushes the Situationist-inspired urban dérive into the heart of Europe’s postcolonial forested
borderlands, a space where the figure of the escaped slave “maroon” returns to haunt
our geographical imagination of Europe. Calling back in response to the escaped
“maroon” at Europe’s antipodes, we suggest that the everyday relations by and with
undocumented migrants, refugees and asylum-seekers in our borderlands produce
situations that break with normative assumptions of spatial relations and identities –
within in this case the Dutch and German nation-states – cracking open a space for
futuristic configurations marked by unpredictable itineraries that disrupt the rational,
instrumentalist logic of modernist urban and state-centric border regimes. Here, we
build upon experiences that are initially framed as “being out of place” and “not
belonging” to Europe, experiences that in turn serve to invert fixed imaginaries of Europe
(as neatly bounded and contained within nation-states), seen by us as in fact being “out
of place” within a worldly context of cross-border migratory movements, as well as blind
to reverberations of historical imaginaries of Other Europes from the liminal edges of
Europe (Andersen, Kramsch & Sandberg, 2015; Hall, 2002b). We do so by elaborating a
“maroon-flaneur” view of Europe as an urgent political project in which such fixed
imaginaries of Europe can come to be productively lost in order to make way for new
50

Situationism emerged in France in the 1950s as an avant-garde movement challenging the increasingly
commodified nature of urban life under conditions of postwar capitalism. One of the founding members of the
Situationist International was Guy Debord (1931-1994).
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forms of solidarity and citizenship that speak as and from rather than of borderlands.

9.1.1 Putting Refugees in their Place/Europe Confronted with a Mirror51
March 2016
Even after 5 months, human contact, agency and connection at camp Heumensoord is
still far from being made a priority concern. The camp is and stands at many border(s).
There is a big fence around the terrain located at the outskirts of the city – technically
the terrain is placed in the municipality of Heumen, while being a property of the
municipality of Nijmegen. There is an entry gate at the beginning of the forest road that
stops undesignated vehicles, and there is an entry gate at the actual camp that requires
personal identification (see Figure 9.1). Visitors, volunteers and personnel are required to
identify themselves through a nationally accepted ID-card, and are not allowed entrance
without a reference from a resident of the camp or an organization. The residents have
a colored band around their arms correlating to one of the three camps they are in, each

Figure. 9.1 Entrance to the Heumensoord refugee camp, Nijmegen, NL.
Source: https://justpeople.nl/2016/01/06/3000-people-one-camp-8-people-in-one- bunk-bed-room-outsideits-rainy-and-cold-what-would-you-do/.

51

Author: Ingmar Deenen. These writings were done in early March 2016, describing five months of experience in
and around camp Heumensoord as a friend, volunteer and observer. One year later, late March 2017, the author
has made a final edit reflecting on some changes during this time. We consciously retain the style of this vignette
as a “reportage” since it captures best for us the times when it was written and shared as part of our lived crisis
of being in-between camp life and urban life in Nijmegen/Kleve.
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with approximately 800-1000 inhabitants: green, white and purple villages. Every time
they pass the gate, their arm is supposed to be checked. Occasionally however, a friend
or volunteer passes the gates unchecked, depending on a person’s looks and on the
security guards” estimations and activities at that moment.
For five months now, our friends at the Heumensoord camp have been eating
mass-produced food from plastic trays, drinking instant coffee and eating white bread
that many would refer to as toast rather than bread. The majority of people are penniless,
since many have paid everything they had for their journey, or because they have been
fleeing since one to two years. Most people have no money as they do not have a
residence status yet. There is no kitchen in the camp, which means they are destined to
eat prefabricated food for the duration of their stay. Many jokes have come to pass
about Dutch potatoes. They are not given any financial allowances52, meaning that
money is scarce, and things sometimes get stolen, even laundry. One person claims that
he went to stay with new local friends for a few days, but returned back to the camp for
a night or two because he had become used to it there; the daily life, the large amounts
of people and the situations in and around the camp had created a sense of familiarity.
There are stories of the camp suggesting a strange marginal society where everything
happens: marketing of gifted goods, drug-dealing, addiction, discrimination towards
LGBT+, prostitution, petty theft, among others. The place also suggests new connections,
love, support, discovery and experimentation. The camp is often mocked and has been
titled by some as “Camp Humansword.” Some people from the region involved with
(social) support invited their recently made friends to stay with them in their residences.
Yet it is somewhat risky for residents to stay away from the camp, as most people have
no legal status, and cannot risk missing a call to their asylum procedure, or their transfer
to another shelter, which could also be a former prison or former religious cloister in a
different region. Thus, many are destined to wait in the camp, or be absent without
notice, as it is near impossible for the personnel at hand to check the presence of nearly
3000 people. In case of a transfer, they are usually notified within two days of their
departure. Communication about these transfers sometimes goes wrong, leading to
people being informed only several hours in advance, having to leave their new friends
from in- and outside of the camp and their temporary residence of months without
having the chance to say goodbye.53
People in Heumensoord are not allowed to play games in the recreation room
without submitting their food cards as deposit beforehand. They are also not allowed to
52
53

