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We remember Kant’s imperative that “each person is to have an equal right to the most
extensive basic liberty compatible with similar liberty for others” (Rawls, 1985: 227). Two
centuries later, Habermas repeatedly reproduces this formula in communitarian terms by
saying that none can have freedom if the (other) members of a community do not have
freedom in the same way.” Mill first demonstrates that the notion of good may be used in
plural. My notion of good is as particular and as conditioned as everyone else’s. To gener-
ate a unified conception of good for a society, or even for a supranational community, is a
much more challenging task if we are concerned about what logic of intersubjective limits
is implied in this unified conception (or how exactly it can be absent there).

An essential ethical moment, which can be drawn out of Mill’s reflection, is that we
can measure ethical character of a judgment according to the means used for addressing
this judgment of others. In other words, according to the logic, this judgment is imple-
mented in an intersubjective space. Mill microscopically analyzes this complex, (indeed
elementary, but often undistinguishable, and therefore complex), logical mechanism. He
systematically calls violence the good that is imposed on others by force, or by an un-
justified interference into their private sphere of life. Social good, when being forcefully
introduced into individuals’ lives, turns out to be evil in its essence. Whether a judgment
can be regarded as good or evil can be defined by the attitude that the person making
the judgment has towards the other’s limits. In case the person neglects these limits and
imposes their good by force, for Mill, the protest against the interference is justified, as
it would be then a protest against evil. In other words, evil is not something that is “ob-
jectively bad” Mill produces a “subjectively conditioned” image of evil, an image which,
before him, had not been articulated. The “subjective” nature of evil derives from the
means we refer to other’s limit; he writes, “All errors which [a person] is likely to commit
against advice and warning, are far outweighed by the evil of allowing others to constrain
him to what they deem his good” (Mill, 1977: 277). From this, it follows that evil is just a
particular opinion or position that claims to be a universal norm being imposed by force,
or without being justified by those concerned.

Mill gives two examples that demonstrate this (in)distinguishability of limits. In order
not to go too deeply into detailed accounts, let us reconstruct the formal logical structure
of the examples. Muslims consider an action “X” to be immoral both for Muslims and
Christians. Catholics consider an action “Y” to be immoral both for Catholics and Prot-
estants. If we take the position of the Muslims, we have the right to persecute Christians;
if we take the position of the Catholics, we would have the right to persecute Protestants.
Mill draws the following conclusion:

... if mankind are justified in interfering with each other’s liberty in things which
do not concern the interests of others, on what principle is it possible consistently
to exclude these cases? or who can blame people for desiring to suppress what they
regard as a scandal in the sight of God and man? No stronger case can be shown for
prohibiting anything which is regarded as a personal immorality, than is made out

11. See, e.g., Habermas, 1991.



RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4 87

for suppressing these practices in the eyes of those who regard them as impieties;
and unless we are willing to adopt the logic of persecutors, and to say that we may
persecute others because we are right, and that they must not persecute us because
they are wrong, we must beware of admitting a principle of which we should resent
as a gross injustice the application to ourselves (Mill, 1977: 285).

To conclude, Mill discovers a very important principle formulated more than one-and
-a-half centuries ago, and is continually violated in practice everywhere by everyone; the
indistinguishability of limits between what refers to the private life and personality of the
individual, and what touches upon universal morality and social good. We suggest calling
it the pathology of egocentrism, which can be defined as the incapacity to distinguish or the
intentional obliteration of intersubjective limits conditioned by the imagined absoluteness
of one’s own good or one’s own conception of good, and the logical, or political, expansion
that follows from this position. Egocentrism implies the reduction of the exterior world
to one’s own personal interests, the perception of one’s own interests as unconditionally
valuable. It “naturally” entails an unwillingness to recognize other persons’ limits. Being
introduced into the sphere of intersubjective interaction, this principle of the absolute
significance of “me” (my ego, my proper convictions, judgments, values etc.), encourages
me to infringe upon other people’s limits, and to subjugate logically- and geopolitically-
alien territories.”

Though he does not make explicit reference to Mill, it is evident that Habermas bor-
rows his logic of demarcation between the private and the universal. Private individual
will, individual verity or logic, is what the individual considers or has the right to con-
sider as “real” and “veritable” for themselves (within the limits of their lifeworld and
worldview). As soon as we enter into the sphere of intersubjective relationships, we can-

12. To finish up with Mill, it is necessary to make a brief remark on a subject that nevertheless requires a
full-fledged, separate research. Mill does not pose the problem of who and how will be interpreting concrete
contextually conditioned questions of limits between what may be admitted as individual tastes, and what
is doing harm to society. For example, is erotic photographic art an affair of private taste, or pornography
insulting social morals? There was, for example, a famous case in the Soviet history of art, when a successtful
renown photographer (Alexander Grinberg) was sentenced by the Soviet regime to five years in the working
camps as a result of a sudden reinterpretation of his photographic art by the authorities. “One can hardly
imagine,—writes about him a Russian researcher of photography Victoria Musvik,—in which direction Al-
exander Grinberg’s work would have developed, but the State suddenly interfered in his life. In 1935 one had
an illusion that the state control over photographic art mitigated. Grinberg showed his naked models on
the Moscow Exhibition of Masters of the Soviet Photographic Art. On this exhibition he was presented as a
member of jury . .. In 1936 he was arrested for the ‘propaganda of pornography’ and sentenced to five years
of camps” (Musvik, 2012: 22-23). Almost a century later, we face the same problem of interpretation in Russia
with regards to homosexuality. Whether the latter is an expression of individual tastes and preferences, an
expression of a life style in a liberally oriented democratic society, or an insult made to social morals, is a ques-
tion of interpretation. Whether it should be publicly accepted or may be (in terms of repressive liberalism)
regarded only as a private though not socially desirable practice, is a question of interpretation. How we draw
the borderline between the “moral” and the “immoral,” and the “harmful” and the “harmless,” influences the
borderline between what will be considered as the “private” and the “public,” what will be allowed as social
good, or defended as a social evil. T am thankful to Alexander Filippov, who suggested the idea that Mill does
not see the mechanism whereby those who establish a monopoly for interpretation gain the social power to
judge, and to draw constituting borderlines.
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not only pursue our own ends anymore, though we have the right to argumentatively
convince others in our position. If we claim that a norm should be intersubjectively ac-
cepted, (whether it be a norm of knowledge, or a relationship of behavioral patterns), we
have to take others” opinions, interests, and perspectives into account, and presume that
a norm should not be accepted unless all concerned agree on that norm.

Habermas makes the very logic of demarcation explicit between what refers to me
personally, and what can be intersubjectively justified and valid. In most cases of our
quotidian, social, and political life, this limit blurs; it is not recognized or is intentionally
disavowed on various pretexts. It seems plausible that most of conflicts have this indis-
tinguishability as their initium et causa. Should we reconstruct the long history of human
conflicts and traumas, we will see that the inability to pass from the egocentric to the
intersubjective interpretation of the reality lies in the foundations of most of them. Any
explicitly advanced claim puts the subject in relation to the limits of the Other. Whether
it be a geopolitical ambition, an unwarranted claim for a social status, or someone’s au-
thoritarian will within a family, we always experience this tension between my own and
the other’s limits. In the context of the intersubjective lifeworld, where we are more-than-
one-person (where the other, others, we, and society emerge), this borderline sharpens
as each of us projects their own logic of limits (or of its all-effacing absence) onto the
exterior world of others. Each of us is inclined to interpret limits, or to not notice them,
in their own way.

Besides Mill, Habermas (2003: 110) first accentuates this epistemological disposition
with regard to limits as an essential and problematic one: “We still lack adequate concept
for the semantic difference between what is morally wrong and what is profoundly evil”
[earlier in the text—the notion of “radical evil” from biblical language—T.W.]. That is,
we do not differentiate between a situation, which we like or dislike for personal reasons,
from a situation where our intersubjective rights and freedoms are violated. Let us sche-
matically consider the following case; S, is at variance with S, in their interests. S, claims
that S, redefines his or her position, and is ready to accuse S, that he or she is morally
wrong. However, if the position of S, refers to him or her only and is not imposed on an-
other S,against their will, the position of S, cannot be considered as morally wrong with
regard to S,, no matter how much S, disagrees with it. Moreover, if S, intends to redefine
the position of S, by force of authority, the action of S, should be evaluated as a violation
of their individual rights.

What is “morally wrong” refers, in this case, to the intersubjective morality implying
that we mutually recognize the rights and freedoms of each other. What is “essentially
wrong” refers to ethical values and judgments that may be different for each of us. These
are two heteronomous plans that Habermas suggests not to mingle. In order to under-
stand the specificity of this demarcation, we should start with a simpler differentiation
between the exterior and interior worlds, though which is not easy to implement into
interaction practices. The simplicity of this division is only all the more apparent as it
is usually not articulated in our basic morals and habits. In a broader sense, the interior
world refers to our subjective feelings, thoughts, and values. The exterior world refers to
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surrounding contexts, events, phenomena, and relationships with other people. It also
includes our actions and expressions addressed to other people.”

Habermas conceptualizes this demarcation between the interior and the exterior
worlds. The interior world can be distinguished only against a background of the exterior
one. The very notion of the subjective world makes sense when and only when we have a
sphere of the social “universal” for reference. We only can perceive the subjective world of
others in an abstract way, referring to a sphere of the non-universal, or the non-common
(Nicht-Gemeinsamkeit). We do not have direct access to it, and cannot judge it according
to criteria of the common universal world. It can be thought of only in reference to the
world of common order.™

Habermas needs this opposition to show that the world of subjective experience
(judgments, feelings, and beliefs) and the world of intersubjective meanings are based
on absolutely different grounds. Violation of or insufficient attention to this borderline
entails both painful and illegitimate communicative deformations. Returning to the ex-
ample schematically explicated above, if a religious person imposes a meaning of their
subjective world as a norm on a non-religious person, it would mean a shift and a viola-
tion of the limits between the interior world of subjective meanings, and the exterior
world of intersubjective meanings. In reverse order, if a non-religious person forces a
religious one to renounce their religious convictions on the ground that “they are essen-
tially wrong,” it would mean a shift and a violation of limits between the interior world of
subjective meanings (secular mentality), and the exterior world of intersubjective mean-
ings (freedom of conscience).

The decision of a state to legalize weapons can be construed as an “essential evil”
in another state’s eyes. However, it will not be morally wrong from the intersubjective
perspective, each taking the autonomy of the other as a basic presumption. The decision
of a liberal community to legalize abortion can be construed as an “essential evil” for a
Christian community, but it will not be morally wrong from the intersubjective perspec-
tive, each taking the autonomy of the other as a basic presumption. In such cases, we
may judge something as “essentially wrong or right” and it will be our private subjective
conviction (or a conviction of our parochial community). But it turns out to be “morally
wrong” when and only when, being a matter of taste or a subjective verity, it pretends to
have an intersubjective meaning without an argumentatively sufficient, intersubjectively-
accepted justification.

For Habermas, the differentiation of limits between the subjective and the intersub-
jective is a guarantee from communicative pathologies, that is, from manipulations and
intrusions into a private sphere of an individual or a community. In a historical perspec-
tive, as previously stated, all totalitarian and authoritarian regimes were (and some of

13. According to Weber’s definition of social action as an action oriented towards the Other.

14. He speaks about it, for example, in Habermas, 1984: 43-74, 2008: 24-76. This differentiation can some-
times be found by Habermas as a conceptual separation between propositional verity, subjective authenticity,
and juridical validity. Propositional verity is the common knowledge of the “objective world” or facts; subjec-
tive authenticity refers to the purely subjective inner world; juridical validity refers to intersubjectively shared
and acknowledged norms.
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them still are) based on this assumption of non-differentiation. In extreme cases, this
non-differentiation conditions violence, aggression, and destructive transgression; on a
discursive level, it can, by default, legitimize ignorance, non-understanding, or discursive
domination.

To continue, we can define a relationship in which the limits between the subjectively
veritable and the intersubjectively justified/valid are recognized, clearly differentiated,
and not violated as “moral” In this case, it is taken for granted that a person may judge
others’ values and tastes as “essentially wrong,” but may not interfere into a private life
with their own ethical values and judgments, or redefine others’ positions. We can logi-
cally conclude that if a conflictual situation between them arises, they ideally should base
their strategies of conflict resolution on this initial differentiation before they go into a
deeper essential controversy.

Issuing from this initial differentiation, morality and ethics should be also differenti-
ated and constituted in two different plans, according to Habermas. Morality is a set of
common regulative principles of social interaction. Ethics is a private domain of values
and orientations of an individual or a community within a larger community (society,
state, or cosmopolitan community). Morality is a set of normative rules that coordinates
intersubjective interaction. Moral principles articulate what can or should be accepted
as an intersubjective norm. Ethics expresses a parochial idea of what good is, or what it
should be, depending on cultural traditions, and the epistemological contexts of a partic-
ular individual or a community. What is ethically good for one person (community) can
be not at all good for another person (community). Yet, morality is the “neutral” regula-
tive force that coordinates interaction between all these different persons and communi-
ties with their different ethical values, preferences, and claims. We need morality, writes
Habermas (1994: 47), “that rests only on the normative content of universal conditions of
coexistence in a society (founded on mutual respect for persons)”.”

Habermas deduces this logic of differentiation between morally right/wrong, on the
one hand, and ethical good/evil, on the other, from the pluralistic nature of modern so-
ciety. A great number of communities heteronomous to each other (national, ethnical,
confessional, political, etc.) have to share a common space, common resources, and coex-
ist with each other. At the same time, he suggests this differentiation to be employed as an
instrument of the analysis and correction of social pathologies. Communities and other
participants of political and cultural life enter into conflict contradictions with each oth-
er, and encounter a lack of a common universal language. Therefore, as Habermas writes,
“in modern societies, moral norms must detach themselves from the concrete contents of
the plurality of attitudes toward life that now manifest themselves” (ibid.).

In such a way, (by philosophical means), a “secondary” community is modeled in
modern Europe which, from one side, does not have national limits, but, which, from
the other side, generates a clear logic of intersubjective limits, an ethos of limits, and a

15. As he precises, moral position does not express any axiological orientations; it can only make clear to
what extent claims of a particular point of view may be accepted as intersubjectively legitimate. Morality does
not coincide with the notion of social good in this sense; it is purely formal, logical, and deontological.
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limitary conscience. The paradox exists in the fact that participants of this community
perceive themselves as limited by others and (co)limited with others, while at the same
time being at the same time an agent of limitless communication. This very combination
of simultaneously open- and restrictive-limits seems paradoxical in the sense of being
open-to-others, and restrictive with regard to others. This new European identity of the
limitary subject implies that the subject discerns and acknowledges limits of other sub-
jects; they (the subject in question) are, in a sense, produced by these limits. The subject
in question is limited by their own ethical orientation and values. They are (co)limited by
the same subjects, but are, at the same time, included in a community of limitless com-
munication with (co)limitary others. In such a way, an ideal community of nations, cul-
tures, confessions, political parties, and individuals is to be construed and constructed.

This structural logic of limits is essential for limiting egocentric worldviews, that is,
worldviews concentrated on the individuals’ or local parochial ego, and incapable of tak-
ing the perspectives of others into account. The fact that others are there constrains us in
our limits, and reminds us of the limits between us and others. Ideal communication, (in
an Habermasian sense), always implicitly implies these significant limits.” But limits do
not only divide us, they also, as we have seen, weave social tissue by interconnecting us.
As soon as we acknowledge others as others, we enter into a relationship with their oth-
erness. We find ourselves ready to restructure our relationship with others, and to con-
scientiously draw new information from the way limits are structured in our life worlds.
From this point of view, limits are the very core of our human community; they make us
(distinguishable) humans among other humans.

To master the principles of this hierarchical system of limits would be essential for
the morphologically-complex and heteronomous Russian society, and its social, political,
national, ethnical, and confessional inhomogeneity. Within a long period of Soviet his-
tory, Russia had the tendency of a centralized, ideologically-authoritarian model of social
interaction. Norms were hierarchically imposed on all spheres of life without presuming
any alternatives. When the limits to the exterior world were opened, Russia began to ex-
perience this tension of intersubjective (international and intercultural) limits. For Russia
as a political subject, it is, thus, very important to see and to acknowledge itself limited
by others, and (co)limited (together) with others. Russia’s attitude towards international
norms, and the interpretation of international norms depends on a great extent of this
perception of itself as a (co)limited subject.

The same can be said about the internal politics within the country. For example, in
taking commonly significant decisions or elaborating commonly valid laws, Russian so-
ciety could orient itself not only on the axiology of traditional values and stable or even
dogmatic authorities, but take the heteronomous ethical orientations of different com-
munities into account. The Government could encourage analytical groups to investigate

16. In his interview “Conversation about God and the World,” he uses the notion of the “decentred idea
of normativity” that implies that we can only accept something as a norm when we take the perspective of
all concerned into account, that is, when we see ourselves us as limited by others. See Habermas, 2006b, or,
2002: 147-167.
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empirical cases when ethical values of certain social groups are presented as “commonly
accepted” and “intersubjectively shared” to the detriment of other groups’ values and ori-
entations, when certain social groups extrapolate their axiology to the whole of Russian
society while others do not have effective instruments to stand up for their limits, and, by
that, do not have instruments to realize to what extent a heterogeneously complex Rus-
sian society is based on mutually exclusive principles.

Public articulation of this difference between the “subjective” and the “intersubjec-
tive,” the “ethical” and the “moral,” the “veritable” and the “legitimate,” or to put it more
simply, between me and Other, could contribute to a more productive mutual clarifica-
tion of heteronomous positions, values, and interests, and as a consequence, to a better
resolution of social and political conflicts, to the mitigation of social tension, and to the
creation of non-exclusive social relationships. It could give us an opportunity to listen
to heretofore mute and unnoticeable different voices. As Jean-Luc Nancy formulates it
(2001: 12-13), “We should go out from the monotheism of thought, as . . . we do not con-
ceive this world in terms of Unity anymore.”
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MOHOMONUIA Ha BNACTb, CeCTBMAMY KOTOPbIX B XX BEKE OKa3anvcb ANKTaTOPCKUE PEXMMbI

1 HaLMOHanbHble coobLiecTsa (Mpo)ToTanmTapHoro Tvna. MpoBoOAUTCA PEKOHCTPYKUMS STOW
MOAENN HagHALMOHaNbHOro coobLLecTBa 1 aHaNM3npyeTcs, Kakim 06pa3om B 3TOM coobLLecTBe
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It may seem that the concept of marginality has already been thoroughly studied and some-
times even considered as a useless and obsolete theoretical notion. However, in this article I
develop the notion in a novel way with regard to recent theoretical debates on the social im-
plications of shifting borderlines in the contemporary world. The notion of “marginal man”
introduced by Robert Park is central for my approach since it embodies the “spatial—social”
interaction. I construct and use the nexus of space, time and movement to account for the an-
alytical capacities of this concept. The article covers mainly the spatial aspects of marginality
and its connotations. I outline two main approaches to the ideal type of the “marginal man”
in the paper: 1) the spatial-functional approach (traced back to Simmel’s notion of Stranger),
which focuses on the essential functions of Stranger for a group border, and 2) “formal”—
making approach to multiple borders (and particularly shifting ones) that shape “marginal’s”
identification as placed in-between borders and challenge the orderliness of bordered space.
The central task of the marginality research is not to classify different “strangers” and “mar-
ginals”, or to describe their conditions, self-identities, and psychological controversies, but
to depict social processes responsible for “marginalization’, exclusion, and enabling liminal
positions. In this article I argue that the analytical vista of the “marginality” concept can be
extended beyond the individual/personal framework and include social institutions (in the
example of citizenship).

Keywords: space, border, frontier, marginality, marginal man, stranger, movement

There are some concepts in sociological theory that once appeared in the analysis of so-
cial phenomena and specific circumstances, and then became irrelevant to current theo-
retical discourse with changed circumstances. But under certain social changes, these
concepts are popular again, and relevant for theory-oriented research. An example of this
is the concept of marginality, re-emerging in the wake of American emigration in order
explore a new social type, that of the marginal man, and has undergone many reverbera-
tions and inversions of meaning. Given its original sociological connotations, the concept
of the marginal man is useful, and even indispensable, for the analysis of post-Soviet and
current social realities.

The initial difficulty for the research emerged with the social change which used to
be called “post-soviet” or “post-imperial” The development of a new social reality pro-
duced new social spaces (new states, new borderlines, new “social closures” and new ag-
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Transformations”, carried out within the framework of the Basic Research Program at the National Research
University Higher School of Economics (HSE) in 2014, are presented in this work.
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gregations; in a word—the “post-Soviet space’, entering into the different kind of social
analyses), as well as another social time (new regularities, revision of historical narratives,
new points of countdown, etc.). These processes inevitably generated (or made evident) a
particular social type known as the “marginal man”

The popular preconceptions of “marginals” could be attributed to approximately
twenty-five million people in the post-soviet space as they found themselves outside
their “historical motherland” within a fortnight. This manifold varies from overt hostility
and scorn (when “marginal” means “declassified person’, “lumpen’, “criminal’, “rootless”,
“vagrant’, etc.), to the neutral, formal, or even sympathetic attitude (“migrants”, “non-cit-
izens”, “double citizens”, “refugees”, “compatriots abroad”, etc.). The post-soviet marginals
could be viewed as exemplifying the universal modern social type of “marginal’, deter-
mined and formed by the global processes of the framework of experience unification
while creating new forms of fragmentation and dispersal. In other words, the definition
of the social type of “marginal” was actualized via the modern processes of difference,
exclusion and marginalization.'

Thus, the conceptual premise of the main research objective formulation consists of
the suggestion that “marginal” is a universal social type. Methodologically, this inferred
presupposition that “marginality” provides a new “ideal type” for modern social reality
analysis, and is made along space/time dimensions.

The main objective of the research on marginality is to develop a conceptual frame-
work of reference for the sociological analysis of marginality as a specific post-imperial
social type, process, and social relationship. With regard to this objective, two special
tasks could be formulated — to establish contingency of this term with the basic so-
ciological concepts that are generally used to understand the idea of marginality, and to
work out a theoretical operationalization of the “marginality” in the context of processes
of the destabilized society such as desocialisation and re-socialisation, social/cultural/
political exclusion, hybridization, and diffusion.

As stated, the central question of the marginality research is not to classify different
“strangers” and “marginals’, or to describe their condition and self-identities, and psy-
chological controversies, but to depict social processes responsible for “marginalization”,
exclusion, and liminal positions. The identification of such processes generating “mar-
ginal” type provides an opportunity to find out a sociological account of the marginal
condition as opposed to psychological one. Identifying the principal differences between
sociological and psychological approaches to the concept of marginality is one of the sig-
nificant points of the research on marginality. The central argument of these differences
is as follows: the psychological approach, as presented in numerous works on “margin-
als”, “vagabonds”, “exiles”, “pilgrims”, “strangers’, etc., focuses on the description of the
marginal’s feelings, sentiments, consciousness, self-consciousness, memories, and per-
ceptions, while the sociological approach is interested in the marginal’s functions in rela-
tion to the group, or his/her specific practices developed while being in between the cut-

1. Discussion on these processes see in Giddens, 1991: 5-6.
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lines of different social institutions, or in the forms of the marginal’s activity reciprocally
producing the processes of institutional marginalization. The further elaboration of the
sociological approach to the definition of “marginality” demands a revision, first of all,
of the “classical” social theory resources in regard of the new marginalities. The concepts
of “the stranger”, “the other” and “the marginal man” represented this pull of resources.

The main sources of concepts and ideas relative and useful for the analysis of mar-
ginality were the texts of classical sociology. These classical texts could be selected and
singled out according to the main categories constituting the concept of marginality:
space, time, and movement/mobilities (as well as related categories of norm, and am-
bivalence). These tentative dimensions of marginality are specified and transformed into
the conceptual framework of marginality through the works of G. Simmel on “Stranger”
(1989, 1992), and through his sociology of space. The dimension of space was concretized
by Simmelian terms of “the unity of closeness and remoteness”, “host/stranger relation-
ship’, and the “stranger’s freedom and objectivity”” It will be sufficient here to note the re-
search and debate on the Simmelian Stranger and Otherness which resulted, according to
Donald Levine, in the classification of different “Stranger” status-types: Guest, Sojourner,
Newcomer, Intruder, Inner Enemy, Marginal Man (Levine, 1977). The main criterion for
this classification is the Simmelian notion of Stranger as the “co-presence of closeness
and remoteness”; all the types/statuses of Stranger classification come from the underly-
ing relationship of Host-Stranger and its emotional character (the degree of compulsive
friendliness or hostility); the process of such a relationship is associated with assimilation
and its core variable of Estrangement. Any classification is vulnerable to criticism, includ-
ing this one, if one pursues a classification to fit specific post-imperial conditions. The
questions arising from the classification concerns not only the “characteristic properties
of each of these types of stranger relationship” (Levine, 1977: 23), or factors determining
person’s entrance into one or another of these type relations, or person’s moving from one
type to another; our major interest is the very process by which persons find themselves
to become marginals (strangers) in the group, and why this process of marginalization
becomes independent of the person’s will to stay or leave the group.

Another classical peace of text having the direct influence on the marginality issue is
one of A. Schutz on “Stranger” and “Homecomer” (1945). Here time dimension acquired
the shape through the concepts of regularity, continuity, routinization, recurrence, si-
multaneity and others. Significant for the marginality research objectives are also works
of G. H. Mead on The Philosophy of the Present (1932); of E. Durkheim on anomie and
“moral community” (1906) (for the norm dimension and the modes of “normalization”),
but primarily — of R. Park on “marginal man’, migration, human ecology and the cycle
of “competition/conflict/accommodation and assimilation” (for the movement and am-
bivalence dimensions).

The most evident definition of the “marginal man” by R. Park comes from the term
of the “margin”/“border”, and, thus, makes the issue of marginality to be, first of all, the

2. See Park, 1928, 1961, 1967.
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subject of the sociology of space. Although the Park’s version of Sociology of Space (Hu-
man Ecology) makes its reference to the Simmelian Sociology of Space (particularly
to the notion of the Stranger — Der Fremde), it is significantly modified in its episte-
mological issues. The modification comes, first of all, from the different account of the
“border”/“margin” — it is no more defined in the predominately cognitivistic manner,
like: “The boundary is not a spatial fact with sociological consequences, but a sociologi-
cal fact that forms itself spatially” (Simmel, 1997: 143), as the objectification of the human
attitude towards the “piece of space’, making the sense of group identification. Thus, the
account of the Stranger and his relationship to the boundary of the group is essentially
functional — the Stranger, by crossing the borders of the group deliberately — unlike
group members — makes the group to get aware of what it is not like, he is a pure func-
tion of the group identification process. Park comes to his notion of the “marginal man”
not only through the reflections on the ideal type of the Stranger and the social-func-
tional meaning of the border, but, first of all, as the theoretical outcome of his empirical
studies of the migration process in America. In this theoretical framework the group and
the marginal exchange their functions — multiple group boundaries become the source
for the marginal’s identity, they are embodied in the marginal’s personality, crossing the
boundary is not just getting close or remote to the group, but to overcome the physi-
cal space, to make the interaction with the space. This was a different from Simmelian
Sociology of Space, treating space not only as becoming a social fact via human action
and experience, but forming and producing social facts. Space and its physical features
impact the social institutions and human behavior. The Space is not just the container
of the Social, enabling to exercise the human capacity to differentiation, streamline and
meaningful ordering, but the primordial state of the Social, its starting point of motion.?

Thus, we can talk about another principal distinction between the two main approach-
es to the analysis of the marginality in sociological theory. One of the approaches could
be called “functional”: it could be said to regard and define a marginal from the group’s
point of view. It focuses on the marginal’s relation to the group (community, society) and
takes “identity” identification with the group) and “participation” (or even loosely com-
prehensible notion of the norm of participation in group activities) concepts as a frame
of reference for this relation. “Identity” and “participation” facilitate the general classifi-
cation of the functional definitions of “marginality”: in the utter case of the definition of
marginality “identity-making” could be regarded as participation; this approach to the
study of marginality is sooner “actionist” one and corresponds to the subject matter for
the study of marginality. It can be complemented by and compared to the study of mar-
ginals’ functions or uses in social and cultural relationship and to the study of the form of
marginality under the processes of desocialization and resocialization. Considering the
actionist interpretation of marginality (where the core operational concept is participa-

3. As Frederic Turner (certainly known to R.Park) wrote in his notorious work on The Significance of the
Frontier in the American History: . . . the frontier is productive of individualism. Complex society is precipi-
tated by the wilderness into a kind of primitive organization based on the family. The tendency is anti-social.
It produces antipathy to control, and particularly to any direct control” (Turner, 1921: 42).



98 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4

tion) one cannot but notice that marginality is usually defined as a lack of participation
in social institutions (in economics, in political decision making, in symbolic resources’
distribution, etc.), as a deprivation and exclusion from the social structures (Germani,
1980). Such point of view provides functionally “negative” aspect of marginality defini-
tion. But if the deviation from the participation norm to the opposite extreme—surplus
of participation—is suggested, then marginal is located between the different kinds of
social borders that shape social relationships and cement social order. This is that positive
aspect of marginality definition which has been already stressed by R. Park and which de-
scribe the position of the marginal as in-between the worlds, cultures, social orders, not
identifying completely with either. This position of in-betweenness facilitates the move to-
wards the “formal” sociological approach to marginality which will be introduced below.

But first, some remarks on the functional definition. Both aspects of the definition—
positive and negative—entail functional meaning: a marginal has a universal social dis-
tance enabling him to perform as an observer and providing him with the criterion for
observation (the norms of social/cultural/political orders “beyond the border” may serve
as such a criterion). It gives an opportunity for the instrumental interpretation of the
stranger; Richard Rorty quite frankly suggests this pragmatist “inevitable and unobjec-
tionable ethnocentrism” for the Western culture (Rorty, 1992).

Thus one of the main marginal’s functions is to contribute to the process of social
self-reflection and society’s self identification giving a chance to indicate what society is
not alike.

Another functional advantage of marginality consists in that it makes possible to ex-
plain social change not necessarily as a result of the systemic crisis, but as a permanent
condition of the “complicated strategic situation’, of the “interaction among the unequal
and mobile social relations” (Foucault, 1984). It helps to escape the necessity to admit
the condition of the permanent systemic crisis. Here the change infers no necessarily a
conflict, but rather a paradox: the resolution of such a situation requires also paradoxical
strategy that does not exclude completely the alternatives for the specific chosen solu-
tion, but makes possible to preserve and reproduce them. The condition of marginality
(and the presence of marginals), therefore, not only generates an ambiguity/abeyance/
contradiction of the social positions (what makes the problem of social control particu-
larly acute), but also provides with the set of alternatives for the resolution of complex
situation.

In other words, the point is that the marginality is an intrinsic feature of the evolu-
tionary development, when there is not any linear, deterministic relation between the
certain event (war, revolution, etc.) and the social mutation; the change takes a range of
hardly detachable and inaccessible for direct observation stages. Marginals and strangers
constitute the material cumulating and transmitting these shades of cultural and social
change.

The negative—dysfunctional—aspect of marginality, particularly salient on the in-
stitutional level of the social order, clears up during the institutional, systemic crises,
when marginals become a result of such a crisis, institutionally surplus material, costs
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for the social change. They actualize the necessity of social control and set the problem
of creating new institutional positions for the institutionally ambivalent, abeyant groups
(Mizruchi, 1983).

As a distinct from the “functional” approach there could be outlined another also
sociological way of “marginality” account based not on the marginal’s relation to the
group (and thus centered on the marginal’s functions and uses for the group), but rather
on its relation to many groups (two at least), on its state of in-betweenness and cultural
conflict. This approach strives to formalize the condition of marginality in the space/
time/movement dimensions and to depict marginal’s position and modes of activity not
in functional relation to one group (or subsequently, to one and then to another), but re-
garding his activity, per se, as located in the definite point of the multi-group environment
and effected by the surrounding boundaries and forms. This approach will be referred to
as “formal” one. It also, as it was mentioned above, starts from the classical sociology of
space and time and, first of all from the Park’s concept of “the marginal man” as well as
of his vision of the sociology of space (“human ecology”) and of the social ontology in
general (the cycle of orders “competition—conflict—accommodation—assymilation”).

» s

The correlation of the concepts “frontier”, “institutional border”, “social conflict as a
form of social border”, “spatial dimension of marginality” is a special point of reference.
By the definition marginals and the very process of marginalization presuppose the no-
tion of boundary, edge, limit. Marginals’ static uncertainty acquires also dynamics when
the established institutional border lines and clear-cuts start to shift and to transform un-
der the social change and become “frontiers”; thus, marginals perform as the main agents
of these frontier lines. As to the study of the form of marginality process, it depends on
the interpretation of the very notion of “margin” as clear-cut, division, edge, limit, frame,
periphery, or frontier.

Time dimension of the marginality is revealed through the concepts of “Homecom-
er’, the presence/absence dialectics in marginal position, routinization of the Marginal,
regularity of participation, continuity and simultaneity in the group’s “cultural pattern”
production and reproduction. “The beginning” of the group was paid a special attention
since the revision and rewriting the history or biography of the group is the most effec-
tive means of marginalization. In this case the marginal is portrayed as Latecomer, those,
“who was not here at the very beginning?”

The category of movement as part of the frame of reference for the formal marginality
analysis is the less elaborated part of the studies on marginality. Specific forms of mobili-
ties of the marginals (such as oscillations, fluctuations) are of interest here. The further
logic of the research on developing marginalities demand to analyze marginal units fixed
in space/time dimensions in their change perspective, that is in movement. This will in-
dispensably become the next focus of marginality investigations.

So, the question point was how at all persons are moved to marginal positions, or how
they are made to be marginals, or what compels them to perform as marginals.

Keeping in mind these theoretical framework questions Marginality is to be presented
through the terms of its Space dimension which covered the following topics: Distinction,
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Distance, Ordering, Border, Frontier, Marginal as a frontiersman, Environment, Center/
periphery, Global marginal. The subsequent part of the Marginality study is evidently
centered on the Time dimension of marginality and the topics here are: The Presence/
Absence dialectics in marginal position, Routinization of the Marginal, Regularity, con-
tinuity and simultaneity in the group’s “cultural pattern” production and reproduction,
“The beginning” of the group and marginal as Latecomer, Eternal Marginal. Another part
of the study deals with the functional meaning of Marginality and puts forward ques-
tions on: Participation/exclusion, Marginal as an observer, Ambivalence, abeyance and
contingency, Marginal as a radical and as a conservative, Astrangement/Assymilation
and the problem of Control, The logic of transformation “The Other—The Stranger—The
Enemy”

Among the new questions, which infer from this analysis, the crucial one concerns
the reflexivity of the marginal man: is the marginal man always aware of his marginality?
Whether the very state of marginality develops on the individual (personal) level, as “the
conflict of cultures”, or it might also proceed on the super-individual (institutional, soci-
etal) level independent of the individual intentions and involving individuals (and col-
lectivities as well) into the process of marginalization? If these levels are interconnected,
then what are the mechanisms, or patterns, of this alliance?

This issue could be illustrated by the marginal case of the post-soviet/Russian citizen-
ship, which is one of the recent uses of the marginality theory for the analysis of the social
institution. The main point is that the post-soviet citizenship is marginalized between the
formal (written in the Constitution law on citizenship) norms defining “a citizen” and
the actual practices of performing as a citizen. Specific citizen’s rights and duties (first of
all the right to vote in the elections) can be enjoyed and performed by those who are not
formally citizens. Such a situation stems from the old soviet practice to equate “citizens”
and “permanent residents” of the country. Permanent residents (after 1992)—by the new
post-soviet formal rules—are not automatically entitled to Russian citizenship (they have
to pass the procedure of naturalization for that), but in practice they could vote since the
electorate are still formed by the permanent residents, not by the “formal” citizens. The
peculiarity of the situation is amplified by the fact that neither “a lay voter”, nor an official
election functionary always realizes the difference between citizenship and permanent
residency and can be aware of the constant resident non-citizen’s marginal position. Per-
haps, the number of such “marginal voters” is insignificant for the elections final results
(no one ever measured it), but the very their existence is a remarkable feature of the post-
soviet political and civic culture (Bankovskaya, 2006). This case can be very useful for the
further analysis of the relationship between “social/political” and “spatial” dimensions in
the process of marginalization.

Turning to the conditions of the post-soviet marginalization it is worth to mention
peculiarities of this process concerning the relation between “borders” and “marginal”
Usually marginals, strangers, newcomers, etc. are seen as trying to transcend the border,
to erase it, to make it transparent and flexible; they try to combine the attributes of two
(or more) form-units (Herrick, 1977; Tirykian, 1973).
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The post-imperial case here deals with the process of marginalization which take
place in the conditions of emerging borders, multiplying boundaries (spatial, institution-
al, symbolic); the initial unit falls apart, the diffuse, social and cultural space become an
environment, marginalia, for the newly formed concentrated clots of social and cultural
reality.

Marginal here faces a choice: to join this new form of social organization, to accept a
new form of relationship and to identify oneself with it, by the word—to enter inside the
bounded entity. The alternative offers to stay beyond the new boundaries, in the former
diffuse environment. Sometimes staying in between means to survive on the frontier line,
where two new entities are still interacting, conflicting, dividing spatial resources, and
still forming the borderlines between them.

So, the marginal in such a position tries rather to escape, to avoid the contact with
borders and clear-cut lines, then to combine or erase them. He seems to be in a conflict
with the borders and perceives their reality and relativity particularly clear and acute.
This type does not seem to be more emancipated and exempt from the control of the
custom and tradition (Park, 1967); he rather meets a necessity to confront the growing
and multiplying control modes around him; marginal is smashed by the need to defend
himself against the attempts to swallow his independent ambiguity and to absorb it into
the definitely formed unit. If Simmelian Stranger presupposed both “from every given
point in space, and thus the conceptional opposite to fixation at such a point” (Simmel,
1950: 402), then in our case we should sooner speak about the liberation of given point
space from the stranger and as opposite—fixation, or keeping him close.

The phase of spatial alteration of the social/cultural forms—expansion or contrac-
tion—creates problems (and perspectives) emerging along with the necessity to deal with
the new (predominately spatial in its nature) interpretation of post soviet political and
social context as an “empire”; the very presence of the “post-soviet space” in the politi-
cal discourse and practice indicates on the reality of the social entity without the actual
borders (since the borders of the Soviet state do not exist), still the meaning of this entity
and its contents are real and functional. Thus, marginals could be also portrayed as the
essentially “imperial” agents, as agents of the “post-soviet” meaning.

The most complicated theoretical setback becomes the concept of the “social norm”
(“anomie”), specifically—“norm of social participation” (and non-participation). It ac-
quires particular meaning when “the new democratic order” is dealt as a result of spa-
tial transformation. Here the problem of marginality bridges the realms of political and
social/cultural, since it actualizes a perspective of perversion a Stranger into an Enemy.
The process of marginalization, thus being a ferment of the political transformation and
re-identification, performs also as a counterbalance to the unification and “massification”
of modern democracies.

Thus, the logic of the “marginality” investigation and the methodology of its frame-
work construction consisted in conceptual operationalization of the basic categories of

» <

“space”, “time” and “movement” to the grid of concepts appropriate for the adequate ac-



102 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4

count both of the ideal type of the “marginality” as a special social relation and of particu-
lar modes in which it is embodied.

One more principal question concerned the identity of the marginal. It inferred, at
least two points. What way the identity of the “marginal” could be defined if not from the
point of view of the group? Regarded functionally, from the group positions, marginal
is a part of the group’s environment, milieu, which is unified, formless and perceived
functionally. Reciprocally, from the point of view of the marginal (as to his identity) any
definite group is a part of his environment. The variety of distinct, clearly formed up
communities, of their borders and the multitude of different kinds of oppositions and
distinctions in general constitute the universal “environment” for the marginal.* For the
marginal the universal features of the group have the prior meaning; those features which
make all the groups more abstract and “imagined”, and equally probable to occur in the
constellation of his identity. The occurrence of individual in the social circles’ crossing is
not always a result of individual’s own efforts, not always is it even realized by the indi-
vidual. The identity of the marginal, based on the constellation of the different groups’
borders, is distinct from the identity of any other contemporary, also based on the in-
terference and crossing of various social circles, by the fact that marginal, first, uses the
resources of the “environment” for self-identification, thus initiating this constellation,
or in any rate, realizing its significance for his own identity; and, second, marginal does
not fully identify himself with this constellation, always keeping in mind the possibility
to change it.