March 2017: After the report of the Ombudsman and multiple sources of critique, the people living at
Heumensoord were later granted a small amount of allowance of €12,95 per week, enough for some snacks and
drinks, or two packs of cigarettes.
In the subsequent period, many people would be transported to places all over the Netherlands, often more
than once, often to better and smaller accommodations, yet often also in other cities or towns, rebooting
their lives, waiting for a designated home and the paperwork permitting the formal task of integration in the
Netherlands.
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move the chairs in the recreation room; they are screwed firmly to the floor. They live in
a large tent sharing a roof with around 12 compartments with bunkbeds, each
compartment housing up to 8 people. This means they can hear almost 100 people
simultaneously talk, fight, snore, have nightmares, have intercourse, smoke, fart, and so
on. Some rooms house several family members or relatives, others house randomly
allocated people. In the name of fire regulations, during the first months, people were
often not allowed to hang sheets or blankets in front of their beds in an attempt to
create a sense of privacy. Personnel from COA (Centraal Orgaan opvang Asielzoekers;
translated Central Organisation for Shelter of Asylum-seekers) would often ironically
remove even the “fire-resistant” blankets provided by the Red Cross. Regardless, the fire
alarm turns on several times a day. Mostly by children, mostly out of boredom. Many
residents by now are used to the penetrating sound. People are regularly treated in a
patronizing way. The vocabulary and the demeanour of many people are still rarely based
on autonomy, courage, self-reliance, and above all, a future-oriented perspective. There
is a general lack of experience among all people involved, and a large tendency to solve
uncertainties in a typical way; through rules and regulations, often slowing down any
processes and direct action. By the same token, the COA has a hard time earning respect
from the camp’s inhabitants, especially in the early months, as it was plagued by chaos
and inexperience. Many personnel from COA, too, are fixed in place through an oath of
secrecy, rules and regulations, in addition to their own personalities, experiences, biases
and job-security. There is also internal discrimination among the camp residents
themselves due to the divide between those with and without residence permits.
Tensions arise as a result, as some say, “I am sitting here for five months already, and after
four months they (the others, or the other ethnic/religious group) are finished with their
[asylum] procedure.” All the while there is a dependency on translators, interpreters and
each other. People slowly receive language instruction, but for those who cannot speak
English, the Dutch language is even more difficult to learn. This, combined with ceaseless
waiting for an uncertain future creates huge obstacles for social contact with the
“outside” world, leading to people literally being pinned down to the camp. In addition,
for a long time there have been issues with personal transportation. There is no money
for a bus, and there are no bicycles for everyone, so contact with the residents of the city
(in this case Nijmegen) and interaction with meeting places and businesses for some is
minimal. It has recently been announced that within two days (early March 2016) 200
people will be moved from Heumensoord Nijmegen to Blauwe Stad near Groningen (to
the far north of the country). People whose asylum procedure had not even yet begun
would be going to yet another emergency shelter. Over the next two months, everyone
will be transferred out of Heumensoord, the vast majority to places more than a 100
kilometres away. A strange awareness, since the people who did actually adapt to the
situation and started to create a life and a social network in the city will now again be
fixed in another place, partly sped up by the criticism of the situation in the camp.
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March 2017
The IND (Immigration and Naturalization Service) has been delaying part of the asylum
grants under the argument of understaffing, which is an argument protected by
legislation. A remarkable argument considering the IND seems to be thoroughly updated
on the situations in most countries through a wide network of governmental, military
and international institutions and organizations. The availability of such information was
also witnessed by previous asylum seekers who were handed exact data during their
interviews with IND about roads, (in)famous people and buildings from their hometown.
In this light, one could suspect the IND would have seen the influx of refugees coming
months or even years in advance, hence having ample opportunities to prepare personnel
for an increasing amount of asylum requests. In the same light, one could use the
momentum of such urgency to create a wider sense of social support and action through
exemplary leadership. There is currently an increasing amount of people in the
Netherlands directly implicated in refugee-support structures and networks. Both with
and without a Dutch passport, they are being confronted with a situation in which
personal ethical considerations are directly competing with regulations, especially when
taking into consideration that the insecurity of existence and future perspective over
time becomes a form of physical and psychological torture. This is even more so for
vulnerable people such as children, young adults, those with family at risk, or for those
with any form of trauma. I have come across situations in the Netherlands where people
were so dependent on other people that all involved needed to infringe regulations in
order to help refugees survive. Who, or maybe what, justifies a choice in that case?
We may live in a welfare state, but it becomes hard to say if we really have a wellbeing
state. Open racism, simplified answers and fearful or irresponsible news outlets
contribute to a culture of hype and sensation. This also made it more difficult for proper
information to be released to the world from inside Heumensoord. The media tendency
and some public outcries were alarming, thus again contributing to information being
fixed in place. This also seems to increasingly influence populist politics and policies.
Regardless, handing out social responsibilities to a large network of fixations, of rules,
forms, computer screens, abstract interaction and a need for endless registration can be
very dehumanizing and hardly facilitates processes of embodied support and reciprocal
connection. Reality is often different than on paper. Trusting regulations and procedures
without personal agency, without personified responsibility and dedication and without
critical footnote can lead to an increasing distance from a nuanced reality. It can lower
collective creativity and self-esteem, and decreases the chance of timely notification of
occurring obstacles or injustices. There is no sense of urgency if the urgency is not on
our doorstep. The reality is not expressed in the question “Are you for or against
refugees?” The reality is more complex, nuanced and sensitive. The reality is that Europe
is receiving a heavy, old, subtle and delicately carved mirror held up by people who bring
something that one has forgotten. We can exchange with each other without trading
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(for profit) and assist through time, presence and involvement. The renewing view of
people who may have been lost is one that can help us find new dynamics and identities
in a fast-moving world as these can only be created from our behaviour in relation to the
Other. As Gurminder Bhambra (2009) has pointed out, Europe’s postwar self-image as
“peacable” is already flawed because of the separation of violence in the colonies to that
occurring within Europe. As the case of the Heumensoord camp powerfully reveals, this
is brought into new light through the current geographies of encampment and exclusions
inside Europe, whereby European and non-European lives come to be even more
intimately intertwined in everyday struggles over the right to the city (Lefebvre, 1974).
Such an image of a “peaceful Europe” is crumbling not only in the rise of populist parties
across Europe today that recall state borders, but more so in everyday confrontations of
people with the bureaucratic legacies of colonial exclusions embedded within practices
of refugee support. We see this, for instance, in how procedures of asylum come to be
put in practice in highly racialized and dehumanizing ways, or in the physical geographies
of encampment and deportation that fix people in place, or in the blatantly racist border
controls unfolding along the EU’s internal borderlands (Walters, 2002). It is in these
everyday encounters that the histories of Europe as constituted from intersectional
exclusions of national citizens and colonial subjects become evident, while at the same
time urging for futuristic imaginaries woven precisely across the very borderlands meant
to be kept as divisive and marginal. It is with this urgency in what follows that we constitute
a view from the “maroon-flaneur.”

9.2 Forest Dérive?
Wandering in open country is naturally depressing, and the interventions of chance
are poorer there than anywhere else (Debord as cited in Knabb, 1956, p. 63).
For members of the mid-twentieth century Situationist International (SI) disrupting
the increasingly disciplinary mono-rhythms of everyday life under modern consumer
capitalism would become an urgent need, so as to transform and reclaim the urban
environment for art and the noncommodified imagination. One of the techniques/
theories Situationism introduced for such a transformations was the concept of “dérive”:
[T]he dérive, a technique of rapid passage through varied ambiences... In a dérive
one or more persons during a certain period drop their relations, their work and
leisure activities, and all their other usual motives for movement and action, and let
themselves be drawn by the attractions of the terrain and the encounters they find
there. (Debord as cited in Knabb, 1956, p. 62)
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For the Situationists, the one undertaking a dérive is understood as a conscious actor
moving through a diversity of urban ambiences with the intention of being drawn by the
attractions of urban terrain, infused with the desire to change the meaning of urban
space beyond the rationalistic urges of modernistic planning and capitalistic production
and consumption. However, we argue that rather than being restricted to the voluntary
practice of artistic groups, the everyday practices and trajectories of migrants and
refugees, today, by in inhabiting an in-between space – in terms of being here and there,
a citizen and non-citizen, a human and sub-human in terms of access to rights – achieve
the same effect: that of disrupting abstract, technocratic, rational understandings of
urban space within nation-states, despite the often highly restrictive conditionalities of
such practices. The difference for any dérive today, we assert, lies in the more precariously
globalized nature of this practice, often extending into non-urban settings at the margins
of cities, regions and nations, into their “forested borderlands.” As demonstrated in the
previous section, refugees and migrants indeed also “drop their relations, their work and
leisure activities, and all their other usual motives for movement and action,” but unlike
the earlier Situationists not under conditions of their own choosing, certainly not with
the luxury of doing so only “during a certain period.” As the experience in the next
section elucidates, to dérive in the current conjuncture of mass migration between
nations, continents and worlds requires a postcolonial attentiveness to the power of
racial fixation and place-bounding, as well as attempts to circumvent such racialized
ambiences the migrant/refugee encounters along her way.

9.2.1 Inverting the Gaze: “You Are Lost, Aren’t You?”54
I was walking towards the new refugee camp in Nijmegen when a couple living in the
neighbourhood were passing me by. Looking at me the man said out loud, “Je bent
verdwaald, eh?” (“You are lost, aren’t you?”) assuming that I was one of the newly arrived
refugees in the nearby camp who has lost her way and does not know where she is. I was
not lost at all, but I could immediately sense what was driving his perception of me,
because I have had many instances like this when people identify me as not belonging to
Netherlands, and as a “newly arrived stranger” despite being from here. However, this
time I was provoked and did not want to be quiet because I was not anymore in a
crowded place in the city feeling like I am watched, but near the forest with few people
around. I responded from my gut and rather instantaneously: “Nee meneer, ik ben niet
verdwaald. Spreek voor je zelf!” (“No Sir, I am not lost. Speak for yourself!”). By speaking
back precisely because of the location in the forest in the context of a recent refugee
camp, such an encounter opened up a space for challenging the gaze that always
identifies me as “lost” by instead inverting the gaze back.

54

Author Zainab Mahamed
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This spontaneous encounter not only led us to share this story with one another,
but in fact also to carve out a space of collective writing in which we define the central
epistemological and ontological “standpoint” from where we see Europe in this paper. It
is precisely in that space of the border location of the refugee camp – located both in
and outside the city of Nijmegen – in addition, from the perspective of the above-mentioned border encounter – being confronted with a gaze that assumes fixed, racialized
identities of “strangeness” in the vicinity of a refugee camp, that we make in what follows
what we call a maroon détournement, as a lens from where we speak, feel and write.

9.2.2 Maroon Détournement
“As for the productions of peoples who are still subject to cultural colonialism ...,
even though they may be progressive in their own countries, they play a reactionary
role in the advanced cultural centres”
(Debord, 2006b, p. 35).
Guy Debord famously defined the mission of the Situationist International as “the
systematic provocative dissemination of a host of proposals aimed at turning the whole
of life into an exciting game” (Debord, 2006a, p. 9). For SI members, a significant proposal
leading to this goal would involve the creation of “psychogeographical maps,” maps that
had the effect of “clarifying certain wanderings that express not subordination to
randomness but total insubordination to habitual influences” (Debord, 2006a, p. 11).
Another style of map-making might be invoked by “more or less arbitrarily
transposing maps of two different regions,” as suggested by Debord when mentioning a
friend who told him of his wanderings through the Harz region of Germany while blindly
following the directions of a London underground map (Debord, 2006a, p. 11). For
Debord and his Situationist fellow-travellers, however, such a “renovated cartography”
as might be implied by these practices, while expressing a desire to usher in “the future
reign of freedom and play” (Debord, 2006b, p. 39), nevertheless remained suspicious of
earlier artistic avant-garde movements, such as Surrealism, whose reliance on chance
encounters condemned it, in their view, to “inevitably reactionary effects” (Debord,
2006c, p. 63). It is significant in this context that the act of dérive, in their view, would
involve both a “letting go and its necessary contradiction: the domination of psychogeographical variations by the knowledge and calculation of their possibilities” (Debord,
2006c, p. 62). Here, we argue, at Situationism’s very core, a very modern impulse to
calculate and control, fix velocities and direction, rears its head, ultimately to undermine
the transformative power of the Situationist oeuvre. For all its ostensible ludic playfulness,
the mid-20th century revolutionary project of SI is vitiated by a totalizing urge to direct
and see, to calculate and fix in place, resonating all too closely with the current desires of
states to see and control migrant populations entering their midst. In the migrant
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conjuncture we now inhabit, we believe a more open, less calculating and repressive
political play is called for, one which seethes creativity and energy in the teeth of the
most baleful precarity. To use a term close to the SI project, we propose a postcolonial
détournement of SI tactics, one which seeks to produce a dis- and re-orientation of the
dérive that re-routes it from a European metropolitan heartland into the peri-urban
plantation dynamics of Europe’s overseas colonial peripheries55 . It is precisely here, on
Europe’s colonial outposts such as Mauritius and Suriname, we argue, where the figure
of the 18th/19th-century escaped maroon slave acquires a renewed historical significance
on21st-century European soil. According to Megan Vaughan, escaped maroon slaves on
the 18th -century French island of Mauritius were often successful in creating new
communities, often in forested areas located at a remove from the more urban-based
plantation economy. These maroon communities, in Vaughan’s estimation, did not just
mirror the existing society but produced a “somewhat different cultural space” (2005,
p. 174):
[W]hat made maroons such a threat was the fact that they were not, and could
never be, completely out of sight or out of time. Moving from one space to another,
between forest and habitation and even the town, they kept up to date with the
news of the colony. When captured and questioned they often referred to the “time
of Labourdonnais,” or the “time of Magon” or some other administrator, giving the
impression that, from their vantage points in the forested mountains, they could
somehow view the comings and goings of the whole island.
Here, the particularities of the European colonial frontier – between urban plantation
economy and forest hideout, official white administrative and maroon temporalities –
figure prominently in defining maroon space-time. Crossing and re-crossing that border,
partially hidden and occupying a slightly different temporality, the figure of the escaped
maroon creates a rhythm all on her own, a beat, a drum that allows her to view the
entirety of her borderland, as if in the round. By “going maroon,” she gets lost in the
most productive of ways, achieving a cognitive as well as physical “distancing” from the
border (Schimanski, 2015), avoiding territorial fixation with transformative effects for the
entire society in question. This, then, provides us with a lens to understand everyday
resistances to the imposed temporalities and spatial relations of so-called “hosts” and
“guests” in Europe today (Rosello, 2001). What we can now call this “maroon gift” is on
display in our third and final story.
55