Marginal represents, figuratively speaking, that who formulates his life narrative not
by the expressions of the kind “It happened so”, but of the kind “I did it so”

Such a reflexivity in relation to self-identity means the more free choice among the
equally probable alternatives and the more varied styles of life. The main modern cul-
tural contradiction as to the marginal/stranger could be expressed via the contradiction
between the growing abstractness (and inner differentiation) of the collectivity and the
diminishing individual opportunities to use this variety of constellations and crossings
for self-identification: the choice is too large, but choice criteria are too scarce and they
are too abstract. The shadow side of the marginal’s freedom and the dramatics of his
condition reveals in what Giddens refers to as “existential isolation”: this is not as much
the isolation of the individuals from each other but rather the separation of individuals
from the “moral resources” rendered by the particular group and comprising the criteria
for the individual’s choice (Giddens, 1991: 9). The core question on the marginal’s free-
dom in the modern cultural environment could be as well formulated as follows: whether
marginal’s freedom from the group norms means the exemption of the morals from the
localism, particular forms and the realization of the universal human values, or it means
the “existential isolation” followed by the loss of the person’s meaning?

4. The role of the marginal in his relationship with the group could be compared with the role of money in
transactions: as money is an embodiment of a pure form in modern economic—and not merely economic—
exchange, which expels the individuality and concreteness of the situation; the marginal is a form of identity,
which expels any particular features of the communities which the marginal is phenomenally bound to.
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Thus, the reflexive constellation of the different collectivities’ borders into the identity
of the marginal comprises his authenticity, uniqueness and contingency..This infers not
only marginal’s predisposition to the “erasing of the borders”, to their relativization, but
also to the special kind of conservatism in relation to the cut-lines. The ambiguity and
the state of in-betweenness of the marginal is set by the fact that he, being exempt from
the bound to the collectivity which participated in his identity, still remains dependent on
their clear-cuts and distinctions, on their mutual oppositions: if their form and concrete-
ness is lost or erased completely, then the marginal’s identity definition via the constel-
lation of these forms will also lose its sense, the unique combination of various definite
oppositions will be messed. Being aware of the fact that his authenticity depends on the
compilation of definite forms marginal contributes to their preserving and cultivation to
the extent, to what marginal strives to preserve and cultivate his own authenticity. Defi-
nite forms and oppositions are not unified or eliminated in the process of marginaliza-
tion, but the opportunities to combine them keep in growing; accordingly, multiply also
the types of marginals.
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NonbITKa 3aHOBO MNPUCTYNUTb K UCCNIEf0BaHMIO AAHHOTO MOHATUA B CBA3M C COLMANbHbIMU
NoCneaCcTBUAMMN N3MEHEHUS FPAHNL, B COBPEMEHHOM MUpe. LleHTpasibHbIM 34eCb OKa3blBaeTCs
BBeieHHoe PobepTom MapKom NOHATME «<MAaPrMHANbHbIN YenoBeK». «<MapriuHanbHbI YenoBeK»
BOMJIOLIAET B cebe B3aMOAENCTBYE MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOTO 1 COUManbHOro. BoisiBneHune
AHANUTMNYECKOro NOTEeHLMANa 3TOro MOHATUSA MOXET NPOUCXOAUTD B 3MEPEHUAX NPOCTPAHCTBA,
BpeMeHU 1 ABMXeHNA. B cTaTbe paccmaTpuBaloTca MO NPenMyLLecTBy NPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIE acneKTbl
MapruHanabHOCTV OYepueHbl BA OCHOBHbIX MOAXOAA K MAeanibHOMY TUMYy MaprHafbHOro
yenoseka. [MpocTpaHCTBEHHO-PYHKLMOHaNbHBIV NOAXOL, BOCXOAALMNA K «HyxKaKy» 3ummens
dokycmpyeTtca Ha onpefeneHun GyHKUMIA YyxKaka ana rpaHuy rpynnbl. «QopmanbHbIN» NOAXOS
NCXOANT N3 MHOXECTBEHHOCTY rpaHuL (B 0COGEHHOCTY 13 TOTO, YTO rPaHULIbl MEHAIOTCA U
cmewyatotcs). C 3TOM TOUKM 3pEHUA MapriMHan ecTb TOT, KTO HaXOAUTCA MeXAY rpaHnuamm

1 6pocaeT BbI30B YNOPAAOYEHHOCTN pa3feneHHoro rpaHnLamMmu NpocTpaHCcTBa. B ctatbe
YTBEPXKOAETCSA, UTO aHANIMTMYECKas NepCcrneKkT1Ba NOHATAA <MapriuHaNbHOCTb» MOXET ObiTb
pacwupeHa. MapruHanbHbIM MOXeT OblTb He TONbKO YeNIOBEK, HO Y MHCTUTYTbI. [NaBHbIM
BOMPOCOM UCCNeA0BaHMA MapPrMHANbHOCTY ABNAETCA He KnaccndurKauma Yy»akoB 1 MaprimHanos
1 He onrcaHune yCIoBUN UX XN3HWU, UAEHTUYHOCTU U NMCUXONOTMUYECKNX CIIOKHOCTEN, HO OnvcaHue
CoLManbHbIX MPOLIECCOB, BbI3bIBAOLLMX MapriHanM3aLnio, UCKUeHre, MosABeHE IMMUHANbHbIX
nosunumi. B KauecTBe nccnefoBaTeNbCKOro Kelica B CTaTbe NCNONb30BaH MHCTUTYT rpaXkAaHCTBa.

Kntouesble c/108a: NpOCTPaAHCTBO, BpeMs, rpaHnLa, GPOHTUP, MaprHanbHOCTb, MapriiHan, Yy»ak,
LBVXeHne
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This paper examines conceptual change in negotiating borders in the European North. By
analyzing the definitions of the status given to Finland in peace treaties between Russia and
Sweden, the paper strives to enlighten how through the centuries Russia was involved in
negotiating key concepts of European political language, state, territoriality and nationality.
With the theoretical discussions in conceptual history as starting point, the paper illustrates
how a concept of state, separated from the person of the ruler, emerges in mediaeval and
early modern peace treaties, and how the estates of the ruler gradually gain status as political
units. With special focus on how notions of a linear state border were attached to the terri-
tory of Finland, the paper discusses broader processes of the development of ideas of territo-
rial state and linear state borders. The paper asks how and at which political junctures new
understandings of sovereignty appear in the treaties between Russia and Sweden and how
international recognition of territorial integrity and the rights of citizens were introduced as
part of the relations between the two countries. The broader aim of the paper is to contribute
to a comparative discussion on how state-making and bordering processes in the European
North were linked to political modernization, and how and to what degree the redefinition
of borders and territories were connected to new kinds of conceptualizations of state, sover-
eignty and nationality characteristic to modern politics.

Keywords: territoriality, state, sovereignty, nationality, border, Finland, Russia, Sweden

In Finnish historical textbooks, the peace treaties between Russia and Sweden are often
presented as milestones in the formation of the borders of Finland. As many historians
have pointed out, this pattern is in sharp contrast to the way Finland is referred to in the
texts of the agreements. For example, Matti Klinge has emphasized the fact that in the
text of the Treaty of Fredrikshamn, concluded between Sweden and Russia in September,
1809, it is not Finland but six Swedish provinces on the eastern side of the Gulf of Bothnia
that are named and ceded to Russia; it is only later that they came to constitute an admin-
istratively separate, territorially-clearly-defined Grand Duchy of Finland in the frame of
the Russian Empire (Klinge, 1975; Jussila, 1999).

In my paper, I will study what kind of references to Finland as a political space or a
separate geographical unit can be found in the texts of the peace treaties in detail. My
analysis is based on a critical rereading of the peace treaties between Russia and Sweden,
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from the so-called Treaty of Noteborg (1323) to the Treaty of Fredrikshamn (1809). I ap-
proach the question from the perspective of conceptual history. My starting point is that
in order to interpret the status given to Finland in different treaties, it is necessary to
simultaneously analyze broader changes in the understanding of basic political concepts,
such as state, territoriality, sovereignty, and nationality.

I will examine how a concept of state, separated from the person of the ruler, emerges
in mediaeval and early modern peace treaties, and how the estates of the ruler gradually
gain status as political units. Additionally, I will explore the development of the ideas of
territorial state and linear state borders, especially how notions of the territory of Finland
were attached to the negotiations and definition of linear state borders. I am interested in
how and at which political junctures new understandings of sovereignty are adopted as
part of international relations. How do the ideas of international recognition of territo-
rial integrity, sovereignty, and the rights of the citizen and groups appear in the treaties
between Russia and Sweden? Finally, what kind of legacy do the treaties leave for concep-
tualizing Finland in terms of political space within the Russian empire?

The broader aim of the paper is to contribute to a comparative discussion on how
state-making and bordering processes in the European North were linked to political
modernization, and how and to what degree were the redefinition of borders and terri-
tories connected to new kinds of conceptualizations of state, nationality, and sovereignty
characteristic to modern politics?*

Finland as a Sovereign Territorial Nation State?

Historical textbooks often depict the formation of the borders of Finland with maps
that present a state-like unit with clearly demarcated borders that seem to have existed
since the Middle Ages. The fact that such a sovereign Finnish state has only existed since
World War One is mentioned in most cases, but at the same time, references to periods
of “Swedish” or “Russian rule” accentuate that a Finland as an age-old political entity or
an original ethnic community has always existed, even if temporarily pressed under the
yoke of a foreign power.

In this sense, the maps tend to project the modern idea of a sovereign, territorial na-
tion state back in history. This hidden message of boundary lines of textbook maps is
in stark contrast with what is known in light of the current historiography of state and
nation formation in the European North. In terms of conceptual history, all the parts of
this equation need to be put under careful conceptual analysis. What kind of conceptu-
alizations of statehood, territoriality, nationality, and sovereignty do we actually find in
medieval and early modern peace treaties, and what notion of a Finland was connected
to them?

As the British historian Quentin Skinner has shown, it is highly questionable whether
it is possible to identify a concept of the state that would be clearly separate from the per-

1. In this context the goal is to bring new perspectives to the important discussions concerning the Swed-
ish conglomerate state (e.g. Gustafsson, 1998) and the Russian empire (e.g. Kappeler, 2001; Miller, 2008).
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sona of the ruler and his personal estates and possessions in Medieval times (Skinner,
1989). Secondly, from the recent research on early Nordic state-formation, we know that
it is only at the time of the formation of a modern centralized state apparatus in the late
Middle Ages and Early modern period that a new understanding of territoriality in terms
of strict border lines is born (Katajala, 2006).

The third problem of the textbook maps is the historical projection of the modern na-
tion and nation state back in history. While we can certainly identify a push in early mod-
ern Europe towards centralized territorial states, the idea of a Finland as separate political
space under Swedish rule was not part of the self-understanding of the contemporaries.
For example, as Osmo Jussila and Matti Klinge have shown, the idea of Finland as a state
and as a nation was first solified in the minds of the leading Finnish elite during the 19"
century (Jussila, 1968; Klinge, 1975). In the sense of a modern nation or political commu-
nity, the formation of a Finland first began during the latter part of the 19" century when
civic organizations and newspapers activated broader elements of the population within
a shared political and social arena (Stenius, 1986; Liikanen, 1995; Pulkkinen, 2001).

Perhaps the most difficult problem of the maps is connected to the concept of sover-
eignty. Following the criticism against the “Myth of the Treaty of Westphalia,” the notion
of the “Westphalian age” characterized by fixed territorial notion of sovereignty and the
integrity of borders can be seen as severely biased (Osiander, 2009). Instead of a fixed
“Westphalian notion of sovereignty,” modern political language is obviously character-
ized by competing conceptualizations of borders that represent political innovation inti-
mately associated with the revolutionary political movements of the modern period. In
the course of these struggles, the concept of sovereignty became an elementary part of the
new political discourse that challenged existing notions of the legitimation of power and
introduced revolutionary claims for reframing and recasting political landscapes (Kalmo,
Skinner, 2010; Ball, Farr, Hanson, 1989).

This politicization cannot, however, be understood simply in terms of the emerging
hegemony of ethnic-national claim for self-government. Rather, as a form of political
innovation for reframing political arenas, the notion of popular sovereignty reflects the
contested nature and internal contradictions of the democratic principles (Rosanvallon,
2009). Evidently, there is a deep antagonism between principles of “dynastic sovereignty”
(personified by the ruler and the idea of the integrity of his estates) and “popular sover-
eignty” (“we, the people” as the ultimate source of power and the principal nominator for
sovereign territory). In this sense, sovereignty belongs obviously to the so-called “move-
ment concepts” that, with the breakthrough of modern politics, became “temporalised”
as “tools for steering historical movement” (Koselleck, 1979).

Following Reinhardt Koselleck’s Sattelzeit notion, it is easy to question the idea of
a fixed concept of territorial sovereignty typical of the “Westphalian” period. The time
of the break-through of modern politics can, on the contrary, be understood in terms
of a gradual shift from dynastic power structures to more-or-less democratic forms of
government which thoroughly changed the significance of the concept of sovereignty. In
the context of popular political mobilization, new ideas of popular sovereignty turned
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borders into frames of emerging political arenas, and into markers of sovereign polities
where “we, the people” had the final say. In this manner, the concept of sovereignty be-
came intimately associated with political innovation that challenged existing notions of
the legitimation of power and introduced claims for the rights of the citizen, especially in
the case of the so-called young nation-states. At what time and at what political juncture
were these ideas connected to the notion of a Finland as a separate political space?

State and Ruler in the Treaty of N6teborg 1323

When reading the text of the treaty of Néteborg of 1323, it is obvious that we are not analyz-
ing an agreement between two modern states. It is explicitly indicated that the agreement
is not between two states but two rulers; Yuriy Danilovich, Prince of Moscow (1303-1325),
Grand Prince of Vladimir (1317-1322), elected Prince of Novgorod (1322/1322), and the
then-7-year-old Magnus IV of Sweden (1316-1374), represented by envoys that included
Hanseatic merchants from Gotland (Rydberg, 1877).

The position of both rulers was vague, and in this sense, we can talk about contested
or unstable sovereignty; both had an obvious need of legitimization as sovereign rulers.
The question may be asked whether one of the functions of the Néteborg agreement was
indeed mutual recognition that would strengthen the position of the rulers in regard to
loyalty of their vassals and solidify their control of the counties and castles mentioned in
the treaty. In this sense, sovereignty did not simply mean gained authority for the use of
power, but can also be understood as recognition of the claims for authority.

Especially interesting is the position of Yuriy in regard to the emerging state struc-
tures of the republic of Novgorod. Yuriy’s position as the ruler of Moscow was, to a high
degree, dependent on the support of the Khan of the Golden Horde. At the time of the
treaty, Yuriy’s role as a ruler of Novgorod was probably more dependent on the autho-
rization of the council of the city state, as is indicated in the text with the reference to
“tota communitate Nogardie” In both the cases of the child ruler Magnus and the elected
prince Yuriy, the dynastic sovereignty was vague, and in need of mutual recognition in
terms of royal reciprocity, equality, and trust offered by the treaty.

It well may be said that this symbolic recognition was the more important part of the
treaty than the territorial definition of the border. The geographical references to the bor-
der are more precise only for the Southern part concerning areas of interest involving the
castles the two parties had built for controlling trade and carrying taxes. Furthermore,
in explicit terms, the treaty of the princes is not an agreement between Novgorod and
Sweden over state territory, but about rule over regional units, that is, the counties named
in the treaty. In this sense, the concept of state is obviously not separated from the person
that is the ruler. The Treaty does not define the border of the state territory of Sweden or
Novgorod, or that of Finland. Indeed, Finland is not even mentioned in the text of the
treaty (Gallén, Lind, 1991; Liikanen, 2011).
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From Teusina (1595) to Stolbova (1617): Recognizing Autocratic Rule or
Territorial States?

The next Peace Treaty highlighted in the Finnish historiography was signed in Teusina,
1595.2 It is obvious that at the time a clear change had occurred in terms of understanding
statehood. Already in the description of the parties, states are mentioned in addition to
their rulers. The agreement was signed by plenipotentiary envoys on behalf of the Great
Lord King Sigismund and the Swedish realm (rike), and Fjodor Ivanovits, autocrat of all
Russia. As in the case of Né6teborg, the positions of the rulers were extremely vague, and
they were in need of support and recognition. Sigismund, King of Sweden from 1592,
was fighting over the crown with his uncle until Sigismund was deposed in 1599. Fjodor
was holding the Russian crown from 1584-1598, but with Boris Godunov as the de facto
ruler. In regards to sovereignty, it can indeed be asked whether we can talk about de facto
sovereign rulers. In broader terms, it almost seems as an illusion to think of some kind
of original absolute sovereignty of the ruler which is later fragmented (cf. Kalmo, Skin-
ner, 2010). On the bases of the first treaties concerning the European North, it is more
plausible to conclude that this kind of fixed sovereignty concept may have never existed.

In terms of understanding borders and territoriality, the Teusina Treaty does not in-
dicate clear changes to modes of thinking of earlier times. Finland is now explicitly men-
tioned as a geographical entity, but not as a political unit with defined borders. In fact,
in terms of demarcation of borders, this also concerns Sweden and Russia. The border
is again defined in terms of ceded counties, not as an agreement of state boundary. This
seems to verify the conclusion of recent research that territorial control of space was in
fact less important to the partners than control over water routes and trade (Korpela,
2008; Katajala, 2006).

When it comes to state and territoriality, we can recognize a more clear change in
modes of thinking with the Treaty of Stolbova (1617). The Swedish and Russian states
are now both explicitly mentioned as partners of the treaty (Sveriges Chrono and Ryske
Rijket). There seems to be also a more elaborated understanding of territorial control at-
tached to the concept of state. Ceded areas are still defined in terms of county borders,
but these are obviously understood to form more undeviating state borders at the same
time. The concept of border is used in this new way e.g. in connection to the ceding of
Kexholm county to Sweden, as well as when ceding back numerous occupied castles and
their surrounding territories to Russia.

Finland is referred to in the document as a politically recognized unit but only in
the title of the King of Sweden which includes the Grand Duke of Finland. At the time,
Finland did not form a separate administrative unit, and in other parts of the Treaty it
was not referred to in political-administrative terms. In the text, Finland is mentioned

2. Interestingly, Finnish historical writing has largely bypassed the Treaty of Plussa (1583) that ended the
Livonian War (1558-1583) and concerned mainly Ingrian areas on the shores of the Gulf of Finland. Obviously,
the Treaty focusing on the areas from Ivangorod to Kexholm has suited ill for the tradition of discussing the
birth of the “borders of Finland”
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several times as a geographic concept in matters of trade, and there is a reference to the
towns of Finland; however, the territory of Finland is not an issue agreed in the treaty in
explicit terms.

In broader terms, the treaty has been seen as a turning point from the traditional
pursuits of controlling trade and water routes towards the control of territory. Stolbova
meant a great victory for Sweden, but at the same time, it marked an end of the pursuit
for control over Russian trade. It is said that when Gustav IT Adolf gave an account to the
estates of the Diet about the victorious peace with Russia, he only briefly referred to the
plans concerning trade politics that had for centuries been in the centre of the animosity
between the parties, and instead concentrated on strategic border issues (Attman, 1948).

This might be understood as part of the forming of the concept of a new kind of sover-
eignty connected to strengthening the central government and autocratic administration.
However, still even at this point, we should perhaps only talk about seemingly strong au-
tocratic rulers; the titles of Gustav IT Adolf and Fjodor Ivanovits cover the first page of the
treaty, but their positions were far from stable and in need of both internal and external
recognition. Gustav was 23 year old, and he had been in power for six years after the dy-
nastic struggles between his father, Charles, and Sigismund of Poland and other compet-
ing internal candidates for the Crown. Michael Romanov was 20 year old, and it was his
first recognition as the rightful tsar of Russia in the agreement that put an end to Swedish
claims to the Crown of Russia. This recognition finally ended the “Time of Troubles” with
no recognized Tsar between 1610 and 1613. In this sense, the sovereignty concept of the
treaty was perhaps not only connected to strengthening the notion of territorial state, but
also an instrument of legitimizing dynastic rule and autocratic administration.