In this regard, a key transitional “hinge” figure between the Europe of the SI avant-garde and the ex-colonial
world is an anonymous North African who is acknowledged to have mentioned the word “psychogeography”
for the first time to Michele Bernstein, a fellow-traveller of the Lettrist International, while the two smoked kit
in the early 1950s at a café on Rue Xavier-Privas (Sante, 2016: 30). The fact that the name of the North African
remains unknown, while that of the belle lettriste is vividly visible, itself speaks volumes on the relationship of
European avant-garde movements and their so-called Third World comrades.
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9.2.3 Djembe Crossing 56
Beth Hamifgash (hereafter BH) is a non-profit organization devoted to building bridges
between religions and cultures in the Rhineland border city of Kleve, Germany, located
just nine kilometres from the Dutch/German border and eighteen kilometers from
Nijmegen. As its Hebrew name suggests, Beth Hamifgash’s long-term aim is to build a
“house of encounter” (Haus der Begegnung) on the site of a Jewish synagogue in Kleve
razed during the infamous Kristalnacht (9–10 November, 1938) when Jewish homes and
shops were destroyed across Germany and Austria as a prelude to the rise and eventual
popularity of Hitler’s project of National Socialism. Every second Monday of the month,
the group’s members organize an evening of cooking and improvised music in a local
café, together with Kleve’s refugee community. On one particular evening, the author
attended such an event, bringing along his African djembe drum. In one corner of the
café sit six young men from Iraq, Afghanistan and Syria. At the other end of the table sits
one of the founders of BH, together with several white, elderly German acquaintances.
As I begin to test sound my djembe, I am joined by a 13-year-old Macedonian boy, M, who
has been living in Germany for two years and whose German is surprisingly proficient. M
holds a narrow, metallic drum with Oriental inscriptions I cannot decipher. As we softly
jam, eyeing each other with curiosity and pleasure, the German founder ambles to our
table and asks that we not play so loud, as we are disturbing the conversational
atmosphere of the café. I am henceforward on my guard, feeling my welcome “tolerated.”
An hour later, as the dinner is still being prepared, several German and Dutch members
of the group pull out various instruments – violins, flutes, an accordion – and begin to
“entertain” us refugees and assorted non-Germans, regaling us with songs from the
Balkans, old “Jewish Europe,” a song devoted to Lenin’s famous passage in 1917 by train
from Switzerland to Russia. M and I spontaneously join the musical entourage, following
the cadences of the violins and accordion with our drums. Occasionally, the German
violinist throws us disapproving glances, as if to suggest we are (again) drowning out the
“civilized” string section. At that, M and I drum all the more vigorously. Indeed, as M beats
ferociously on his drum, I see his entire body viscerally proving something to himself and
the gathered crowd: against all odds, I am here. By now the café is full, its long table
seating approximately 15-20 young Arab men who eye the musical spectacle with a
mixture of interest, bewilderment and boredom, the latter evinced by much texting.
Noting the one-sided nature of the interaction, at one point the German male violinist
stops in mid-play and asks, in German, a playful smile on his lips: “Surely one of you has a
song from your home country which you might wish to share with us?” Stone silence.
Either none of the young men understand the violinist’s German, or no one can make
out what is meant by “song from your home country.” Does it mean a “traditional” song
of the ancestors? But whose ancestors? Or does it mean a modern song now popular on
56

Author: Olivier Thomas Kramsch
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the country’s air-waves? Silence. Finally, an older man in his 40s stands up and walks to
the front of the table with a Syrian oud, a classical stringed instrument. He begins to play,
chanting trance-like hymns into a microphone (see Fig. 9.2). The German and Dutch
violinists follow his every move, smiling at one another in secret acknowledgement of
their shared, “cosmopolitan” talent. At a break, the Dutch female violinist asks the Syrian
whether his music stems from a traditional Syrian song, or whether it “just came out of
his head”. “It just came out of my head”, he replies dryly. The astonished and somewhat
disappointed violinist responds, “So I was just now improvising on your improvisation?”

Figure 9.2 “It just came out of my head”. Music jam with refugees and German and
Dutch citizens, Kontaktcafé, Kleve, Germany.
Source: Olivier Thomas Kramsch.

This evening, two “worlds” collide in the café (not by chance, the café’s name is
“Kontaktcafé”: young, Arab, working-class, male, on the one side, and old(er), white, highly-educated, German and Dutch on the other. Such a collision, one surmises, is now
taking place across the entire length and breadth of Northwest Europe, on either side of
our border. The well-meaning intention of our German and Dutch violinists finds its
mirror image in the elderly Dutch couple who asked Zeinab if she “is lost.” “Are you lost
in the playing of your native oud?” In the insistent, well-intentioned questions soliciting
“songs from the home country” or enquiring into the ancestral “origins” of a song lies a
wish, a desire, an anxiety to be “placed,” to “declare one’s proper space,” as a rite of
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passage into the new host country. Anything, to ward off the perception of being “lost,”
of having no home! In both cases, however, it is not the one addressed who is lost, but
the one doing the addressing. “Did it really just come out of your head?” “Yes,” we can
imagine the one addressed responding... “in another time and place, we would call it jazz.”
The Maroon gift of jazz. All the while, I watch both sides of the interaction in the round
– Arab and Dutch/German – playing my maroon djembe in syncopation with M’s, our
deep bass thuds mediating the relation, solidifying a bridge between the two halves of
the room, the both of us drumming by now with ferocious pleasure, attracting more
young Syrian, Afghani and Iraqi men to our side, smiling, nodding, closer to the German
and Dutch violinists and the accordionist, feeling now something growing inside all of us,
an “aura” slowly spreading that we can feel on the skin’s surface, something neither in
“Germany” nor any “home country,” something new and at the same time very “worldly,”
beyond all of us in the room, something we all sense still has no name (no matter: the
“name” will come later). As the evening ends and the musicians begin to pack their
instruments, our Syrian oud player comrade strums a few chords, almost as an
afterthought. A very young Syrian man, shy, red-faced, plucks up his courage, stands up
and begins to dance a “traditional” dance, his wrists flicking in the air, his legs and feet
ambling back and forth in a precise choreography. He is beaming from ear to ear. And it
is so wonderfully obvious that he is dancing for no one. He is dancing only for himself.