Nystad (1721)—a Treaty over Political Space?

In terms of shifting understandings of the concept of state, the treaty of Nystad seems
to be a product of conflicting tendencies. It was an agreement between powerful rulers
with strong absolutist ambitions, and at the same time, a treaty between states in a new
broader sense that concerned not only administrative institutions, but also their citizens.
In the document, the parties gave mutual guarantees to one another in the name of the
“powers, countries, subjects and inhabitants” (Fredsfordrag, 1843).

This also now concerned the Grand Duchy of Finland, which was explicitly men-
tioned as a political territorial unit. In the Treaty, the Tsar granted that he and his heirs
or successors would forever abstain from claims on the Grand Duchy which was restored
to Sweden after the Russian occupation during the war. A significant restriction was,
however, attached to this recognition of Finland as a political unit by adding that this ap-
plied to the “now restored Grand Duchy under what form or name it happened to have”
What was new and exceptional in the treaty was that the definition of state border was not
based on boundaries of the old counties, but was consciously drawn across them.

It can be interpreted that the new definition of Finland as a separate political space
was, in the first place, connected to the return of the occupied areas. It had perhaps been
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easier for Sweden to negotiate the restitution of the occupied areas as one territorial unit,
and to get guarantees over the future territorial integrity of the area. In this sense, the
treaty also introduced and recognized the notion of territorial integration in explicit
terms. With clear references to the rights of the citizens of the ceded areas, it represents,
at the same time, a more general shift in European political thinking in regards to under-
standing political spaces.

Treaty of Fredrikshamn 1809: Finland in a European Frame

Concerning the idea of a Finland as a recognized political space, the text of the Treaty
of Fredrikshamn seems to represent a partial return to earlier bordering practices. The
definition of the border is mainly done in a manner similar to the medieval fashion of
ceding counties. Neither Finland nor the Grand Duchy are mentioned in this connection,
and the area to be ceded is defined in the form of a list of names of counties that were to
be ceded. In this sense, we can recognize a return to earlier bordering practices which
are in contrast with the general line of conceptualizing state and sovereignty in the treaty.

In many parts of the agreement, a broad concept of state is used, and the parties of the
treaty are defined in a broad sense. The Treaty is between “us, our states and subjects.” The
rights of the subjects are, however, not part of the agreement as broadly outlined as in the
Treaty of Nystad. In this sense, a clearly more limited scope of civic rights was subjected
to negotiation between the two states.

The formulations concerning political space and the rights of the citizen within a giv-
en political space might be connected to the unequal positions of the partners. Alexander
I was negotiating with Napoleon over the future of the whole of Europe. The Swedish
army was defeated, and Swedish territory was occupied far beyond the Finnish-speaking
areas on the eastern side of the Gulf of Bothnia. This imbalance was manifested in the
treaty, notably in the title of Alexander I, which was half a page long and already included
the title of Grand Duke of Finland (StorFurste til Smolensko, Lithauen, Wolhynien, Po-
dolien och Finland). The fact that the emperor had already taken the title of the Grand
Duke of Finland before the agreement of January 1809 can be seen as a symbolic gesture
to mark that key matters of the treaty were considered not to need negotiation with or
the consent of Sweden.

This might partly explain the much discussed problem why the matters concerning
the future of Finland are not settled in the treaty along the lines of the promises that Alex-
ander I had made to Finnish estates in Borga during the war. In Borga, at least according
to a later Finnish interpretation, Alexander had guaranteed the status of Finland as a na-
tion and conferred a constitution to it. Regardless of the accuracy of these interpretations,
it seems that Alexander held these as matters to be organized in a broader European
frame, and not in negotiation with Sweden.

Indeed, the agreement can be in a high degree read as a European peace treaty. The
interests of Napoleon and the allies of Russia were an explicitly expressed priority signal-
ing a new, broader kind of geopolitical context for understanding sovereignty. Systéme
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Continental, the forcing of Sweden to join the blockade against Britain, was an indisput-
able key issue. In fact, the dictates in the treaty that concerned European-level politics
were recorded in the articles IT and III, and thus preceded matters of ceding areas and
defining borders that took place in articles IV and V. In this manner, it was made clear
that the decisions of Tilsit between Alexander and Napoleon concerning the political
map and the future of Europe were not negotiated, but dictated to Sweden (Klinge, 2010).
In this sense, the peace treaty should maybe not be read in terms of a return to earlier no-
tions of state, territoriality, and nationhood. Perhaps the visions Alexander presented in
Borga concerning the status and the constitution of Finland were parts of bigger plans of
constructing a new European state system along the lines that Alexander and Napoleon
had designed in Tilsit, a system that the parties were never able to agree on in practice in
the end.

Conclusions: From Mutual Recognition of Rulers Towards Fragmented
European Sovereignty Concepts

Although the notion of a Grand Duchy of Finland disappears from the last treaty be-
tween Sweden and Russia, it is obvious that looking at the concept of state in a longer
time frame, we can recognize a trend towards a more-strictly territorially defined frame
of government, which in the end, included even the idea of guaranteed rights of the in-
habitants. At the time of Napoleonic wars and the Vienna congress, these ideas became
an elementary part of a new constitutional thinking which is known to also have affected
Alexander .

In the first treaties analyzed in this study, states exists in a sense of a power sphere of
the ruler that were defined in terms of regions. In the last treaties, there is a clear idea
of state borders between countries with centralized administrations. In terms of chang-
ing significance of territoriality, there is a line of development from competing strategies
of controlling trade and tribute-gathering towards territorially strictly-defined centrally
governed political space, the integrity of which is given international recognition.

Lastly, in terms of nationality, we may conclude that nationality or ethnicity were
not regarded as bases for negotiating borders for all of the analyzed period. However, it
is obvious that from the 18" century on, we can identify conceptual changes that turned
the Grand Duchy of Finland from a titular symbol of the might of the ruler towards an
institutional frame of politics. Finland was referred to as a territorial political unit, and
the rights of its citizen were discussed and designed according to the dominant political
ideas within the European state system. Hopefully, this line of development can contrib-
ute to broader discussion concerning the transition of dynastic states towards modern
centralized (nation) states, and polities based on the idea of popular sovereignty. In any
case, it points to the obvious need for comparative research on conceptual shifts in nega-
tion and conflict over the borders and territorial structures of the conglomerate states in
the European North.
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TepputopmanbHOCTb, FOCYgapCTBO N FPaXkAaHCTBEHHOCTb

B co3gaHum rpaHuy PMHNAHOUN: BO3HUKHOBEHMNE KOHLIENTA
rpaHnLbl B MMPHbIX cornawenusax mexkay Poccnen n Lseuynen
B 1323—-1809 IT.
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Mpodeccop Kapenbckoro nHCTUTyTa YHuBepcuteTa BoctouHon GuHnaHamm
Appec: Yliopistokatu 2, P.O. Box 111, FI-80101 Joensuu, Finland

E-mail: ilkka.liikanen@ueffi

B cTaTbe aBTOp UccnenyeT KOHLENTYyalbHble U3MEHEHUA B MePeroBOPHbIX MpoLeccax o rpaHmLax
B CeBepHou EBpone. AHanunsnpysa To, Kak onpegendetca ctatyc OMHAAHAMM B MUPHbIX 4OTOBOPax
mexay Poccuen un LLiBemelt, aBTOp NOKa3blBaeT, Kak CKBO3b BeKa Poccua yyacTBoBana B
obcyxeHune KnioyeBblX MOHATUI eBPOMeiCKoro NOIMTUYECKOTO A3blKa, FOCYAApPCTBEHHOCTY,
TeppPUTOPMaNbHOCTY 1 FPaXXgaHCTBEHHOCTU. HaunHas ¢ TeopeTnyeckrx AUCKYCCHIA B UCTOPUN
MOHATWIA, aBTOP NPOCNIEXMBAET, KaK NMOHATME rocyAapCTBa, OTAENEHHOe OT IMYHOCTU NpaBuUTens,
BO3HMKAET B MUPHbIX COrNaLleHUAX CpeiHEBEKOBbA 1 paHHero HoBOro BpemeHu 1 Kak BnageHusa
npasuUTens Noay4YnIun CTaTyc NoIMTUYECKUX obpa3oBaHni. Yepes paccMOTpeHre Toro, Kak
NOHATVE NNHENHON roCyAapCTBEHHON FpaHuLbl 6bI0 CBA3aHO ¢ TeppuTopuein OUHNAHANN,

B CTaTbe 06cyxatoTcA 6onee o6LWMpPHbIe NPOLECCHI Pa3BUTUA ULEN O TePPUTOPMATIbHOM
rocyfapcTBe v IMHEMHbIX rOCYAapCTBEHHbIX FPaHnLax. B ctaTbe cTaBUTCA BONPOC O TOM, KaK U
yepes Kakue nonuTnyeckre obpasoBaHrA BO3HUKAIOT HOBbIE MPefCTaBAeHNA O CyBepeHuTeTe B
MUPHbIX cornaweHnax mexay Poccuen un LLiseumelt n Kak B OTHOLLEHMA MEXAY ABYMA CTpaHaM1
ObINIM BBeZIeHbl MEXAYHApPOAHOe Npr3HaAHWE TePPUTOPUANbHON HEMPUKOCHOBEHHOCTM 1
rpakaaHckume npaga. Llenb ctatbu cocTonT B pa3BuTM CPaBHUTENIbHON ANCKYCCMM O TOM, KaK
BO3HMKHOBEHVe rocyapcTBa 1 NpoLecc ycTaHoBNeHUs rpaHul B CeBepHoli EBpone 6binu
CBA3aHbI C MONIMTUYECKOW MOAEPHM3aLMEN 1 KaK U B KAKOW CTEMEHN nepeonpeaeneHmne rpaHunL,
N TeppuUTOPUIA BbINM CBA3AHbI C HOBbIMW KOHLIENTYanu3aumammy rocyaapcTaa, CyBepeHunTeTa n
rpaxZaHCTBEHHOCTY TUMMNYHbIE AN COBPEMEHHOW NOMUTUKMN.

Kntoyesole cio8a: TeppuUTOpManbHOCTb, rOCY[apCTBO, CYyBEPEHUTET, rpaxAaHCTBEHHOCTb, FpaHmLa,
OunnaHgus, Poccus, Lseyns
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In this anthropological study, I examine how a particular state and regional border is crossed
in the context of a joint socio-ecological project concerning recycling waste in Karelia. Dur-
ing a two-year, multilevel project, cooperation developed between the Petrozavodsk munici-
pality and its northern partners under the auspices of the Nordic Council of Ministers. This
cooperation was advanced particularly through the eastward translation of values, including
early education and sustainable behavior, which were consistent within broader international
border relations across the Barents Euro-Arctic Region. The process of the taking over of
these imported Nordic values and knowledge, and adapting them to the everyday and profes-
sional life of the local participants of the project went hand in hand with the perpetuation
of cultural cross-border stereotypes. The idea of marking home from foreign became equally
applicable to the space within a much smaller entity, such as a condominium, a round-table
in a discussion room, or a city flowerbed, particularly when the construction of the border in-
tersected with the construction of the other. Invisible barriers, as well as physical objects, can
demarcate the divide between individuals of the same nationality and cultural background
who need to claim, protect, and reconstruct a personal connection to a piece of land.

Keywords: postsocialism, recycling, sustainability, Nordic values, translation and adaptation
of values, construction of the other, Barents Euro-Arctic Region, Karelia

Introduction

State and regional borders are regularly crossed for multiple reasons and purposes in-
cluding the flow of both people and trade, and involve political security, entrepreneur-
ship, and law, which represent the major concerns in border studies. At the same time,
border research focused on migrating ideas, identities, values, attitudes, and priorities;
power imbalances receives far less attention. As M. Wilson and H. Donnan put it, “An-
thropologists approach these borderlines more as countless points of interaction, because
the borderline is there, or in spite of it” (Donnan, Wilson, 2010: 8). It can be argued that
less tangible instances of cross-cultural communication that parallel specific activities in
cross-border cooperative projects and initiatives are quite influential factors affecting the
projects’ outcomes. This view is shared at the highest political level within the Barents Eu-
ro-Arctic Region (BEAR), which is manifested in the conscious and deliberate attempts
to create a common regional identity and sense of community among its inhabitants.’

© Kateryna Pashkovska, 2014

© Centre for Fundamental Sociology, 2014

1. From the very start of the political Barents project, Norwegian Foreign Minister Thorvald Stoltenberg
tried to present a broadly imagined rationale for constructing the new region. As such, he justified his initia-
tive as a restoration of historical relations between Northern Norwegians and Northwestern Russians (Thor-
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The Barents Region houses the international project WASTE: Waste Awareness. Sorting,
Treatment, Education (2011-2013), located in Petrozavodsk, Karelia, and is the case study
addressed in this article.

One characteristic feature of the BEAR is that it is a region and an organization at
the same time. Its functioning as an organization is not problematic when it involves
cooperation on the highest level of the Barents Council, along with a number of projects
realized by different regional structures. Still, there are a number of factors that hinder
cross-border cooperation. One of them is the common border between Russia and its
northern neighbors. The border is not only a demarcation line separating Russia from
the countries of the Northern Council of Ministers, and the line dividing Russia and the
European Union, but also a frontier between Russia and NATO. This context has had a
significant effect on the original, and to some extent current, rationale for the Barents
Council that continues to be an instrument of normalizing relations between former and
current rivalries in the economic and military sphere. At the same time, the Barents re-
gion is evolving and constantly changing (Hettne, 2002), providing an important plat-
form not only for socially meaningful projects, but also for regional security and peace
building. This is why it would be unwise to undermine the peacekeeping capacity of the
Barents Region.

The project WASTE lasted for two years, from 2011 until 2013; the year before the
project began, I was in Petrozavodsk where I had the opportunity to observe WASTE in
its pilot stage, as well as to familiarize myself with the pool of other international social
and cultural projects underway, and to talk with participants. The data underpinning
my analysis was collected through structured, unstructured, and spontaneous interviews
with local people in Petrozavodsk who were involved in the project. These people in-
cluded officials engaged in social work or in the local government, as well as with people
not directly involved who had opinions about the project and were willing to share them
with me. In total, I spoke with eighty-two people and conducted about two hundred in-
terviews with them. I should admit that my results are most representative of the Karelian
capital, Petrozavodsk, and does not necessarily extend to the whole republic, which is
clearly divided into the center and the periphery. However, these locally bounded conclu-
sions lead to potentially interesting generalizations addressed below.

vald Stoltenberg, Foreword in: Stokke, Tunander, 1994; Stoltenberg, 1997). He perceived it as necessary to come
up with some sort of “glue” that would secure the newly drawn regional lines and would bridge the territories
that are so different in terms of societal norms, culture, politics, religion, and language. Mr. Stoltenberg ap-
pealed to the Pomor trade era that was chosen to be a symbolic consolidating factor. The Pomor era was a
period of relatively peaceful and mutually beneficial trade between the Norwegian, Russian and a few Finnish
settlements along the shore of the Barents Sea (Nielsen, 1994: 91). However, it is doubtful that there was a real
need for this intensive construction of a common identity stimulated by the political objective to make the
regional cooperation happen (Bzrenholdt, 2007).

2. The international environmental project WASTE. Waste Awareness: Sorting, Treatment, Education
(2011-2013) is a follow-up of a pilot project for the introduction of waste sorting methods in Petrozavodsk
(2009), realized by the City Administration of Petrozavodsk under the auspices of the Nordic Council of
Ministers.
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In my position of a researcher, I embodied the dichotomy between insider and out-
sider. My identity was mixed, depending on several key personae I interacted with, and
which I indexed depending on the context. For example, for the migration office in Kare-
lia I was a representative of a Canadian university with proper documents and reference
letters needed to ground my prolonged stay in Karelia. The use of my native language of
Russian allowed me to be embraced as “almost local,” while my position of a volunteer in
the project set the ground for open communication with other participants.

The larger outcome of the WASTE socio-ecological project, as well as similar socially-
meaningful projects and programs, has been the “softening” of international borders,
and setting a foundation for cooperation in more politically sensitive areas including the
use of natural resources, or common security, for example. One of the meeting points of
social, cultural, ecological, or network projects that is deemed “politically neutral” is the
collaboration based on a set of mutually acceptable common values that forms a binding
agent.

So what are those common priorities shared by the Nordic countries that are reflected
in policy documents, in the foci of cooperative programs and projects, and in the rate
of funding? Are they in accordance with the local Karelian realities, and do they have a
chance to get rooted in this territory? The primary sources delineating the policies of the
northern countries under the Nordic Cooperation, as well larger European partnership,
converge in naming green development, education, civic society participation, and en-
trepreneurship as the most important items of the agenda. Thus, the position stated at the
home web page of the Norden (cooperation between the northern European countries)
refers directly to commonly shared values as the core and the starting point of partner-
ship.? For Karelia, the topic of environmental protection became acute with a number of
accumulated problems including improper waste-water treatment, the dire condition of
the Petrozavodsk landfill and a great number of spontaneous (and unauthorized) landfills
in the countryside, air and water pollution, etc. At the same time, the public’s readiness to
take part in resolution of ecological issues grew proportionately to the awareness of them.

3. The welcoming statement reads, “The political cooperation is built on common values and a willingness
to achieve results that contribute to a dynamic development and increase Nordic competencies and com-
petitiveness” (available at: http://www.norden.org/en/about-nordic-co-operation (accessed 13.09.2014)). For
other sources on the Nordic priorities and fields of cooperation please see documents like The Nordic Wel-
fare Model, OECD publications on sustainable development, Norway’s Strategy for Sustainable Development,
Sustainable development: National Agenda-21 for Norway, Priorities for Norway voiced at the UN General
Assembly in 2012, etc. Gerd Vidge. 2013. The Nordic Welfare Model. Nordic Center for Welfare and Social
Issues. Available at: http://www.nordicwelfare.org/PageFiles/7117/Nordic_Welfare_ Model_Web.pdf (accessed
on 20.09.2014). Sustainable Development: Linking Economy, Society, Environment. 2008. OECD publication.
Available at: http://www.oecd.org/insights/sustainabledevelopmentlinkingeconomysocietyenvironment.htm
(accessed 10.08.2014). Norway’s Strategy for Sustainable Development. Norwegian Ministry of Finance, pub-
lished as Part of National Budget of 2008. Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FIN/rapporter/R-
0617E.pdf (accessed 15.08.2014). National Agenda-21 for Norway in sustainable development. Available at:
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fin/Documents-and-publications/Guidelines-and-brochures/2005/Sus-
tainable-Development-National-Agenda-.html?id=419468 (accessed 16.06.2014). Priorities for Norway at the
UN General Assembly in 2012. Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/selected-topics/un/priori-
ties_assembly67.html?id=699661 (accessed 15.06.2014).
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As Dmitry Rybakov, the head of the Association of the Green of Karelia noted, “Our co-
citizens start to realize their own responsibility for the environment which reveals in the
fact that now it is much easier to mobilize them for eco-campaigns in the city than, say,
five years ago”™

Behind the Line on the Map

However, the BEAR is not the only successful framework for international projects in
Karelia. Every year, numerous programs and projects are developed and realized through
the cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region, region-to-region initiatives, projects between
Petrozavodsk and its sister towns, projects of the cross-border cooperation program Rus-
sia—EU “Karelia,” projects of “contagious cooperation,” etc.’ Similarly, Karelia lies within
the scope of the European Union policies of Strategic Partnership with its external east-
ern neighbors, a policy that is named among the key priorities by the European Com-
mission (2000). Other platforms include the cross-border cooperation (CBC), and the
developing European neighbourhood policy (ENP).