9.3 Lost Europe: The Time of a Map of Love
In a wide-ranging survey article written half a decade ago, anthropologist Sarah Green
reflected on a perceived shift in the study of European borders, one which focused less
on their object-like character than on “how borders contribute toward the remaking of
spatial location” (2013, p. 349). She elaborated, “The borders-as-process approach argues
instead that borders are, in effect, a technique: bordering, or the process of classifying
and ordering space and relations between here and elsewhere in the world,” (Green,
2013, p. 350).
Seen through the lens of our vignettes, however, the supposed reclassification and
relocation of Europe’s borders, pace the “spatial turn” Green marshals to her cause, does
nothing to vitiate the underlying logic of distancing and Othering – between a “here” and
an “elsewhere,” Us and Them – inherent in the very material object-ness of borders she
so claims to elide. Our project, on the contrary, has been to conceive of Europe’s shifting
borders through a Maroon lens that, rather than reinforcing dichotomies between
“here” and “elsewhere,” thinks and feels from that postcolonial elsewhere so far denied
in the theoretical architecture of contemporary European border studies, and in so
doing recuperates, undistorted, the original spirit of the late 20th- -century spatial turn
(for similar moves from within the social sciences and the broader humanities, see
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Robinson, 2016; Aciman, 2011).57How we have come to argue for a maroon-flaneur lens is
grounded in our own experiences of inhabiting and being part of borderland communities
that are not fixed and yet are constantly being confronted with a gaze that desires to fix the
same. We reject speaking from a Europe whose borders are fixed, and from where the
condition of “being lost” is both problematized as well as serves to fix one’s gaze onto the
Other (often through the eyes of pity or fear). Rather, we build on our maroon- flaneur view
of Europe in which being lost is but a productive gift to speak back to the fixating gaze
underlying refugee- support, be it in state institutions or well-intentioned citizen initiatives.
Such a view, by moving back and forth borderlands, crossing in and out of city frontiers,
and folding across histories of displacement through overlapping biographies, opens up its
own spatio-temporalities of solidarity beyond those bound by the limits of “imagined
communities” of nation-states (Anderson, 1991) yet-to-be- recognized and yet-to-emerge.
Rather than led by solely individualized and victimized “Others” or emancipated avant-garde
thinkers, such a lens is led by the convergence of unpredictable trajectories of people into
configurations of diverse collective voices emerging from a shared sense of lived crises.
The politics of such a maroon-flaneur view of Europe lies precisely in the contrapuntal
strategy of postcolonial dérive, in which the view from the camp disorients an exclusive
view of Europe comprised only of white nation-states by reintegrating its constitutive
“outside” (Said, 1994; Jones, 2014). Such a politics is built on the rhythms and temporalities
that emerge from being and inhabiting (rather than speaking merely of) borders, therefore
being able to see Europe in its entirety, outside-in, and from a critical vantage point, and
subsequently doing Other Europes because of the same. We conclude by resurrecting the
nearly four-hundred-year-old Carte de Tendre (Map of Love), at precisely the moment
when Europe is getting lost – the Europe of a self-declared forerunner of security, freedom,
and justice. According to a keen observer of the Situationist movement:
Cited in a 1959 article in the journal Internationale Situationniste, the Carte (du
Tendre) had been created three hundred years earlier in 1653 by (Madeleine de)
Scudery and the members of her salon and used the metaphor of the spatial journey
to trace possible histories of a love affair... [T]he Carte did illustrate the key principle
of the psychogeographic map: its figuration as narrative rather than as tool of
“universal knowledge.” (McDonough, 2004, p. 243)
57

André Aciman, Jewish-Egyptian exile living in New York by way of Alexandria and Rome, eloquently captures
the possibilities of thinking and feeling from the borders of such a European “elsewhere”: “The situation grew
infinitely more tangled as soon as I left Europe and moved to America. It’s not that Alexandria took a back seat
in my mind ... It was just that, as soon as I lost Europe, Europe once again began to exert its pull on my mind, and
all the more forcefully now as my once-imagined Europe in Egypt doubled into a now-remembered Europe in
America. In fact, longing and recollection, yearning and nostalgia, have been confusing their signals so much over
the years that I am by now perfectly willing to accept that memory and imagination are twins who live along an
artificial border that allows them to lead double lives and smuggle coded messages back and forth” (Aciman,
2011, p. 189).
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Mapping territories of love at a moment when EU states are criminalizing cross-border
acts of support and help – referred to as “solidarity crimes” – alongside rising nationalisms
in the context of BREXIT, becomes a politically urgent project. We turn to this old yet
forward-looking map so as to imagine a Europe that is no longer fixed and obsessed with
fixing bodies in space, a Europe in which we may all productively “get lost.” What is “the
time of Europe” on this map of love?

Figure 9.3 Map of Love.
Source: https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carte_de_Tendre.

10
On Academic Borderlands:
Situating Relationality Beyond
Ethnographic Locality
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10.1 Opening to Becomings of Research Relations
Looking back at my research proposal in 2015, the research question that I initially set out
to answer read as, “How are everyday hos(ti)pitality relations forged in the context of
asylum in Europe?”. However, from the itinerant approach adopted and “getting lost”
along the way, I deviated to the research question of, “What articulations emerge as part
of enacting asylum as deeply entangled in research and pedagogical practices?”. The two
questions are related and the potentialities of the latter are partially latent in the first.
At the same time, the initial research question assumes asylum as “context” or “background”
where the socialities of my research would unfold in, while the latter research question
centres “Enacting Asylum”. Radical hospitality in this case implied going beyond the
frame that one starts out with and opening to the becoming. It meant going beyond the
politics of ideas haunting academic life till today, where situated knowledges produced
by actors “because of their raced, gendered, sexualized bodies” is often relegated to
ethnographic locality within mainstream discourses (Weheliye, 2014, pp.6-7), while leaving
theoretical reflection to privileged distance. Enacting Asylum University as a relational
politics of emergence meant going beyond this location of distance and ethnographic
locality to produce spaces of theoretical reflection. This also meant opening to processes
of re-territorialising and de-territorialising Europe that this inevitably involved in such
processes. The question of Europe in the initial question is much more fixed than what
has emerged in answering the latter question where “Europe” is also becoming, emerging
from articulations rather than a pre-given location assumed in the first question.
Without claiming to have achieved a radical relational approach, the journey of
this thesis has been one of continuous shifts and becomings always out of current
positionings and yet re-connecting back in reformed ways to previous articulations
along-the-way. Not all of these learnings have made it to the pages of this thesis for
reasons that life experiences cannot always be fully laid out bare. This is the reason also
that while writing this chapter on “conclusions” it feels like simultaneously writing the
Introduction chapter to this thesis, because they have both been written at the same
moment in my learning process.

10.2 Placing Universities as Spaces of Refuge
As part of the processes of enacting asylum as deeply entangled in research processes
and pedagogical practices, each of the above chapters shed light on various aspects for
institutional as well as mentality shifts and transformations in everyday academic work.
Articulations of “Shifting Itineraries of Hospitality” (Chapter 2) relations urge us to view
the classroom space as part of the network of sites of exchange where asylum as a
relation and right comes to be translated, contested and produced. The classroom
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I argue is to be seen also as a “node” in the humanitarian mobility regime, where shifting
socialities, uncertain political geographies, border crossings and other forms of hospitality
are (re/de) articulated. At the same time the classroom is also a very stubborn space
in reproducing power structures that further burden the “already precarious” and
marginalized subject as obvious in the discussion of precariousness of actors already
rejected by the state to do the work of challenging institutional boundaries around who
gets access to education (section 1.4.2.f of Chapter 1). This then urges us to open up to
this entanglement in various forms of enacting the classroom beyond simply inviting
actors or hinging on actors from “the field” to contribute to classroom discussions, that
is often a gesture understood as “diversifying curricula.”
A brief note from a discussion here. I was recently invited to a workshop to discuss
precisely this issue as part of a three-day conference on decolonizing anthropology
education in Leiden University. The public invitation to this workshop stated, “The
homogeneous composition of the academic body may be one of the most pressing and
stubborn problems in moving toward a more diverse and decolonized education. While
working hard to change the homogeneity of the faculty, we could start diversifying and
decolonizing our teaching by inviting other speakers and positionalities into our
classrooms. This workshop critically examines the limitations and possibilities of weaving
community spaces and actors outside campus into classroom discussions” (Leiden
University, June, 2019). We reflected on the pitfalls of such work given that classrooms
reproduce rather than challenge power relations broader to societies. However, based
on this thesis I will argue (and also argued similarly in this workshop) that rather than
inviting “the Other” to tell her/his story, we must see the classroom and education
practices as part of producing and learning from collective articulations to be able to
overcome the pitfalls of further marginalization of those at the margins of academia.
This then puts more responsibility on the academic or researcher and students to go
beyond, or push the boundaries of methods that entangle rather than distance university
sites to those “outside.” This implies exploring relational methods beyond “participatory
observation,” or “in-depth interviews,” to in fact find terrains of relatedness from where
to speak from, and in relation, but not in the same way, while simultaneously questioning
the institutional barriers that do not allow for such equality; to open to processes of
articulation and re-articulation rather than narcissistic forms of “grasping” that is
approached as information extraction or separation of bodies of stories and bodies of
theory production (see Introduction ).
Homogenizing (Icaza & Vázquez, 2016) practices through language barriers for
multilingual modes of learning and exchange does not occur only in everyday relations in
asylum support but also in academia. Our articulation of “Languaging the Borders of
Europe” (Chapter 5) urges for “making space” for the subterranean rumblings of
languages that come with journeys in classrooms, academic debates, research and
fieldwork relations. There is a need to bring the complexities of methodologies taken to
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“the field” (efforts for translation, interpreters, coevalness, for example) back to the
classroom (Klinkert & Cochrane, 2019), while at the same time keeping the “embodiment
of knowledge as practice and in relation” as central to the learning process.
The two chapters of Part II (Chapter 4 and 5) dealing with language struggles, also
symbolize for me a moving back and forth or weaving across “fieldwork interventions”
and “theoretical interventions.” The process of simultaneously being involved in “actions”
for language support alongside critically reflecting on our experiences was productive in
constantly destabilizing pre-determined notions of “language-support and borders” that
I began with. “Territorialities of Help” (Chapter 4) emerged as part of encounters in
practically co-organizing language initiatives that made me question my own assumptions
of the landscape of refugee-support as always “communitarian and collaborative,” while
forcing me to keep an eye on similar patterns that I might be reproducing myself. It is
precisely this learning that at the same time shaped our theoretical interventions and the
need to co-write (articulated in Chapter 5), in terms of speaking from everyday linguistic
boundary encounters as a relational space. This allowed us to move beyond the
conventional labour division between “academic” and “refugee” along “theory” versus
“life-story” relations, all the while nevertheless aiming to shape theoretical interventions
in our own “field” of geography.
This position also makes me question the strong divide between scholars who “do
fieldwork” and scholars who argue for “theoretical methodologies” on shared topics or
fields such as borders and migration. Here I particularly recall a clash between two
well-established scholars in sociology and anthropology working broadly on Europe’s
borders during a workshop titled “Postcolonial Europe.” The sociologist, writing from
postcolonial sensibilities, was arguing for theoretical interventions and against
“ethnography of the Other” while the anthropologists in the room became uncomfortable
with what they saw as a strong opposition to fieldwork per se. What I demonstrate in this
part of my thesis is that it is possible and even urgent to situate oneself at the edges of
academia not through an “ethnography of the Other” but to open oneself for articulatory
processes of “frictions” and “shared learning” while being aware of the power dynamics
this entails.
Languaging articulations also stand for the “Not Yet” in research processes in
opening to the “learning moments” of relational becomings that emerge unpredictably
and in spontaneous ways crucial to our transformations as actants in struggles, in this
case against homogenizing linguistic practices. The moment when I took the microphone
to speak in my mother tongue at a public debate on campus (mentioned in Chapter 5)
was unplanned and emerged as a languaging experience that shaped processes of
articulating from a shared terrain connecting to experiences of my co-authors. This is
hard to frame as solely a method of auto-ethnography. It is more than talking about one
self but rather opening up to processes of relatedness that are yet to unfold. At a time
when the discussion of internationalization takes on a binary angle of national language
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versus “international”/English language-taught bachelor and master programs at the
University, our articulation urges for a “thirdspace” of languaging built on translational
solidarity and becoming. This is equally relevant to classrooms in general with or without
students labelled as “refugees.”
The issues raised above challenge institutional boundaries to compensate “informants”
and “actors” co-producing research that must be on the agenda for reforming university
structures, rather than the assumption that researchers are entitled to “gather” their
stories for free while denying contestations around authorship. Journals and other
publication platforms must be pushed also for recognizing co-authorship by actors
not always employed at universities. This thesis stands as a partial testimony to such
possibilities as actors were always compensated and have worked as co-authors, the
works being submitted and/or published in various platforms such as scientific journals
(ERQ, Social Sciences, NJMR) and magazines influencing public debates (Sociale Kritik,
Agora) using multilingual reading, writing and translation processes spanning Dutch,
Danish, English, French, German, Kannada, Italian (in varying intensities and unequal
intensities and relations).
Another aspect is regarding the form of writing itself, geographies of research
practice and the politics of form. As researchers, we all filter stories and processes
we become part of as “relevant” to be “written about” either because they capture
“spectacularly” the success of one’s research, or one’s theoretical elaboration. However,
Chapter 4 further urges for exposing vulnerabilities, clashes, frictions and “dead-ends” in
relational processes of articulations. What happens when actions fail to be fulfilled in
fieldwork or “action research”? Here a sociology of failures is equally important to a
sociology of emergences.
Bringing questions of everyday practices of research relations and teaching as
reproducing rather than questioning structural racism is equally relevant, as they are for
refugee solidarity practices. As much as the “deserving refugee” (Chapter 8) is being
filtered for integration and citizenship in Europe, the “deserving academic” is also being
filtered in funding schemes, media, and by public figures (Chapter 7). Tactics of collectively
articulating from “the border,” “the margin” by bringing embodied relationalities between
actors based in universities and asylum institutions, can be a way forward to question
the mechanisms that fragment daily life at all levels and to question the criteria for such
“deservingness” that tend to standardize rather than acknowledge multiplicities of
human existence, for refugee and/or academic communities alike. This position also
allows for powerful articulations of relatedness to emerge, each of the chapters being
modest attempts at such processes. Border epistemologies of a maroon-border lens
and poetics of untimeliness, and methodologies such as “montaging” allow for diverse
texts and forms across languages and temporalities to collide and weave onto each other
that also have the power to nudge if not radically transform boundaries of “data” and
“analysis” and to decentre Eurocentrism (Chapters 8, 9).
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Such work then argues for a university built on such collective work rather than
forms that encourage feeding one’s own biography and incentivizing individual trajectories
of self-referentiality in academia.