Gerald Blake (2010) developed a set of criteria to determine the condition of an in-
ternational border as being under stress or without stress. Application of these criteria to
the Karelian-Finnish border reveals that it can be characterized as a relatively soft border.
There are no active territorial disputes, and the intensity of flow of people and goods in
both directions is comparable. The local governments and municipalities are engaged in
active cooperation with partners across the border (the majority of it meaning cooperation
being with Finland) in regards to social and cultural projects, as well as infrastructural
maintenance. Particular attention is given to environmental concerns. This is a “safe,”
non-political area, unanimously acknowledged as an important focus in the light of the
deteriorating environment in Karelia. Its northwestern neighbors are quite concerned
about this, and have no illusions as to the inability of a human-drawn borderline to con-
tain the boundaries of pollution. The partnership in this sphere also involves combating
water, air, and ground pollution, as well as cooperating in rescues, and a forest-sector task
force.¢ In short, cross-border interactions in Karelia can serve as illustration to the idea
voiced by Esklinen et al. (1999) about the changing scale of cooperation, with the focus
on power shifting from central governments to regional and local bodies.

It is important to situate my study of a socio-ecological joint project designed to ben-
efit a local Karelian community within the larger scale of inter-regional relations and the
specifics of the Barents region as a product of new regionalism (Keating, 1998; Hettne,
Inotai, 1994; Hettne, 2003) and the product of a new post-Cold War era. As such, it de-

4. Interview, June 2014.

5. The author is grateful for the reports about international cooperative projects in Petrozavodsk for the
period 2010-2013 to the Ministry of Economic Development of the Republic of Karelia and personally to se-
nior specialist A.M. Zvetkov.

6. Barents Euro-Arctic Council. Available at: http://www.beac.st/in-English/Barents-Euro-Arctic-Coun-
cil/Working-Groups (accessed 15.06.2014).
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lineates the borders that separate Russia and the Nordic countries, i.e., it highlights the
distinctiveness of political, economic, cultural, and social systems of each.

Currently, during a period of mutual economic sanctions adopted by Russia and Eu-
rope on the basis of Russia’s government’s external policy in regards to Ukraine, the po-
litical relations between Russia and Finland remain consistently warm with no changes
in the border-crossing policies. In Hastings’ and Donnan’s terms, “the international rela-
tions litmus test” has been passed (2010: 6). Although the one-year ban on import of cer-
tain food items introduced by the Russian government hit some Finnish producers quite
seriously (and probably, it was most felt by the well-known dairy company Valio), the
most recent news indicates that compromises are a solution. Thus, production of Valio
milk and cream will begin in a plant near St. Petersburg at the partner factory Galaktika.”
As theorized by E. Haas in 1958, true international convergence is more likely to happen
as a result of societal actors cooperating through cross-border projects and networks in
“soft” spheres where cooperation does not provoke extensive control and paternalism on
the part of the central government. This statement is developed further on, but at this
point, it can be argued that the successes of cross-border bottom-up networks and proj-
ects like WASTE work to soften the Russian-European border.

Nordic Countries as a Point of Reference for Karelia

The focus on environment and youth in the context of sustainability has been imple-
mented through different frameworks and programs, including Youth at Risk, 2008-2015,
under the Kolarctic cross-border cooperation. Strong commitments to its Russian part-
ner were underlined by the establishment of an interregional center for methodological
support in Petrozavodsk in 2012 as a major coordination office for the whole of northwest
Russia.® Among other the most relevant initiatives involving recycling are first, the Nor-
dic strategy for collection, sorting, reuse, and recycling of textiles, and second, the Nordic
Waste Group that “works toward sustainable processing of waste products in the Nordic
countries and Europe,” both of which platforms function through the Nordic Council of
Ministers.

In spite of some criticism, Nordic countries from year to year continue to top the
international rankings that assess not only custom components of well-being such as
health, employment and income, safety and security, environment, education, and en-
trepreneurship and opportunity, but also measure even more subtle psychological and
social parameters such as general life satisfaction. According to OECD’s Better Life Index,
Nordic countries are in the top of the list, with Norway occupying second place only
to Switzerland. Finland ranked seventh. Both indices are well above the OECD average

7. Finnish Valio to begin producing milk, cream in Russia. Strategic Culture Foundation (online journal).
10.10.2014. Available at: http://www.strategic-culture.org/news/2014/10/10/finnish-valio-to-begin-producing-
milk-cream-in-russia.html (accessed 12.11.2014).

8. Steering Committee on Children and Youth at Risk 2008-2015 (CYAR). Available at: http://www.beac.
st/in-English/Barents-Euro-Arctic-Council/Working-Groups/Joint-Working-Groups/Health-and-Social-
Issues/Children-and-Youth-at-Risk (accessed 12.10.2013).
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results.® Such highly successful performance cannot but attract Karelia whose joint in-
ternational projects aim to benefit from the positive experience of the Nordic countries,
as well as their technologies and innovations in the public sphere. The Nordics have in-
valuable experience and a pool of technologies to spread to their eastern neighbor with
different ranges of applicability from almost-inimitable (literally) eco-cities with their
sustainable brand of local entrepreneurship, to small programs implementing recycling
strategies, and early ecological education that are easier to replicate.”

Finding Mutual Ground Around WASTE

However, the objective need for change in the case of the catastrophic state of the Petro-
zavodsk landfill that was indirectly targeted by the project WASTE does not in itself guar-
antee a consolidated action on the part of the local authorities and society. The ques-
tion that seems relevant to me in this concern is the double correlation between a) the
Nordic green values and their reflection in the WASTE’s goals and agenda, and b) the
Nordic green values as they are represented in the project’s stated goals and their practi-
cal realization in the course of the project. Some of the tangible immediate outcomes of
the cooperation within the WASTE project were realized along several major directions,
including the “cross-cultural translation and adaptation of values” on the level of society
and individuals, changes in adult and children’s behavior, measurable everyday practices
towards more sustainability, and setting the base for continuing improvements in the
ecological sphere in the city including cooperation between locals without foreign im-
petus.” Recognition of the positive outcomes of the project resulted in the approval of a
follow-up initiative (2013-2015) by the Nordic Council of Ministers that focuses on the
small-scale entrepreneurship in the field of waste management in the republic of Karelia.

Finding common ground on the basis of mutually shared values is vital for cross-
border cooperation between societies that differ in their political base, cultural patterns,
religions, and language. The project WASTE brought together four distinct nations; Nor-
way, Denmark, Finland, and Russia, with a number of represented European partners in
accordance with the strict demands of the financing party, the Nordic Council of Minis-
ters. The most visible barrier was the difficulty of cross-cultural communication during
common seminars and training, due to the complexity of having to negotiate four differ-
ent native languages. This problem was solved by inviting a high-quality interpreter in
English and Russian, whose skills and expertise were repeatedly reconfirmed during each
meeting. A further facilitating factor was that representatives from the four nations were

9. Better Life index, OECD. Available at: http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/ (accessed 16.04.2014).

10. As an example, an article on the Swedish eco-municipality of Overtornea (Belser, 2004). But in fact,
the examples are becoming more numerous throughout the whole northern Europe with the rest of EU slowly
catching up.

11. A most recent example is a round table discussion about the future of separate waste collection in the
Petrozavodsk urban district that took place on October 10, 2014. It was organized by the Department of Envi-
ronmental protection and ecology outreach of the city administration. Availabe at: http://www.petrozavodsk-
mo.ru/petrozavodsk/index/news/more.htm?id=10766268@cmsArticle (accessed 11.10.2014).
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together only occasionally at larger events, while the bulk of common practical activities
was organized by a Petrozavodsk city administration in partnership with SYKLI, the En-
vironmental School of Finland, Helsinki. Besides the generally good cultural understand-
ing between the Karelians and the Finns, the coordinator on the Finnish side was a native
Russian speaker and a former Petrozavodian citizen.

Importing or Exporting Values

It would be a demanding, ambitious, and virtually impossible task for a researcher to try
to determine whether any conscious attempts from the side of a sponsoring agency were
made in order to import (or export) its particular values and beliefs. Thus, my primary
sources used to locate unconsciously promoted messages and suggestions include written
documentation produced in the course the project, both official as well as informal oral
communication that occurred between the participants at gatherings and events®, and
structured interviews with participants, local officials, and ordinary people not directly
involved. It should be noted that none of the public relations (PR) materials targeted at
the general public, including brochures for educators and handouts for the associations
of homeowners, included any specific references to “Nordic values” or “priorities.” The
need for recycling, along with its moral imposition and its potential economic gain, was
postulated as a purely local concern and citizens’ mutual responsibility.

A new perspective opens up if we introduce the category of degrees of disclosure of
information when a particular type of message is selectively revealed to particular groups
of people who are involved in the project in one or another capacity. The key points were
highlighted quite differently in some project descriptions aimed at the Nordic Council of
Ministers in PR materials, and in interviews with media. For example, in one of the of-
ficial descriptions of the project that was not immediately available to the general public,
it was stated that one of the goals was to introduce Nordic environmental technologies
and environmentally-adapted solutions for the Russian market. Alternatively, the goal of
educating citizens of the chosen settlements in applying methods of waste sorting and
raising public awareness of the importance of eco-friendly behavior was widely distrib-
uted through all possible media to anyone interested in the project. Achievement of the
earlier goal most likely meant profit for the Nordic partners and is in line with the follow-
up project on the entrepreneurship in the field of waste collecting, sorting, and recycling
in Karelia. At the same time, different means were developed and introduced for the real-
ization of the latter goal that would involve interaction with the local society at the larger
scale that was initially outlined. Interestingly, the cooperation with kindergartens added
after the project was underway was not in the original plan at all. Ultimately, it proved to
be one of the most productive directions taken by the project.

12. I personally attended all gatherings and events except for the final stage, which I observed remotely.
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Petrozavodsk as a Gateway to the West

In general, Petrozavodsk is fertile ground for inclusion in the broadly defined “western
values” In many respects, the Nordic countries are the point of reference for neighbor-
ing Karelia due to a number of factors, including a long history of a shared border with
Finland, which presently also means a common border with the European Union that
is regularly and, for the most part, quite easily crossed. The European presence is obvi-
ously felt in Petrozavodsk with its monuments belonging to the contemporary art on the
quay (gifts of sister towns), selection of restaurants, and available cuisines. The European
influence is heard in the Nordic languages spoken on the streets, in the repertoire of the
local cinemas, found in museums and art centers, and in the wide selection of goods from
detergents to adult and children’s clothing. Because of the long and cold winters, many
local parents consider it a badge of honor to dress up their child in overalls or in either
new or second-hand two-part costumes from well-respected Finnish brands including
Reima, Kerri, Luhta, and Lassie.

On the one hand, at the very beginning of the pilot project, Petrozavodsk society was
susceptible to what was considered, at that time, to be trendy green initiatives, and on the
other hand, such empathy did not mean automatic commitment to changing one’s way of
life and adopting new patterns of behavior, which is a lengthy and quite complicated pro-
cess. In my volunteer classes for children ages four to six in local kindergartens, as well as
in my colleague’s presentations for school children, we gave statistical and visual informa-
tion about the dire and even dangerous condition of the landfill that was accepting solid
wastes from Petrozavodsk and adjacent areas. The pictures of the site and graphic repre-
sentations of the daily amounts of waste produced along with the comparable weight of
tracks and even train cars always evoked emotional response on the part of the children
and teachers. This sense of involvement helped keep the interest high through to the end
of the educational activities for the day, but was insufficient to start a stable movement
towards changing practices.

Selecting Imported Values

Solidarity with “western values” can be manifested in different ways, which are not always
straightforward. Just a few days ago, I read in the city administration newsletter about
the free market day (free exchange of goods and services) to be held on the upcoming
weekend. This event is coordinated through a public group on the platform of the so-
cial network VKontakte. The group names its physical location in Petrozavodsk, where
it gathered 591 members on October 10, 2014. Its slogan reminded me that anti-capitalist
and downshift philosophy also have a Western origin. The slogan read: “No Money, No
Trade. Capitalism must die”

The aspiration to open ground for the introduction and application of Nordic envi-
ronmental technologies in waste treatment and recycling in the market of northwestern
Russia can be traced historically. Since the times of the Iron Curtain, Russia was perceived
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by its Nordic neighbors, particularly by Norway, as a potential security threat (Stokke &
Tunander, 1994). With the fall of the Soviet Union, Russia’s northern neighbors learned
about the dire situation involved with the utilization of nuclear and other types of waste,
mainly in Murmansk Oblast, which shares a border with Norway. The hazardous emis-
sions spreading westward from the Russian territory by air and water became a concern
that called for action (Dellenbrant and Olsson, 1994). Thus, in addition to improving en-
vironmental conditions in Karelia, the project also sought to open up a receptive market*
for Nordic technologies, facilities, and equipment through the transmitted knowledge
base, the understanding of ecological imperatives, and the promotion of green values
as they are understood in Northern Europe. Opening up new sales areas is potentially
beneficial for both parties. However, to date, there are few players in the recycling busi-
ness in Karelia, which was addressed by the director of the local company Ecolint in the
following way; “this [collection of sorted waste with further utilization or transportation]
is not a very profitable business . . . From time to time, new entrepreneurs try to enter this
niche but mostly fail. It is a hard work for money that is never secured”* Perhaps, these
are some of the reasons for the focus of the follow-up project on entrepreneurship in the
sphere of waste management.

There are a number of challenges that hinder this process, and legal issues are among
them. Under the project WASTE, there was an attempt to change the local legislation in
relation to practices of waste management; this attempt failed. I hesitate to make flat as-
sertions, but one possible reason for the failure could have been the conflict of interests
between local and foreign businesses. For Russian players, such legislative lobbying could
have resulted in the loss of established positions, whereas the northern partners could
have seen the more favorable laws as the background for the spread of influence. At the
same time, the spokes in the wheels of the new legislature could have been put there by
federal officials, which would be in line with the Michael Mann 2007" opinion of still-
powerful states. However, the true reasons for the waste treatment laws being left un-
changed remain in the shadows. In other respects, federal intrusion or state bureaucracy
was not felt during the project. Neither my own observations, nor the opinions voiced
during interviews with project participants, suggest any problems on this level.

From my participant observation and analysis of the accompanying documents, I sin-
gled out several values emphasized in the course of the project’s development that were
not always directly stated. These values or priorities are; early ecological education, devel-
opment of sustainable behavior of adults and children, freedom of choice as a democratic
value, motivation boosters, and volunteering. I discuss some of them in greater detail
below. Education and public participation are named among the key factors of sustain-
able development in a number of EU policy documents.” The means of achieving sus-

13. In one report about the WASTE project (2011), it was stated that implementation of the project will
help to attract Nordic companies which produce environmental technologies to the Russian market, and will
contribute to the improvement of environmental conditions in the Baltic and Barents Sea areas.

14. Interview taken on 18.06.2014

15. Cited in Wilson, Donnan, 2012: 17.

16. See, for example, 2009 Review of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy (Presidency report).
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tainable development in this case remained the same as developed European countries,
including the establishment of the grounds for ecological modernization, transition to
energy-effective and resource-saving production models, new technologies and forms of
management, and the spread of ecological socialization and education. In this sense, the
project WASTE was directed to sustainability.

Early Ecological Education

During my talks with educators from schools and kindergartens, no one voiced the
opinion that, for children, acquaintance with environmental topics was useless. In fact,
ecological education is a part of new methodological policies of the federal ministry of
education; it is notable that ecological education is now obligatory for junior educational
institutes. At the same time, doubts regarding the value of participation in the project
were conditioned by other priorities and current activities of particular kindergartens. It
is true that except for the classes given by volunteers, neither schools nor kindergartens
would have included games and activities devoted to waste sorting. Ecological lessons in
preschool are broadly associated with cute animals and vulnerable greenery that call for
help on the child’s part, as well as a set of rules or limitations that s/he must follow while
outside in order not to harm wildlife. In light of this approach, the topic of waste is eas-
ily dismissed as outside the sphere of early education ecological training to the point of
being discreditable.

Three kindergarten teachers whom I talked to in connection to the project made com-
ments along these lines, stating that

... why would we want our children to dig into litter containers? Parents won’t
appreciate this . . . no matter how well you wash it, it’s dirty! I think it’s an upright
violation of hygiene norms [in response to my comment that all used plastic bot-
tles and cans distributed to children for play and activities are rigorously washed];
many children in our kindergarten come from better-off families . . . I don't think
that the parents will understand why we can’t play with new toys and have to make
handicraft from used material.

None of these women, nor the establishments they represented, decided to participate
in the project. The private comments that I got seem to be directly related to the topic of
garbage and purity in Anthropology, and primarily, to its pioneer, Mary Douglas (2005).

As it was revealed later on, similar considerations played a significant part in the deci-
sion of some educational institutions that already had begun participation to withdraw

Available at: http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?I=EN&f=ST%2016818%202009%20INIT (accessed
5.05.2013); Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions—Mainstreaming sustainable develop-
ment into EU policies: 2009 Review of the European Union Strategy for Sustainable Development. Available
at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52009DCo400 (accessed 12.06.2014); home
page for Environment of the European Commission. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/eussd/
(accessed 15.04.2014).
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from the project. In this process, I became a witness of the construction of a double
boundary. First, these negative attitudes set a partition around what should not be al-
lowed in their kindergarten space, and what became labeled as impure and even trouble-
some. This boundary separated the children who would not have a chance to learn about
some aspects of their surrounding reality from those who would have because they found
themselves included in a different social paradigm. Also, this boundary separates us, edu-
cators who stand for “what is appropriate for kids” from them, the strange inhabitants of
other kindergartens who do not share these obvious maxims. Or, the other way around,
it is a dividing line between us, the open-minded pedagogues of a new generation?”, and
them, our ecologically indifferent colleagues who do not have the courage to open their
eyes to the truth of real environmental problems around us. I have to admit that I did
not conduct separate research to explore this hypothesis further, which is based on five
informal talks with kindergarten teachers and their head-mistresses. Nevertheless, these
voiced attitudes open up an important perspective on the internal factors that have a pos-
sibility to hinder or support the waste recycling initiatives in the region.

Head-Administators and Subordinates: Guarding Personal Borders

Investment in innovations is another value that can be certainly called one of the Nordic
priorities and that finds its realization in the project WASTE. It should be noted that
participation in this project by teachers from schools and kindergartens means taking
over responsibilities for extra-curriculum activities. Performance of these obligations, as
arule, is shared in the following way; the head of the kindergarten is responsible admin-
istratively, and a particular educator, or educators, bear the bulk of work on their own
shoulders with an average extra pay of 500-700 rubles per month.” I encountered a few
successful exceptions to this, when a head administrator, one who took children’s educa-
tion in recycling wastes to heart, shouldered the major responsibility for the kindergar-
ten’s participation, and coordinated all activities personally. However, this situation may
become motivationally discouraging for counselors and assistants as much as the burden
of sole responsibility.

The division of power and roles between the head administrators and their subordi-
nates definitely plays out in their relations and organization of work. Thus, the choice of a
teacher to go on a study trip was not always straightforward and was left to the discretion
of the head administrator. Often, several teachers were working on the implementation
of the project’s activities in a particular kindergarten, and the choice of only one person
to go on a trip abroad (as required by the sponsor) occasionally produced tensions inside
the group, especially if the input of each participant was relatively equal.

17. Interestingly, I found that the age category is not meaningful in this context. Elderly teachers could
exhibit as much openness to innovations and flexibility as the lack of these from the side of recent graduates
of pedagogical institutions.

18. 500 rubles is roughly $13. The information is received from the interviews with heads and educators
in participating kindergartens. The principle of confidentiality applies to their shared opinions and specific
figures.
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The majority of head administrators was hesitant to occupy the spot, and had the
teachers go on the trip. Among responses elicited to the question of the principles sur-
rounding the choice-making, the head administrators consistently mentioned such rea-
sons as the teachers’ comparatively lower salaries; the teachers’ young(er) ages and the
need to “see the world” that was in opposition to giving credit to the more experienced
teacher; the “justice factor;,” that is, the one who works, goes on a trip, etc., saying “She’s
[a teacher] fresh from college and it will be good to motivate her with a trip,” or “this is
our most experienced teacher and she must be rewarded for her work,” or “in our team,
she’s the most active participant, so it would be fair to send her” I should note here, that
in the case of the “encouragement motif,” the study trip appears to have lost its attributive
adjective of “study,” and focused on a sense of fun and relaxing occasion, the “trip” part of
“study trip” In an interview conducted in 2010, a newly-minted politician in the Petroza-
vodsk local government who came from the youth policy field, made a point of his party’s
campaign directed toward advancing opportunities for regular employees instead of head
administrators, who had often and extensively misused their office. This can be one of
the reasons for the kindergarten administrative heads’ cautious words and deeds, and the
overwhelming choice of a teacher rather than a head administrator to take the study trip.