10.3 Trajectories of Articulations
Looking forward, the processes behind this thesis do not end with this manuscript. The
question of “right to education” that we raised more than four years ago is nevertheless
being pursued as one of the many modes of support that a local initiative in Nijmegen is
beginning to acknowledge (that previously did not). This is not to claim sole credit but I
see it as part of the trajectories of the articulatory processes we were part of and/or
were indirectly influenced by and influencing the same in different ways. Asylum
University as an informal initiative and idea continues to inspire and has recently inspired
a colleague based in Athens who would like to initiate something similar in her department.
We also join colleagues in Glasgow to experiment modes of bringing articulations of
Asylum University with that of a critical pedagogies network of academics, activists, civil
society and refugee communities based in Glasgow. Co-writing projects continue, and a
book chapter is currently being co-written with some authors of Chapter 7 for an edited
volume on “Opening Up the University: Teaching and Learning with Refugees” by
colleagues in Budapest. For this work, rather than the question of placing the migrant
Other within frames of encampment or integration or theoretical analysis or
ethnographic encounter, our proposition is for placing universities in a global context of
refugee movements as spaces of refuge. We do so by engaging with the prison-writings
of Soetan Sjahrir the first prime minister of Indonesia, but also an Indonesian student
activist in the Netherlands, and key intellectual of mid-20th century decolonization (1949).
Sjahrir’s meditations on space, time, knowledge and struggle serves as a lens for thinking
the place of refugees and marginalized staff in the transformation processes of
universities today because they speak uncannily to the reigning spatio-temporal
atmospherics of contemporary university life in Europe. We ask, “What Time is the
University?”. The failures and emergences from such work is yet-to-come.

10.4 Articulation Is Work, and It May Fail
As much as the journeys of emergence and co-producing articulatory processes was
productive and satisfying, the processes behind this thesis were simultaneously
demanding in a highly uncertain way. This is what makes it valuable, however, one must
also admit to the confusions and weaknesses. Precisely because of my situatedness
between theoretical and fieldwork interventions throughout the process, the path taken
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was not radically questioning either of these, and I often found myself in moments of
finding ways to “play the game” so to say. This means treading the thin line between
“reproducing patterns that I was otherwise critiquing,” versus “practicing small transformations” in everyday relations. For instance, the issue of publications in scientific journals
inevitably erased the processes of dialogue and conversations. We found ourselves
ironing out some key diversities in texts and multilingual possibilities being explored in
the process. At the same time, the small transformations took place in the processes of
discussing comments of reviewers and debating responses where the real learning
processes unfolded in confronting prejudices across the table. Another instance, is the
cultural product in Bolzano. Getting the patronage of the UNHCR for the project was
initially seen as a choice to gain visibility for the project and potentially also of politicians
in order to mobilize alternative imaginaries of the “emergency” in 2016-2017. However,
these gestures of formalizing or including formal actors in dialogue had the effect of
excluding informal practices that were so central to producing the work but were
abrupted once the work came in the public realm.
At another level, being situated in-between theoretical and fieldwork interventions
also meant being complicit to the structural changes needed for such articulatory
processes of transformation. Relying on one’s own social networking capacities while
taking a distance from most institutional settings within which I mostly encountered
actors, also meant shying away from the more structural transformations. This also
often gave signals of Asylum University as neither a formal platform nor an activist-driven movement with clearly defined political agendas, therefore making it unclear to actors
of how to position themselves and therefore adapt. And finally, a major blindspot has
also been in not deeply engaging with scholarly works with the same critical eye that I
approached methods. This thesis could have benefitted from using works of so many
more other authors that I am yet to discover who have been raising similar issues from
the margins invisibly and right in front of our eyes.
However, space continues to matter.
Hospitality shifts along moving grounds.
Language continues to be a struggle.
Intuition and Friendships continue to shape classroom interventions.
Teaching for social transformation continues to inspire dialogues on curriculum
development with actors outside academia.
Being “In but not of Europe” (to use the phrase of the late Stuart Hall (2002b)) continues
to shape theoretical and fieldwork interventions.
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i Email

correspondence

“ Dear Bxxxx,
I am Kolar from Holland and we met last Friday with Mxxxx and Jxxxxx. Was lovely to meet you and also very
hopeful.
Let me then introduce myself and the small project that M and I are currently busy with.
So I am an immigrant myself from South of India moving to Holland in 2006 and have been living there since
then. I am currently doing my PhD on Europe’s borders from a historical lens --- in a dynamic way of looking
at the present moment (since 2014) in relation to the past. I myself have been travelling across Italy, Germany,
Netherlands and am now in Denmark and am looking from a comparative lens of how Europe’s borders today
are changing in relation to refugee movements. By borders I don’t mean only borderlands between countries
but also everyday borders. And for this I myself along with my colleagues in Nijmegen (a border town alongside
Germany) have been fighting for opening University courses for refugees without all the bureaucracy that
currently blocks people from access to education.
So I am not interested in passively ‘researching’ about refugees but actively taking actions to transform things
collaboratively--so my thinking is very much aligned with the way your host organisation works..loosely we
use the term ‘action-research’ and here with M in Copenhagen we will together explore some possibilities.
We are currently in the phase of speaking to some key figures who play an important role at the local level in
Copenhagen to understand the current moment in Denmark.
I know you and M already know each other very well but we would like to meet you and would request to have
a longer chat with you when you have the time of course. It would be lovely if we could get about 45 minutes
or 1 hour of your time.
During this time we would like to discuss issues around
- how has the legal landscape changed recently and what have been your biggest challenges in working with the
Danish asylum system?
- how can we see Denmark ‘relationally’---in relation to Italy, Netherlands--with regard to the asylum migration
laws and practices of the Danish immigration department?
- what are your own personal motivations and emotions attached to such work that is always so emotionally
charged because of the political visibility immigration law gets?
Please let us know when is a good time for you in the coming days,
Looking forward to hear from you,
Best
Kolar (also on behalf of Mxxx)
B responded after a few days as follows,
“ Dear Kolar,
It was nice to meet you last Friday!
Firstly, I have to say that I get requests for interviews every single day - and I have to be quite hard in choosing
which ones to do. I work around 60 hours a week, and I’m still not finding time for half of what I want to do.
I prioritize researchers who already studied the issue of Danish asylum policy, and want to ask some clarifying
questions - and journalists with a large group of readers.
Secondly, the things you want to ask me seem a bit far away from the topic of Europe’s borders in a historical light?
Sorry if I seem a bit arrogant and unwelcoming, which is far from my nature, but I have to keep myself alive.”
Dear Bxxxxx,
I understand.
No problem,
good luck with the great work you’re doing,
till soon maybe on the dance floor,
best
Kolar

ii Thiaroye was a transit camp where Senegalese tirailleurs were returned to after they served France in world war II.

After protests of the tirailleurs regarding the unequal distribution of pensions for French and colonial soldiers,
French soldiers killed over 30 Senegalese tirailleurs.
iii Both the vignettes are based on real trajectories of people but are however fictionalized and re-narrated

for specific purposes in the context of this article. With reference to the story of Mamadou and his friend,
Echenberg underlines, “Hyperbole aside, [Mamadou s’en va t’en guerre] is essentially consistent with the realities
experienced by African soldiers as they were mobilized for the second world war.” (1985: 367). With reference to
the story of M and J, one of the authors met both of them in Nijmegen and whose trajectories were revealed
during shared research processes and informal conversations.
iv, v, vii Translated from original German by authors.
vi Onderduiker: Dutch word referring to a Jewish or Gentile fugitive from the Germans under the National
Socialist regime (Beevor, 2018: 20).
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Summary
While talking about asylum migration often legal and common parlance assumes an
“origin” and “destination” country, as well as so-called “host” populations and “newly
arriving asylum-seekers”. Further, academic parlance is predominantly based on
epistemologies and ontologies that speak of rather than from asylum, inevitably hiding
the politics of everyday relations (what I call here enacting asylum) that actors including
researchers find themselves in. More crucially, asylum is fundamentally built on fixed
epistemologies that often results in enacting asylum in ways that reproduce methodological
nationalism and appropriation of migrant voices under unequal conditions of knowledge
production.
Building on claims for “writing histories,” “constructing worlds,” and “right to education”
by actors seeking asylum, enacting Asylum University emerges as a mode of forging
relations based on itinerant action research processes responding to these everyday
claims. Such processes acknowledge the deep entanglement of research and pedagogical
practices with everyday processes of producing asylum relations. Reflecting on the
articulatory processes part of this mode of enacting asylum, I argue for a relational
politics of becoming, crucial to understanding (Europe’s) borders. Enacting Asylum
University is a plea for un-bounding, un-fixing, and acknowledging “asylum” as a space of
encounter that is opaque and becoming.
Articulations emerging from such situated knowledges argue for approaching asylum
hospitality as shifting – rather than fixed – itineraries of guest/host relations. Rather than
borders seen as dividing monolingual territories, we argue for languaging borders of
Europe as being reshaped by the locational elsewhere(s) of our migrant practices.
Rather than asylum citizenship seen as separate from EU citizenship, we articulate forms of
relatedness that contest the bureaucratized production of (ethnic/racial) identities
underpinning European citizenship at large. Through the (DuBoisian) lens of “double-
consciousness” we reveal the banal everydayness of refugee-solidarity that does not
challenge forms of structural racism producing the “refugee Other.” And finally, we
fundamentally question Eurocentrism in asylum relations, suggesting an initial vocabulary
for a radical politics of place, and a symbolic cartography for “Lost Europe(s).”
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Samenvatting
In maatschappelijke discussies over asiel wordt er vaak een spraakgebruik aangenomen
dat uitgaat van een sterke tweedeling tussen herkomst- en bestemmingsland, alsmede
tussen een inzittende bevolking en pas gearriveerde asielzoekers. Daarnaast zijn de
academische discussies over asiel gebaseerd op epistemologieën en ontologieën die over
asiel gaan, maar niet zozeer vanuit asiel starten. Deze uitgangspunten dragen bij aan het
methodologisch nationalisme in onderzoek en eigenen de stem van migranten toe op
grond van ongelijke verhoudingen in het creëren van kennis. Hiermee wordt de politiek
van alledaagse relaties verborgen. Deze alledaagse relaties laten asiel tot uiting komen
– dit noem ik: Enacting Asylum. Deze alledaagse asiel relaties worden gevormd door vele
actoren, inclusief onderzoekers.
Voortbouwend op argumenten omtrent ‘het schrijven van geschiedenis’, ‘werelden te
construeren’ en het ‘recht op onderwijs’ door acteurs die asiel zoeken, komt ‘Enacting
Asylum University’ naar voren als een wijze waarop alledaagse relaties zijn gesmeed op
basis van rondreizende actieonderzoeksprocessen die reageren op deze alledaagse
claims. De processen in deze studie erkennen de sterke verwevenheid van onderzoek en
pedagogische praktijken met alledaagse processen voor het tot stand brengen van asiel
relaties. Dit onderzoek reflecteert op de processen van articulatie tijdens het creëren
van deze alledaagse relaties. Het is een pleidooi voor onbegrensde en ongefixeerde
onderzoeksbenadering aangaande asiel. Met andere woorden, deze thesis ziet asiel als
een ontmoetingsruimte dat onherroepelijk ondoorzichting is en altijd in de maak.
De articulaties die uit dergelijke ‘situated knowledges’ voortkomen leiden tot het benaderen
van asiel en gastvrijheid als verschuivende – in plaats van vaststaande – routes van gast
versus gastheer/vrouw. In plaats van dat we uit gaat van grenzen als opsplitsers van
monolinguistische territoria, starten wij van het idee van ‘languaging borders’ (letterlijk:
het actief en continue vertalen van grenzen). Dit houdt in dat grenzen worden hervormd
door locaties elders, en deze locaties zijn ingebed in de praktijken van migranten.
In plaats van het scheiden van asielburgerschap van EU-burgerschap, articuleren wij
gerelateerdheden die de bureaucratische productie van (etnisch/raciale) identiteiten
– als zijnde de onderbouwing van het Europese burgerschap – betwist. Vanuit een lens
die geïnspireerd is door het idee van “double-consciousness” van Dubois, ontvouwen
wij bovendien de banale alledaagsheid van solidariteit met vluchtelingen die het structurele
racisme niet trotseren. Met een vocabulaire van een radicale plaats-politiek en een
symbolische cartografie voor ‘Verloren Europa(s)’, bevragen we uiteindelijk het Euro
centrisme in asielrelaties.

250 | Enacting Asylum University

Curriculum Vitae | 251

Curriculum Vitae
Kolar Aparna has a background in performing arts and human geography. Her work as
a performer largely emerged from grappling with the body-politics, and micro-politics
of control in everyday practices of choreography in the performing arts across India and
Europe, which led her to border studies and human geography. As a young border scholar
her work has engaged with issues of spatial justice, everydayness in borderlands, right to
the city, and postcolonial approaches to borders. Her recent work has primarily focused
on processes of decolonizing the University in relation to the right to education part of
(asylum)citizenship struggles in EUrope. Her work is collective and collaborative, while
questioning the structural conditions allowing (or not) for certain forms of knowledge
exchange. She is currently working as Assistant Professor in the Human Geography
department at Radboud University.