The evidence supporting the existing practice of involving high ranking participants
as opposed to lower ranking ones without formal affiliation can be found in examining
the list of participants of the international projects in Karelia that involve study trips.
One example is a project named “Development of Youth Entrepreneurship Through the
Partnership Network of North-west Russia and the Nordic countries” (2011), financed by
the Nordic Council of Ministers. Out of the eight participants who went on the study trip,
there was not a single young entrepreneur. Instead, the pool of participants consisted of
two local government officials, three representatives of high educational establishments
of Petrozavodsk, one high-ranking representative of the municipal youth occupation de-
velopment center, the project’s administrator, and a media coverage person.

My research shows that the best politics in choosing participants would be to use
a weighted analysis in each particular case, that is, it would be most politic to use an
individual approach. Thus, coming back to the project WASTE, only one kindergarten
administrative head went on the mentioned study trip feeling the full right to do so. This
individual was involved in a partnership with a couple of Finnish kindergartens long
before the project commenced, and had vast experience in organizing ecological and
other thematic activities for her own children. She had established collaborations with
other local kindergartens, eagerly implementing new knowledge and approaches taken
up from her Finnish friends. One of the bravest innovations of this kindergarten under
the leadership of its head administrator was the practice of having sleep-over nights,
unique for Petrozavodsk. This was an organized event for children over five years of age
attending the kindergarten. Several times a year, they had an opportunity to stay for the
night at their kindergarten to celebrate a kind of independence (under the care of their
teachers), and have a tea-party followed by an hour of story-telling before going to sleep
in the beds they usually occupied at nap time. This particular kindergarten’s head ad-
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ministrator represents an excellent example for the need of an individual approach in the
analysis of power relations, and the degree of openness of opportunities for employees.
This individual took the participation in the waste recycling project to heart, and numer-
ous examples of her creative approach and untiring activity was felt in every corner of the
kindergarten entrusted to her care.

Expectations and Perceived Outcomes: Poorer vs. Wealthier Schools

One final aspect that attracted my attention while doing my fieldwork was the differ-
ence in conceptual positions of the kindergartens that actually plunged into the work
in the project. These positions can be broadly defined as a “thumbs-up optimism of the
poor,” and a “skepticism of the rich” Specifically, these positions refer to the personal
estimations of the kindergartens’ representatives regarding the possible outcomes from
participation in the project. Roughly, the two opposing positions in their extreme forms,
as elaborated in the interviews, can be described as follows. The first one represents the
extremely optimistic view of the effects that participation in the project will bring in the
spirit of “keep my eyes on the prize.” In this, much of the success devolved onto the good
will of children and parents who were supposed, in the minds of interviewees, to unani-
mously support the idea of the turning to separating wastes not only in the kindergarten,
but also at home, and to be ready to use all trash material for crafts and help the kinder-
garten win prizes, including money for implementation of particular recycling projects,
as well as merit certificates important for the institution’s prestige. Such a view was voiced
almost exclusively by those who, in my estimation, were in the most poorly equipped
kindergartens. The opposite view, in the spirit of “the way is full of pitfalls but we will
try; refers to the kindergartens that were extremely active, participating in a number of
municipal and international projects, and which regarded the WASTE project as one of
many initiatives in which they were already involved. For them, it was very important to
make sure beforehand that the benefits of participating were greater than the expenses;
the final decision was coldly made on the basis of such an analysis.

Constructing the Other

“Borders have and will continue to serve as barriers of exclusion and protection, mark-
ing home from the foreign. In this sense they still provide the function of separation and
defense that is expected of them” (Donnan, Wilson, 2010: 11). Although the authors wrote
this about nation state borders, the idea of marking home from foreign is equally appli-
cable to the space within a much smaller entity, such as a condominium, a round-table
in a discussion room, or a flowerbed, if the construction of the border intersects with
the construction of the other. Below, I discuss three examples of different types of such
constructions; how members of an association of homeowners can become insiders or
outsiders in their own apartment house depending on their recycling behavior; the way
in which cross-cultural stereotypes are perpetuated at international meetings in the city
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administration and get reflected later on by the media; and the way in which municipal
ecological campaigns frame “us vs. them” on the smallest piece of land one could imagine.

The Passion of Trash Containers

One of the adult target groups in the project WASTE were the leaders and residents of
condominiums in particular districts in Petrozavodsk where recycling stations were al-
ready installed or were planned to be installed. In my talks with this category of project
participants, we touched upon a number of aspects of sorting household wastes and the
obstacles that were faced along the way. An unexpected and recurrent topic that emerged
in many of the interviews with residents of different apartment blocks was the boundary
erected between residents of the same condominium. The categories of us versus them
were introduced depending on the degree and quality of residents” participation in the
waste sorting in the yards of their apartment blocks:

We took pains to become members of the project and have the bins installed . . .
I, personally, put up notices for residents with instructions how to use them [the
bins], tell them about our common gatherings . . . You think they come? You think
they make an effort not to confuse a glass bin with a plastic one? Well, many of them
do, but those who don’t . . . They’re renting here and don’t care at all . . . Some of
apartment owners also are having a hard time understanding what it is all about.”

Another leader was outraged by the mess around the recycling station in his yard:

Look, look here! It’s all messed up! I got a notice from Avtospestrans [the municipal
company that was responsible for recycling stations at that time] that in our bins
the wastes are mixed! People use improper containers. I think, even children could
have learned by now . . . I can name all my neighbors who do it right and those
who mess with it.

As much as a commitment to separate waste collection was initially a solidifying factor
among the residents of one building block, it simultaneously drew a line between those
who conformed and those who did not care. In response to my question about the means
of locating all the “delinquent neighbors,” one leader, D.V., clarified that he spent a couple
of hours in the mornings and in the evenings watching the recycling station from his
apartment window. During the day, several “responsible old ladies” were taking over.
Several months following the installation of recycling stations, the neighbor relationship
within the two apartment blocks that I studied became considerably strained.

19. A. S., a head of one of condominiums participating in the project.
20. D. V,, a head of a participating condominium.
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Polluting Russians and Baffled Europeans: Constructing Us vs. Them

The issue of separate waste management is not only discussed at round-tables and semi-
nars that are specifically devoted to this topic. The recent seminar in honor of Mr. Egon
Bahr became a platform for cooperative cross-cultural problem-solving in the spheres of
ecology and youth politics in Karelia, when young Russian and German politicians and
community workers came together. In this case, it was the copy-writers from the city’s
administration web-site who participated in another instance of the construction of us
versus them. According to the report of the seminar, its foreign participants were very
surprised to find out about the infamous numerous unauthorized landfills in Petroza-
vodsk. “It was unclear for Europeans how one can consciously litter and make dirty one’s
own city”* In this story, the Europeans are represented as not even understanding the
facts of littering that indeed, perhaps, is more common in Russia than in Germany. It also
bears a suggestion that nothing like this could happen on European grounds where such
behavior is viewed as unnatural. This prejudice of exemplary them versus uncivilized us
reconfirms the applicability of A. Yurchak’s (2006) research on the meaning of the ideal-
ized West for Soviet citizens to the current post-soviet reality. This perspective opens up
another important research frame about the social boundaries in the context of preserv-
ing or defending one’s home space, which is supposed to be kept clean, as opposed to
the alien space across the border where it is not shameful to litter. The question is, then,
where does this alien space start and where does the border lie? And what other bor-
derlines are coincident with the exemplary/uncivilized us versus them; the nation state
border, the regional or city limits, or one’s threshold at the entrance doorway?

Invisible Planters at a Flowerbed

Drawing a borderline between “insiders” and “strangers” can be discovered even within
the tiniest pieces of land involved in municipal ecological campaigns. An exciting event
devoted to the planting of decorative flowers in different parts of Petrozavodsk by inter-
ested citizens was scheduled for June 16, 2014. I set off on my little “field trip” with an
intention to catch two birds with one hand. First, I presumed that this would be a good
occasion to learn more about the local residents’ perceptions of domestic space, and sec-
ond, I wished to make my two preschool children to literally dig into a socially meaning-
ful activity that would have an immediate and beautiful result.

The three flowerbeds that we visited were located next to apartment blocks on the
outer side of the buildings facing the street. Each flowerbed was taken care of by a dif-
ferent group of people. As it turned out later, they were residents of the immediately
neighboring buildings, accompanied by representatives of a community-based organiza-
tion or a sponsor of planting stock. When our gardening team arrived at the first site, the

21. News “Today the participants of Egon Bahr seminar summarized their work” on 3.10.2014 published
at the Petrozavodsk city administration web-site. Available at: http://www.petrozavodsk-mo.ru/petrozavodsk/
index/news/more.htm?id=10753232@cmsArticle (accessed 3.10.2014).
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planting was already underway, and the flowerbed was quite obviously divided into two
sections. The sections were not divided into equal portions; rather, they were divided
roughly in two-thirds and one-third by the two well-defined groups, with the larger piece
of land being occupied by the residents who came to “decorate their space around their
own house”>* The smaller piece was put at the mercy of another group, either represent-
ing workers of an organization that was sponsoring this particular flowerbed (such as
Karel’skaya Dacha), or a societal organization (such as Mama) that, besides planting, was
rigorously documenting each step of their involvement to produce a video about it as a
future post on its VKontakte web-page.

The two distinct groups did not mingle in any of the three planting sites that we vis-
ited: our sincere offer of help was not welcomed at any of these sites. I had the impres-
sion that my children and I were seen as undesired intruders in a kind of a closed ritual
of an almost sacred group; our own inventory (toy shovels and buckets) seemed to have
induced irritation rather than admiration. Pushing my fieldwork further, I insisted on the
children’s participation with a beaming smile, and took great pains to get them involved
in at least some kind of small activity, like watering the planted flowers. It should be noted
that the problem was not, as might be expected, that I had been labeled as a non-Petroza-
vodian citizen; rather, the exclusion had to do with the defense of the conquered territory
on the part of the participating organizations, or the unwillingness to “let children spoil
what I'll look at for years passing by, on the side of the local neighbors.”

The NGO side was more welcoming after they discovered a potential benefit from our
participation: they were filming the children to include them in their video report about
the campaign. The division between the two groups, to the point of not speaking to each
other unless the other side had violated the borderline inside the flowerbed, sometimes
demarcated with a string, was striking. Every group knew how to plant flowers, but only
the residents’ groups, largely consisting of elderly women and school children, knew ex-
actly “how to plant flowers at their flowerbed.”** The municipal website advertised this
event five days in advance and welcomed all interested citizens to participate.” In his
research of insiders and outsiders within one territorial entity, A.V. Shipilov goes in depth
into the reasons for the creation of oppositions between us and them, the reasons why
the assertion of one’s own means the negation of the other’s, etc. Citing Ortega y Gasset’s
book Man and People (1957), the author agrees that “The other can be both a friend and a
foe, and that is why any society and any community means also dissociation, the friends
and foes living together” (Shipilov, 2008: 10).

22. Quote by V. L., an elderly female resident of the neighboring apartment block who was planting flowers
opposite her kitchen window.

23. As stated by S. G., an elderly female resident of a neighboring house.

24. A. D,, an elderly woman planting flowers at the intersection between Lenin Avenue and Engels Street.

25. “Anybody who wants to can participate in this campaign. The townsfolk can call the ecology depart-
ment at city administration in advance at 71-35-72 or 71-35-66 on Monday or come straight to a selected plant-
ing site” News published 11.06.2014 on the Petrozavodsk city administration web-site. Available at: http://
www.petrozavodsk-mo.ru/petrozavodsk/index/news.htm?f=61&fid=2&blk=10528684 (accessed 11.06.2014).
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Conclusions: Bordering Wastelands

It is striking how the frames of the border and the borderline stretch and shrink depend-
ing on one’s perspective or view point. The borderlines expand and contract along many
different scales, from the construction of the other along the borderland of the national
states and cooperative regions to less visible borderlands that exist within a neighbor-
hood. Such borderlands may be represented by strings cutting across flowerbeds that
physically demarcate the divide between individuals of the same nationality and cultural
background who need to claim, protect, and reconstruct a personal connection to a piece
of land.

Common Nordic values, including green development, education, entrepreneur-
ship, and civic society participation, are evident in international cooperative projects, in
the round-tables and seminars held in the Petrozavodsk city administration, and in the
course of the local municipal green campaigns with the narrower focus on youth, the
local environment, and recycling. Petrozavodsk’s relative openness to the western winds
and orientation towards its (still) idealized Nordic neighbors allow for a particular sus-
ceptibility to the flow of innovations, especially in terms of ideas and technology. These
innovations have been extended through the mediating activities of international part-
ners, particularly through the Nordic Council of Ministers, an active promotional and
funding body in northwest Russia. After having been imported to the Karelian grounds,
some of unconsciously promoted messages and suggestions that accompanied the ideas
of sustainability in the Nordic way have become progressively rooted in the local reality,
and adapted into the everyday and professional life of citizens. The process of transferring
ideas seems to be inseparable from the transfer of practice and technical solutions as well
as the learning process. Practical results of the WASTE project, among others, include the
systemic changes in the practice of waste treatment on the island of Kizhi.

Another particular outcome of the international cooperative projects in Karelia is that
their effects are felt not only in the borderland areas, but also diffused from the Petro-
zavodsk “hot spot” further on the Russian side of the border to other participants of
these projects located further from the border. For example, in the case of the project in
question, the territories that benefited from participation were Pskov region and the city
of Apatity. The physical crossing of the border by the participants in both eastern and
western directions produced particularly fruitful results during the project. Bringing in
foreign experts and building upon the reverence felt by locals for western technologies
helped dispel possible “legitimacy concerns” regarding the meaning and importance of
ecological education and the activism that had been consistently supported by a very
limited part of the population.

The historically long and fruitful international partnership in Karelia is realized on
numerous platforms. One of these platforms is the Barents Region cooperation arena,
whose major objective was declared to be the promotion of “sustainable development
in all aspects: economic, environmental and social, and strengthening of comprehen-
sive security in the Region?” In this sense, the project WASTE, Waste Awareness: Sorting,
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Treatment, Education, is an exemplary representative of the realization of this objective
in practice.

This case study of this project shows how the broadly defined official values of in-
fluential neighbors penetrate and find their niche within the set of values held by local
Karelian citizens, mixing with purely local ways to establish and maintain one’s domestic
or alien space, negotiating between the rights and duties of leaders and employees, defin-
ing and judging what is appropriate, and what has to be expelled from one’s orbit because
of perceptions of impurity, or that of being “dirty” Finding common ground on the basis
of mutually shared values proves to be vital not only for cross-border cooperation be-
tween societies, but even more so, within one’s particular society. The Nordic policy of
cross-border partnership with Russia, as in this example of a waste management project,
demonstrates how the ideological adherence to environmental commitments goes hand-
in-hand with practical benefits, such as opening up a receptive market and sales area for
Nordic technologies, facilities and equipment.

As I am writing these lines, these mechanisms keep rolling on, increasingly reminis-
cent of a growing snowball. The Petrozavodsk municipal website recently put out infor-
mation on the recent round-table discussion devoted to the future of separate waste man-
agement in the city that took place on October 10, 2014, that involved almost exclusively
local participants, experts, and society actors, with the exception of a couple of Russian
non-Karelian guests. This was a platform for commencing dialogue between the local
government officials and NGOs including educators, public activists, and business own-
ers. It is evident now, almost a year after the closing conference of the WASTE project,
that it has become an important milestone for further initiatives, and a successful test of
the public’s readiness to take over. As was noted by Rashid Alimov, a representative of
Greenpeace Russia, if 10-15 % of the city population is ready for separate waste collection,
the introduction of this technology on the city level becomes relevant. It is fascinating
to track these areas of continuing permeability and impermeability of ideas and innova-
tions in the borderlands, to document the direction of the exchanges, and how the cross-
border exchanges are adapted in their new contexts.

References

Berenholdt J. O. (2007) Coping with Distances: Producing Nordic Atlantic Societies, Ox-
ford: Berghahn Books.

Blake G. (2000) Borderlands under stress: some global perspectives. Borderlands under
Stress (eds. M. Pratt, J. A. Brown), London: Kluwer Law International, pp. 11-16.

Belser A. (2004) Officials learn about Swedish “eco-cities” Pittsburg Post-Gazette, Sat-
urday, May 15, 2004. Available at: http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/04136/316914.stm
(accessed 12.05.2014).

Brunet-Jailly E. (2005) Theorizing borders: an interdisciplinary perspective. Geopolitics,
vol. 10, no 4, pp. 633-649.



134 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4

Commission of the European Communities (2000) INTERREG cross-border frame-
work, Brussels.

Crandall C. S., Eshleman A., O’Brien L. (2002) Social norms and the expression and sup-
pression of prejudice: the struggle for internalization. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, vol. 82, no 3, pp. 359-378.

Dellenbrant J. A., Olsson M. O. (1994) The Barents Region: Security and Economic Devel-
opment in the European North, Umea: Cerum.

Donnan H., Wilson Th. (eds.) (2010) Borderlands: Ethnographic Approaches to Security,
Power and Identity, Lanham: University Press of America.

Douglas M. (2005) Purity and Danger: an Analysis of Concept of Pollution and Taboo,
London: Routledge.

Esklinen H., Liikanen I., Oksa J. (eds.) (1999) Curtain of Iron and Gold: Reconstructing
Borders and Scales of Interaction, Aldershot: Ashgate.

Haas E. B. (1958) The Uniting of Europe, Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Hettne B. (2002) The Europeanization of Europe: endogenous and exogenous dimen-
sions. European Integration, vol. 24, no 4, pp. 325-340.

Hettne B. (2003) The new regionalism revisited. Theories of New Regionalism: A Palgrave
Reader (eds. F. Soderbaum, T. M. Shaw), Houndmills: Palgrave, pp. 22—-42.

Hettne B., Inotai A. (1994) The New Regionalism: Implications for Global Development and
International Security, Helsinki: UNU World Institute for Development Economics
Research.

Keating M. (1998) The New Regionalism in Western Europe: Territorial Restructuring and
Political Change, Cheltenham: E. Elgar.

Stokke O., Tunander O. (1994) The Barents Region: Cooperation in Arctic Europe, Oslo:
Prio.

Stoltenberg T. (1997) Visions of the authors of the Barents Euro-Arctic Region Coopera-
tion: past and future. Europe’s Northern Dimension: The BEAR Meets the South (eds.
L. Heininen, R. Langlais), Rovaniemi: University of Lapland Press.

Shilov A. (2008) “Svoi,” ‘chuzhie” i drugie [“We,” “Them” and Others], Moscow: Progress-
Tradicija.

Turner N., Davidson-Hunt I., O’Flaherty M. (2003) Living on the edge: ecological and
cultural edges as sources of diversity for social-ecological resilience. Human Eco-
logy, vol. 31, no 3, pp. 439-460.

Wilson Th., Donnan, H. (eds.) (2012) A Companion to Border Studies, Hoboken: Wiley
Blackwell.

Yurchak A. (2006) Everything Was Forever, Until It Was No More: The Last Soviet Genera-
tion, Princeton: Princeton University Press.



RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4 135

Web Sources of Documentations and Policies in the Order of Appearance in
the Text

Nordic Council of Ministers (2014) Norden (Cooperation between the Northern Euro-
pean Countries). Available at: http://www.norden.org/en/about-nordic-co-operation
(accessed 13.09.2014).

Nordic Center for Welfare and Social Issues (2013) The Nordic Welfare Model. Available
at:  http://www.nordicwelfare.org/PageFiles/7117/Nordic_Welfare_Model Web.pdf
(accessed 20.09.2014).

OECD (2008) Sustainable Development: Linking Economy, Society, Environment. Avail-
able at: http://www.oecd.org/insights/sustainabledevelopmentlinkingeconomysoci-
etyenvironment.htm (accessed 10.08.2014).

Norwegian Ministry of Finance (2008) Norway’s Strategy for Sustainable Development.
Avaijlable at:  https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/FIN/rapporter/R-
0617E.pdf (accessed 15.08.2014).

Norwegian Ministry of Finance (2005) Sustainable Development, National Agenda 21.
Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/fin/Documents-and-publications/
Guidelines-and-brochures/2005/Sustainable-Development-National-Agenda-.
html?id=419468 (accessed 16.06.2014).

Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2012) Priorities for Norway at the UN General
Assembly 2012. Available at: http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/selected-topics/
un/priorities_assembly67.html?id=699661 (accessed 15.06.2014).

Barents Euro-Arctic Council (2008) Steering Committee on Children and Youth at
Risk 2008-2015 (CYAR). Available at: http://www.beac.st/in-English/Barents-Euro-
Arctic-Council/Working-Groups/Joint-Working-Groups/Health-and-Social-Issues/
Children-and-Youth-at-Risk- (accessed 12.10.2013).

OECD (2014) Better Life index. Available at: http://www.oecdbetterlifeindex.org/ (ac-
cessed 16.04.2014).

Council of the European Union (2009) 2009 Review of the EU Sustainable Development
Strategy — Presidency Report. Available at: http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/
srv=EN&f=ST%2016818%202009%20INIT (accessed 5.05.2013).

CopTupoBKa LieHHOCTen Ha KapenbcKom norpaHuybe

EkamepuHa lNawkosckas

AcnnpaHT pakynbTeTa aHTpononoruy YHusepcuteta Anb6epTbl
Appec: 116 St. and 85 Ave. Edmonton, Alberta T6G 2R3 Canada
E-mail: pashkovs@ualberta.ca

B paHHOM AHTPOMNoJIorn4yeCKomM nccnengoBaHmUm A paccMaTpuBato npouecc nepecevyeHnAa
pOCCVIVICKO-CKaHﬂ,VIHaBCKOI;I FOCy,ElapCTBeHHOVI n peFI/IOHaJ'IbHOVI rpaHnL B KOHTEKCTE COBMECTHOIO



136 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4

COLIMO3KONOMMYECKOro NpoeKTa MO BHEAPEHMIO pa3fieNibHoro cbopa otxonos B Kapenuu. B
TeyeHue 3TOro ABYX/IETHEro MHOrOYPOBHErO NpoeKTa COTPYAHMYECTBO Mexay [eTpo3aBoackmm
MYHULMMANUTETOM U €ro CEBepHbIMY NapTHepamu nog srngoin Coseta MUHUCTPOB CeBepPHbIX
CTpaH pa3BMBanoCh, B YaCTHOCTM, MOCPEACTBOM TPAHCAALUN M afanTaLumm LEHHOCTEN,

BKJ/ll0Yas paHHee obyyeHrie 1 COLMaibHO-OTBETCTBEHHOE NOBEAEHMNE, YTO COOTBETCTBOBAJIO
cneunduKe NpUrpaHNYHbIX OTHoLeHWI B bapeHLeBom EBpo-ApKTnueckom permoHe. Mpouecc
apanTpoBaHna CeBepHbIX LLEHHOCTEN 1 3HaHWUI K MOBCEeLHEBHOM U NPOPECCUOHANBHON XNU3HN
YUYaCTHNKOB MPOEKTa LWeJsl pyKa 06 pyKy C pacnpoCTpaHeHNEM Ky bTYPHbIX TPaHCIPaHNUYHbIX
CTepeoTVNoB. Viaes oTaeneHns c80e20 OT YYK020 C TaKUM e YCNEeXOM HaxoAUT NpYMeHeHne

1 B paMKax ropa3fo MeHbLUe TEPPUTOPUASIbHON eANHNLbI, TAKOW Kak KOHAOMUHUYM WA
ropopckas Knym6a, Ho npu YCJI0BMM, YTO KOHCTPYMPOBaHYE rpaHuLbl COBMAAAET C OCMbIC/IEHUEM
Opy2020. HeBuanmble 6apbepbl, Tak »ke Kak 1 Gprsnyeckne o6beKTbl, MHOMAa pasfensioT nioaen,
NPUHaANeXallnx K Of4HOW 1 TOI e HaLMOHaNbHOCTU U 06/1aZatoLLMX O6LWMM KyNbTYPHbIM
OMbITOM, HO OHV MOTYT OLUYLLATb NOTPEOHOCTb YTBEPANTb U 3aLMTUTb CBOIO JINUHYIO CBA3b C
onpeneneHHbIM y4acTKOM 3eMIIN.

Kniouegble c108a: noctcoumanam, nepepaboTka 0TXOA0B, YCTOMUMBOE Pa3BUTHE, CEBEPHbIE
LleHHOCTI, TPaHCNALMA 1 ajanTauna LeHHOCTel, KOHCTpyupoBaHue apyroro, bapeHues EBpo-
ApKTnueckun pernoH, Kapenusa
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This article outlines the possibilities of autobiographical stories to criticize status quo itera-
tions of International Relations (IR). The article draws on the personal experiences of the
author’s deportation order issued by the United Kingdoms Home Office and its associated
Border Agency (UKBA) to challenge the accepted assumptions of a cosmopolitan world-
view as it relates to orderly international institutional design. It highlights the possibilities
of trauma when border management and personal mobility collide. It suggests that mobility
trauma ensues when the expectations of human mobility, outlined in Article 13 of the Uni-
versal Declaration of Human Rights, infringe the state’s role as security provider. It begins in
part one with a challenge to the traditional role and understanding of international borders
that sustain order within the international. It examines the unacknowledged role that human
vulnerability plays within IR and institutional design while frankly engaging with human
vulnerability and trauma in the second section. This section details the experiences of the
author when her mobility rights were curtailed and the ensuing identity crisis prompted by
such events. The final section investigates the ideas of critical cosmopolitan scholarship de-
manding that such discourses acknowledge and work through the possibility of failed agency
when the demands of state security supersede individual mobility rights. It turns to the pos-
sibility of traumatic iterations of IR in order to probe such possibilities. The article suggests,
in its conclusion, the possibility of storytelling and psychoanalysis to endorse unorthodox
agency, and the possibility of a dynamic international institutional design, that challenges the
status quo iterations of IR.
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I was ordered to be deported from the United Kingdom, and the process unfolded over
nine months in 2013. The experience left me feeling helpless, without a voice, unable to
access “the political” I could not be an effective agent. As an academic writing within the
discipline of International Relations (IR), this experience remains confusing.’ It drove
me to reflect upon the cosmopolitan worldview I had long championed at a professional
and personal level. Cosmopolitanism, very briefly, understands that a common moral
humanity, predicated on an assumed shared vulnerability, exists. It contests the primacy
of the state, champions the individual moral subject, and eschews violence and conflict.
It gestures towards a vulnerable interpretation of being political in common (Lu, 2009;
O’Neill, 2000; Erskine, 2000; Kaldor, 2013; Buchanen, Nye, 2004; Held, 1995; Archibugi,

© Amanda Russell Beattie, 2014

© Centre for Fundamental Sociology, 2014

1. This paper refers to International Relations (IR) as the disciplinary study and international relations (ir)
the events and practices that inform the discipline. I draw on Hollis & Smith (1991) to make this claim.
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1993; Held, Archibugi, 1995). Reflecting on this most basic iteration of the cosmopolitan
aspiration, in light of being ordered deported, revealed a series of paradoxes that I could
not meaningfully process. Cosmopolitanism ought to attend to the harm that emerges
when border management and human mobility intersect; however, cosmopolitan prac-
tices and structures are complicit in a process of silencing at this very intersection. This,
I suggest, is problematic because such silencing furthers, rather than engages with, in-
stances of harm.

This article disrupts the story of assumed human mobility. It demands that if cosmo-
politanism really does eschew violence and conflict, and promotes a universal vulner-
able subject, it must attend to the harm that such paradoxes reveal. I suggest that the
underlying universal assumption of the cosmopolitan worldview renders this task im-
possible. The idea of the rights-bearing subject, the assumed linearity of trauma and its
experiences, and the complicit acceptance of state borders within its institutional design,
forecloses the possibility of listening and reflection.* The experience of trauma, I suggest,
is non-linear and challenges the spatial and temporal assumptions guiding international
institutional design. In order to meaningfully engage with this experience, we must have
the space to listen and reflect. Acting in and of itself is neither necessary nor sufficient.
Trauma is not experienced and negotiated by the empowered universal ethicist. Work-
ing through traumatic experiences can only happen on the timetable of the traumatized
person. In order to attend to the idiosyncrasies of mobility trauma in suitably appropriate
ways, IR must be flexible, dynamic, and open-ended.

This paper is skeptical of a cosmopolitan worldview, and challenges the universality of
its assumptions. It turns to the idea of voice, facilitated by an autobiographical methodol-
ogy, to investiage the harm that ensues in light of universal assumptions of being human.
Part One of this article interrogates the institutional design of IR querying the role that
borders play in managing order, and the complicit role of cosmopolitan order therein.
Part Two reveals my own experience of human mobility when, in April 2013, I was or-
dered to be deported from the United Kindgom. It reveals a personal and professional
identity crisis that began when I realized that I was not welcome in the UK despite my as-
sumed value as a good democratic citizen. This ordeal highlights the precarious existence
of the foreigner within the state. Their transplantation within the political is only success-
tul if it is aligned with democratic institutional iterations of the public good. The ability to
render this precariousness to an audience, academic or otherwise, is all but impossible if
access to the political is denied. Part Three develops this theme further. It probes the no-
tion of abject cosmopolitanism demanding that critical cosmopolitanism go further and
grapple with the possibility of failed agency. The conclusion imagines what can be done in
the face of such a failure, and describes the possibilities of narrative and psychoanalytical
methods applied to the failed expectations of personal mobility in a global age.

The expectations of mobility articulated in a universal rights discourse and associated
with a cosmopolitan world view cannot protect the vulnerable individual from the lived

2. Tam drawing on Robert E. Goodin’s description of institutional design. He describes this process in The
Theory of Institutional Design (1991).
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experience of managed mobility in a global era. Article 13 of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights affirms that all individuals have the right to travel freely. It is a right that is
exercised in a variety of ways on a daily basis. A cursory glance at the statistics provided
by Heathrow Airport (2014) in the United Kingdom (UK) confirms this. In 2013, 72.3
million people travelled its corridors, the busiest year on record. On any given day, an
average of 191,200 people pass through its terminals; on the 30th of June, 238,949 people
did during the busiest day of 2013. This is, I acknowledge, a privileged type of travel. But
it is indicative of the ability of a global population to actively engage as mobile people as
described in Article 13. This right is curtailed when, for any number of reasons, an indi-
vidual is denied entry into a state.

Article 13 similarly articulates a right to return home. When this right is taken away
from an individual or forced unwillingly on another, their expectations of mobility are
curtailed. To “be removed,” or to be subjected to forced migration, occurs for many rea-
sons. The United Kingdom Border Agency (UKBA) distinguishes between three catego-
ries of removal; deportation, administrative removals, and voluntary departures. It then
further distinguishes and defines these terms noting that deportation “applies to people
(and the children of such people) whose removal from the country is deemed ‘conducive
to the public good’ by the Secretary of State, or when recommended by a court in con-
junction with conviction of a criminal offence punishable by a prison term” (2014). While
these terms and their definitions may provide legal clarity to the process of deportation,
they do not attend to the particularities of this experience. They do not tell us what events
led to the deportation order being issued, nor do they highlight the experiences of the
deportee. Instead, the statistics relating to deportation paint a stark picture of a particular
political act without giving any insight to its influence or impact on the everyday experi-
ences of being human.

The Migration Observatory at Oxford University reports that of the 320,000 UK émi-
grés in 2013, 50,741 of those individuals were forcibly removed from the UK. This is a
14.5% rise in the number of deportations since 2012, and an overall doubling of deporta-
tion since 2004. The rise in deportations indicates that the UK government increasingly
believes that properly-conceived deportation is an appropriate tool to manage human
mobility. Peter Nyers (2003) argues that deportation is not only a policy tool, but also a
performative act. To deport a person is an explicit demonstration of the state’s sovereign,
legitimate power. It recognizes the state as the primary security provider, re-affirms an
international order that emphasizes internal order over external anarchy, and the ability
of the state to mediate such boundaries.

I do not accept that cosmopolitan assumptions cannot challenge realpolitik lessons of
the realist world view, but I acknowledge the pedagogy supporting a realpolitik victory.
I am deeply troubled to learn that the cosmopolitan worldview that freely and openly
articulates the inherent vulnerability of the global population simultaneously silences
those who are enacting their mobility rights. This is especially problematic if the mobile
person is a forced migrant seeking out the most basic rights of subsistence and security.
A fleeting glimpse at statistics from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
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reveals that millions of people flee war, violent conflict, and persecution every year. In
2013 alone, 51.2 million people were forcibly displaced worldwide. This, they write, “was
the highest on record since comprehensive statistics on global forced displacement have
been collected” (UNHCR, 2014). These, and the aforementioned, statistics reveal that
people are increasingly mobile. They leave one community and seek out another. Re-
gardless of the reasons prompting mobility, the enacting of mobility rights is a clear and
growing trend.

As a first step towards a dynamic iteration of IR that meaningfully engages with this
trend, I turn to the idea of “the voice” I contend that “the voice” is a necessary addi-
tion to the normative and ethical iterations of IR because, as Roxanne Doty writes, it
foregrounds issues of inclusion and exclusion, identity and difference, and institutional
design. I draw on the emerging trend of an autobiographical methodology within IR
and use it in this paper to highlight “the voice.” It is one way of imagining alternative en-
counters with mobility expectations. I turn to the reflexive potential of autobiographical
encounters, aware of the emerging community of scholars who champion both autobi-
ography and autoethnography within the discipline ( Bleiker, Brigg, 2010; Lowenheim,
2010; Doty, 2010; Neumann, 2010; Dauphinee, 2010). I am guided particularly by the
writings of Naeem Inyatullah (2010). I suggest, as he does, that autobiography provides
“a substantive look at life/lives in process” and reveals “the mundane and the dramatic,
the empirical and the theoretical, the structures and the processes that constitute and
change humans” (Inyatullah, 2010: 7). Autobiography as methodology enhances the idea
of mobility trauma. It offers insight into how scholars of IR might better contribute to the
understanding of the identified paradoxes of cosmopolitan mobility.

The inclusion of autobiographical methodologies in IR scholarship is radical. It situ-
ates the personal and the emotional at the epicenter of an unfolding narrative. Feminist
discourses have long advocated a role for “the personal” within the political, and the
possibilities of reflexivity within research design (see for example, Ruddick, 1989; Cohn,
1987; and more recently, Ackerly, True, 2008). Feminist encounters with the personal
challenge rational explanations and universal structures, providing a greater nuance to
research design. Ackerly and True (2008) argue that there is a need to reflect upon the
appropriateness of research design when unexpected stories and conclusions surface. The
conclusions of Ackerly and True provide alternative imaginings of being political that
suggest individuality and idiosyncrasy ought to feature when unorthodox experiences of
being political emerge. I suggest, drawing the arguments of Ackerly and True, that auto-
biography enhances the personal experiences of mobility and security. It creates a space
for the voice at the intersection of border management and human mobility.

Borders and Order

Where the personal expectations of mobility collide with the state’s management of mo-
bility, we tend to find a border. Borders are defined in many ways. They have a geographi-
cal component that notes the physical limitations and boundaries of the state (Rumford,
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2006). Borders are also central to discussions of world order and institutional design
(Rengger, 2001; Suganami, 1989; Waltz, 2001; Mearsheimer, 2001; Ikenberry, 2009; Buzan,
2004; Dunne, 1998). They permeate discussions of forced migration, engage with the la-
belling of stateless persons, immigrants, asylum seekers, and refugees (Innes, 2014), and
influence the discourse of international citizenship (Benhabib, 2004). Borders are also
critically examined. For example, Vaugn-Willams and Parker (2009) contest status quo
descriptions of borders challenging the underlying assumptions of boundaries, borders,
and their reification in IR.

Judith Butler (1990) offers an alternative discussion of borders, or boundaries, in her
work Gender Trouble. She highlights the role that borders play in establishing control and
social regulation over a subject. While her work is directly related to the self as subject, I
suggest her discussion of borders offers much to inform the discipline of IR. For example,
she notes the inherent desire for stability associated with the performativity of a border.
She also discusses the absolute inability to achieve such stability.

The boundary between the inner and outer is confounded by those excremental
passages in which the inner effectively becomes outer, and this excreting function
becomes, as it were, the model by which other forms of identity-differentiation are
accomplished. In effect, this is the mode by which Others become shit. For inner
and outer worlds to remain utterly distinct, the entire surface of the body would
have to achieve an impossible impermeability. This sealing of its surfaces would
constitute the seamless boundary of the subject; but this enclosure would invari-
ably be exploded by precisely that excremental filth that it fears. (Butler, 1990: 182)

Bulter provides a compelling argument against the possibility of ever achieving imper-
meability; however, the desire for impermeability, or stability, can be seen within the as-
sumptions of institutional design andIR discourses of order.

As Rengger’s (2001) publication on world order and political theory suggests, man-
aged accounts of order invoke borders to distinguish the ideas of inner and outer dis-
cussed by Butler. He demonstrates how a particular reading of international sovereignty
defines the international. The absence of an overarching legitimate governing authority
renders the international anarchic. Borders are the boundaries that both manage and
reify anarchy. Borders are, in effect, a cordon sanitaire. This cordon is understood in
geographical and spatial representations of the state. What is inside the border is safe,
and what is outside that border is a potential threat. Borders, as Margrit Shildrik (2000)
argues, are assumed to render “us” safe from the threats of “them.” She is critical of this
interpretation of boundaries because she, like Butler, is aware of their permeable nature.
She provides compelling evidence that the sense of security afforded by such an imaging
of borders in fact prompts situations of exile and silencing. Those labelled “other;” who
do not conform to the status quo, are set outside the political. I suggest that such assump-
tions permeate traditional accounts of world order. Individuals who should be protected
by Article 13 for whatever reason must provide ample evidence of their suitability for
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entry. They must challenge the aura of reasonable suspicion of the foreigner if they want
to be admitted into the political.

As Mark B. Salter (2006) has argued in drawing on the ideas of Agamben and Fou-
cault, those who navigate borders are rather abruptly silenced. Salter vividly re-creates
that moment when a passenger disembarks from an airplane and then travels the cor-
ridors of the airport to finally arrive at a border site. From the point of disembarking
until reaching a border, the traveler exists in a state of suspended existence. He or she
lacks state representation and protection. This state of suspension lasts throughout the
border experience. A traveler is viewed with suspicion; why does he/she wish to gain
access? What instability follows if the mobile person gains entry to the political? These
are the problems that a border agent tries to deny by holding hostage, on behalf of the
government, the rights of mobility of the traveler. A traveler lacks a voice. In essence,
anyone who navigates a state border lacks an element of agency throughout this process.
Salter’s traveler recalls the privileged statistics of Heathrow Airport, where 72.3 million
people decide of their own free will to take up the right to travel. For the most part, these
individuals pass through border control with ease, provided they have a passport. Their
silencing, in effect, ends when they prove their suitability to the public good. This silenc-
ing is temporary.

Temporary or otherwise, when the voice of a mobile person is removed, the concept
of a border and its management is beyond contestation. The cordon sanitaire remains
unharmed and in place because a voice is required to contest the status quo. This silenc-
ing achieves two things. It maintains the precarious assumption of impermeability while
reifying the harmful labels of “us” and “them.” The realities of “inside” and “outside” are
starkly revealed. It is here that the expectations of mobility in a globalized world and the
management of human mobility are heightened and highlighted. The traveler is an active
agent. He/she is actualizing the expectations of mobility as articulated in Article 13 of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. It re-affirms the right to move and reside within
“the borders of each state,” and also the right to leave and return to one’s country of ori-
gin. But with each border crossing, the realities of border management are experienced.
The traveler is subject to what Salter identities as the “confessional experience” Not only
must they produce the required documentation, the traveler must also disclose any in-
formation demanded by the border agent. Here a voice is allowed to speak. The voice is
not an idiosyncratic expression of agency, but is rendered complicit in the elusive quest
for controlled permeability.

There is also evidence that suggests an-altogether more harmful silencing that is
happening to the forced migrant. Liisa Malkki’s (1995, 1996) ethnographic fieldwork in
Rwanda and Burundi reveals how silencing is complicit in the experience of mobility.
Malkki’s silencing was not facilitated in the absence of the rule of law as noted by Salter
(2006). The silencing she witnessed emerged within the structures of international hu-
manitarian aid. While in Rwanda, she noticed a trend whereby the particular stories and
life experiences of the exiled were expunged. The voices of displaced persons were si-
lenced. The particularities of violent conflict, of the loss of one’s homeland, and of the
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idiosyncrasies of war could not overcome the impersonal rendering of the human rights
subject, the international humanitarian regime, and the over-arching liberal interpreta-
tions of international order. To have a story, or to be a person with wounds (physical and/
or ontological), was not part of the overarching narrative of being an exile. She labels
this experience as “corporeal anonymity.” Maalki’s fieldwork reveals that the structures
that articulate a universal right to mobility and shape the expectations of mobility also
silence those who need access to the political. She notes how this silencing begins, how it
is upheld, and what the experience of such silencing can be like for an exile. The experi-
ence of corporeal anonymity poses very real problems for the cosmopolitan discourse.
In its most general sense, cosmopolitanism defends the vulnerable and imagines a world
united in moral solidarity. What Malkki’s work reveals, however, is that its framework is
unable to attend to the needs of the vulnerable migrant.

In her publication, The Rights of Others (2004), Seyla Benhabib, a noted cosmopolitan
writer, deals directly with this problem. She contests the relationship of borders, politi-
cal membership, and migration. She begins her discussion with an account of political
membership. It is “the principles and practices for incorporating aliens and strangers, im-
migrants and newcomers, refugees and asylum seekers into existing polities” (Benhabib,
2004: 1). Mobility, she writes, is encapsulated in the discourse of citizenship; however,
she wonders if citizenship is fit for purpose. She, like myself, queries how philosophical
and empirical discussions might begin to mediate the relationship of state sovereignty
and mobility rights. She wonders where rights within this relationship might feature, if
at all. Benhabib qualifies how and why someone might find themselves excluded from a
given political community. She addresses the struggles associated with such negotiations,
which she calls democratic iterations. They are, she writes, “those complex processes of
public argument, deliberations and exchanges through which universalist rights claims
are contested and contextualized, invoked and revoked, positioned and repositioned,
throughout legal and political institutions, as well as in the associations of civil society”
(Benhabib, 2004: 179).

Benhabib approaches this discussion in a discursive fashion. Her framework reminds
her readers that the role of the philosopher, in this case, is to separate the political from
the moral and the social. The philosopher must look at the relationship of the universal
and the particular as a series of mediations and negotiations. By making such distinction,
we are able to move the discussion of citizenship from a vicious debate to a virtuous dis-
cussion. She then goes on to say (Benhabib, 2007: 451), in a rebuttal to Aleinikoff (2007),
that she is “less interested in justifying the finality of closure but more in the circulation
of normative issues and questions throughout the public spheres and civil societies of
democracies, and beyond their borders, such as to enable the democratic conversation to
continue despite decisional closure” Benhabib’s work assumes an ongoing conversation.
This ongoing discussion is facilitated by empowered agents. This, I suggest, is a limita-
tion. It does not imagine a space where the disenfranchised might contribute meaning-
fully to the iterative process or how they might contribute at all in the absence of a voice
and access to the political.
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The philosopher is the primary agent in Benhabib’s iterative process. This agent not
only has a voice but it also has access to the political. I wonder if this voice is best suited
to the task at hand. The cosmopolitan philosopher championed by Benhabib enjoys a
position of privilege. Kimberly Hutchings (2013) comments on this privilege when she
questions the reflexive abilities of the universal ethicist. In a publication centered on the
possibilities of vulnerability in IR, Hutchings asks the reader to wonder at the type of
harm that might ensue if the universal ethicist is unable to empathize with the suffering
other. A double harm could emerge whereby the original suffering remains unaddressed,
and, in fact, further enhanced simply because the cosmopolitan scholar, situated within a
universal framework of assumed order and morality, is unable to realistically engage with
the suffering other. The universal ethicist is unable to be actively reflexive. This is because
the structures of the cosmopolitan worldview do not entertain the possibility of listening.
These structures inherently assume a universal human experience. Harm and trauma,
I suggest, are idiosyncratic and defy universal experience. How then can the universal
philosopher or cosmopolitan agent attend to such suffering? In short, they most likely
cannot.

At the same time, within a democratic iteration, there is no point when the exiled
other can meaningfully engage as an agent. Such iterations assume access to the political,
and the silencing of the exiled other prohibits such engagement. If we recall the original
claims of Butler (1990) and Shildrick (2000), such individuals are situated outside the
political because they are deemed a threat. Malkki (1996) provides an explanation for the
type of threat they pose. She problematizes the humanitarian regime which assumes that
one is only moral or can acquire moral knowledge if they live within a state. Without a
state, in the absence of a family, or a motherland, the migrant is unable to understand the
expectations of good citizenship. They are, in effect, a threat to the stability and order of
“the political” of their new country. The literature that is part and parcel of the cosmopol-
itan discourse and which should support those outside the political, suggests that to will-
ingly choose to leave one’s home community and build a life elsewhere is pathological.
This assumption is a direct challenge to the right of return articulated in Article 13. The
pathological label delegitimizes the lived experience of the forced migrant. Their stories
challenge the assumed impermeability of borders and the universality of being human.

Forced migrants are positioned beyond the democratic responsibilities of the mod-
ern state and simultaneously denied access to the political. They are, in this institutional
design, powerless. I suggest that the idiosyncratic experiences of mobility could inform
Benhabib’s concepts in ways unavailable to the cosmopolitan philosopher. Such informa-
tion could provide compelling information on the need to re-visit citizenship, and the
way that borders manage mobility in a global age. In their current condition, borders do
not facilitate the stability and protection of the global population as articulated within
cosmopolitan discourses. In fact, the literature suggests an increased number of migrants
being turned away, and therefore, an increase of suffering. The current desire for secure,
or impermeable, borders is structurally reprehensible, and certainly traumatic personally.
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Working through the Threat of Deportation

My story is one of unenforced deportation. At times, it aligns with the ideas of forced
migration, at times it does not. Likewise, at times, it evokes, as Edward Said has written,
an exiled subjectivity (2001). What I acknowledge explicitly is this: it is not the only story
to emerge when mobility rights, and the expectations they sustain, collide with border
management in a global world. It may be representational of a larger experience, but at
the same time, it might not. This article does not seek to fill an entire gap that exists in
understanding the plight of the forced migrant. To do so would run counter to the chal-
lenges put forward throughout this article. Rather, in telling my story, I illustrate the
power of “the voice” when it is able to be heard. There is a need to engage at a personal
level in IR. Albeit biased, actual experiences, both personal and emotional have much
to offer to the discourses of IR in general, and cosmopolitanism in particular. This is the
importance of “the voice” It affords a space for anyone’s story if they want to tell it. It fa-
cilitates a space where others can listen. It imagines a space outside “the political” where
agency, unorthodox as it may be, can establish itself.

I was ordered deported from the United Kingdom in 2013. On 18 April, 2013, I was
waiting for the return of my Canadian passport from the UKBA. What I thought would
be a delivery returning my passport turned out to be a registered letter informing me
that my work permit application had been rejected. I had seven days to appeal the deci-
sion, or 28 days to leave the country. I am a Canadian citizen, but a resident of the UK. I
have lived in the UK for 12 years. I arrived in 2002 as a graduate student on the required
student visa. When this expired after my PhD in IR was completed, I applied for a Fresh
Talent Scotland Visa for one year. That led to a Highly Skilled Migrant Workers Visa in
2008 when I applied for and received a lectureship in Politics and International Relations
at Aston University in Birmingham, UK. This visa expired on 18 February, 2013. I sent my
renewal application to the UKBA on February 1, with little fear of refusal. Not only am
I a good democratic citizen with ties to the community, I was also married to a British
citizen and had two children, ages 8 months and almost 3, who are British by birth. My
own arrogance allowed me to believe that deportation was something that happened to
someone else, not me. I was a highly skilled migrant. I am the type of person that govern-
ments wanted to have in the country, or so I thought. I was wrong in my assumption.

Perhaps, you are wondering, why I did not seek British Citizenship, or perhaps, why
not apply for a spousal visa? I qualify for both. The answers are not that simple, however,
but are framed in a variety of discourses. At a very practical and financial level, my hus-
band and I believed our family would be more secure if I applied for a work permit. I am
the primary income earner in the family. It is my permanent job that allows us to hold a
mortgage, have access to solid and reputable financial investments, and provide for our
children in a responsible fashion. In essence, a spousal visa and family visa require the
marriage unit to remain intact. Should it dissolve, the foreign party is required to leave
the country. In other words, the possibilities of a relationship breakdown and dissolution
render me a flight risk in the eyes of financial institutions. In choosing to remain as an
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independent worker, we thought that our children would be better protected, and our
independence, autonomy, and financial well-being would remain secure. Yet again, we
were wrong.

I recognize that my experience of deportation unfolded in relative comfort. I was al-
lowed to stay with my family throughout the entire process. Our daily lives continued in
a routine fashion. I went back to work when my maternity leave ended. The boys kept
going to their nursery, and my husband continued working at his job. We were, in all ac-
counts, materially provided for. Not only did we have food, shelter, and a variety of goods
providing varying levels of comfort, we also had support during the appeal process itself.
Institutionally, the University helped fund the appeal. We had a solicitor prepare our ap-
peal arguments, and a barrister who argued them at the immigration tribunal. I did not
face language and learning barriers like others in my own situation, a point poignantly
rendered to me as I sat waiting to write the “Life in the United Kingdom” test, a necessary
part of becoming a permanent resident and citizen. Moreover, we had childcare provi-
sions on the day of the appeal itself. This was something we took for granted, and only
realized our privileges while sitting in the waiting room watching other families arrive
with up to five children in tow.

I might, rather flippantly suggest, that our experience is/was very much a #firstworld-
problem!

What I now understand is this; the numbing sensation I felt when reading the depor-
tation order was the beginning of a traumatic experience. I faced an identity crisis. I could
not put into words what we were experiencing as a family. I was terrified that I would be
separated from my husband and children. But my terror went beyond that. How could I
provide for them if I didn't have a job? I am the primary (but not sole) income earner in
the family. Our mortgage depends on my salary. What would we do if we lost our house?
How could I keep the children safe? Where would we get the money to buy our weekly
groceries? These might seem like trivial problems, but these were some of the questions
that plagued us as a family from April to December as we awaited the outcome of the im-
migration appeal. These were the practical elements of my trauma. When we found out
that I could stay in the UK they dissolved in an instant.

On the other hand, aspects of this traumatic event remain with me. When I discov-
ered I was under the threat of deportation, I felt a deep rejection. I felt that I was not
good enough. I did not align with the public good as interpreted by the Home Office. The
rejection wasn’t simply political. It was also exceptionally personal. Having abandoned
one way of negotiating the world only to build it anew on cosmopolitan principles, I be-
gan to wonder if, yet again, I got it wrong. For the first time, I felt that the cosmopolitan
principles I embraced reading Martha Nussbaum’s (2001) The Fragility of Goodness might
not fulfill the promises I thought they had. Nussbaum’s work offers an account of being
human that can attend to both the contingent nature of life in common while articulating
an account of moral agency and the common good. Nussbaum outlines the role that luck
plays in everyday life and, at times, the tragic nature of being human. She recounts not
only that goodness is something that must be cultivated and developed, but also that hu-
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man beings, through no fault of their own, will experience harm and suffering. The role
that she assigns to emotions in softening the brutality of the social and political world is
telling. Not only does it reveal the centrality of vulnerability in our daily lives and how
fragile life is, but that even in the face of the uncontrollable and the contingent, people as
agents can try and rise above it.

Nussbaum’s world is both beautiful and brutal. I understood, in the idea of the moral
cosmopolitan agent, a way of engaging the world that articulated responsibility coupled
with moral agency and practical reason. It did not suggest a relational account of obliga-
tions and duties. The motivation to act in a morally appropriate fashion, guided by kind-
ness and not opportunity, is a way of being part of a community. One is accountable to
the community through one’s own shared values and ideals that measure one’s actions
and reactions. In such communities, one can make mistakes, provided one learns from
them. If one can acknowledge hurt, or bad luck, and work with those harmed, aware of
the underlying kindly motivations, one can learn as a community how best to move for-
ward. Perhaps I am personally unlucky. I chose to trust the wrong people to help me with
the visa renewal process. Equally, perhaps I had assumed (wrongly it transpired) that the
UKBA might demonstrate elements of common sense when they noticed the mistakes in
the application by my sponsoring institution.

There is a reflexive element to my previously constructed worldview. When harm is
experienced, or unintended consequences malign the common good, agents revisit the
decisions they made and wonder if, in the future, alternative modes of agency would
have been more appropriate. I struggle to find evidence of such reflexivity within cosmo-
politan principles. The universality underpinning cosmopolitan iterations of IR do not
soften the unwelcome experience of deportation. The agent within that worldview could
not help me navigate that experience. I could not realistically communicate what I was
going through, but perhaps even more problematically, the recipient agent did not know
what questions to ask that could help them to more clearly understand the situation. In
fact, I wonder if a philosophical cosmopolitan agent would think to ask a question full-
stop. There was, and remains, an absence of reflection or reflexive capabilities within the
cosmopolitan agent. I believe it is this absence of reflection that maintains the anxiety and
unease I continue to feel when I now work through what it is to endorse a cosmopolitan
approach to global politics. I struggle to understand how I can use this framework to shed
light on the nature of borders, especially in the absence of responsible agency and reflex-
ivity. I worry that it cannot attend to the harm that follows when mundane matters of law
result in the (potential) separation of friends, families, and communities.

I do feel shame for imagining that I might be above the politics of mobility, that oth-
ers, but not me, had cause to worry. This flies in the face of the cosmopolitan worldview I
previously endorsed. If we are all morally worthy, then we should all be equally vulnera-
ble to humanity’s creations. Certain portions of the global population should not be more
precariously placed than others. Perhaps even worse, my previous publication (Beattie,
2008, 2013) actually deals with vulnerability in IR. The same year I was ordered deported,
I suggested (2013) that we needed greater nuance and application of the concept to enrich
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our understanding of the suffering other within the global world. That I could argue this
point, all the while adopting the universal moral assumptions of the natural law tradition,
now makes me cringe. I cringe because I could not realize, from my position of privilege,
the universalizing ontology of the tradition marginalizing the personal stories of being
human. I regret such claims, and now, rather oddly, find myself grateful for having the
experience of being ordered deported. It shattered my privileged worldview and made me
aware of the greater harms that universal assumptions can provoke. However, I make this
statement many months after the practical elements of my trauma have come to a close.
I have lost a sense of security and purpose in the wider world. This is equally scary
and painful. I genuinely do not know if that sense of security and ease within the world
will ever return. But I am not sure that I would have it back given the opportunity. I'm not
sure I can mourn the loss of my previously held cosmopolitan sensibilities. I believe my
anxiety and fear facilitate the ability to listen and wonder in the first instance instead of
rushing in to act. I do not believe I have a greater understanding of the forced migrant, or
the insecurities their own story reveals. But the pathology of being unwelcome prompts a
newfound empathy and a desire to understand the plight of others. The inherent value of
trauma is that it remains with me always. It situates me in the present and demands that I
engage in the moment. It forces me to acknowledge the little details. What is significant to
my construction of IR is that it differs from what it once did. I am attuned to the personal.
I have a desire to now listen to the stories of others and understand what renders them
simultaneously terrified and courageous in the face of the unknown and unpredictable.

Beyond Abjection

In “Abject cosmopolitanism: the politics of protection in the anti-deportation movement”
(2003), Nyers wonders if in eschewing conflict and war and attending to a wider vulner-
ability open to the possibilities of friendship and hospitality, cosmopolitanism fails to
acknowledge, in an appropriate manner, those who sit outside the political. He wonders
if and when such individuals challenge the legitimacy of the state, or disrupt the political,
what impact that challenge has on the state and the wellbeing of the abject. Abjects, he
notes, are “increasingly classed as the objects of securitised fears and anxieties, possessing
either an unsavory agency (i.e., they are identity-frauds, queue jumpers, or people who
undermine consent in the polity) or a dangerous agency (i.e., they are criminals, terror-
ists, or agents of insecurity)” (Nyers, 2003: 1070). He engages with these labels wondering
ifit is possible to incorporate the subjects of de-connection and often-violent detachment
within the state into a broadly construed discussion of cosmopolitanism.

He turns to the works of Paul Ranciere (2004), and Bonnie Honig (2009), to engage
with what he describes as “the abject” The “abject cosmopolitan(s)” that Nyers identifies
are the refugees and immigration groups challenging their own specified exclusions, and
the associated political practices and/or problems that can emerge:
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The abject is someone who is cast-out, discarded and rejected. In contrast to the
vaunted status of cosmopolitanism, the abject are held in low regard as outcasts.
While the cosmopolitan is at home everywhere, the abject have been jettisoned,
forced out into a life of displacement. When considered together, therefore, the
“abject” and the “cosmopolitan” appear as stark contrast, relating to one another
only in highly oppositional terms; high/low, hope/despair, beautiful/ugly, belong-
ing/exclusion, everywhere/nowhere. (Nyers, 2003: 1073)

In essence, the abject stand as the opposition to the good democratic citizen. This being
said, the abject are agents. Drawing on the writings of Nikolas Rose (1999), Nyers reminds
the reader that to be abject, or to be subject to abjection, is an act of force. Furthermore,
he, like Judith Butler (1993: 3), suggests that such positionings are, in actual fact, a means
of repositioning the struggle to “re-articulate the very terms of symbolic legitimacy and
intelligibility” In actual fact, in his discussions of abject agency, we can actually begin to
see the very important role that lived experience and personal appeals can and do play in
attending to both the harm and trauma of mobility.

While governments around the world are moving to a system of tighter border con-
trols, there is also a series of coordinated protest movements against such policies and
practices. As Nandita Sharma (2003) describes them, “no border movements” coalesce
around a series of shared goals. They are committed to the free movement of people and
the end to displacement on a global scale. They likewise support indigenous land claims
and the right to self-determination. Nyers (2003: 1084) builds on these ideas in his exami-
nation of the work that the Non-Status Refugees Action Committee (CASS) has done to
limit the deportation of its migrant community:

These meetings usually include forcing officials to read the individuals case files
and hear the testimonies of the refugee claimants. This is the key advantage of del-
egation visits: they allow for face-to-face encounters with state officials invested
with enormous powers of discretion. As one member of CASS complained, “We
are treated as file numbers, not as human beings” Once the compelling individual
stories behind these numbers are shared, it is not unusual for immigration staft to
be moved to tears.

In their work, we can identify tactics that disrupt administration, the routines, and the
“normality of deportations.” They support delegation visits. These tactics give a voice to
those traditionally rendered “abject” or voiceless. Nyers's account of agency is compel-
ling. He is able to allocate powers of the agent to those traditionally rendered voiceless,
and to those who are cast as suspicious and threatening. His work is a serious improve-
ment on the cosmopolitanism advanced by Benhabib (2004, 2007). He attends to the
need for empowerment, the problematics of global institutional design, and an inherently
natural mobile ontology. Yet, I suggest he has not gone far enough. While he envisions a
role for agency, he does not attend to the possibility of failure. The potential for trauma
that ensues in the face of a deportation order, never mind its actual implementation, re-
mains real and unaddressed.
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When I refer to trauma or traumatic experience, I am drawing on a wide range of
scholars, some located within IR, and others who sit outside the formal disciplinary
boundaries. As Jenny Edkins (2002: 245) writes, trauma, or traumatic events, “involves an
exposure to an event so shocking that our everyday expectations of how the world works
are severely disrupted” Traumatic events involve a sense of betrayal, a loss of trust, and
a shattering of one’s world view. Trauma, as Crossely (2000) writes, unmakes our world.
Perhaps most problematic for the mimetic practices of IR and borders therein is that the
events of trauma do not conform to standard unfoldings of history, time, and space. Trau-
matic events are, as Edkins (2002) writes, non-linear. While one can distinguish the life
before and after the traumatic event, a point nicely outlined by Gemignani (2001) in his
work on trauma and migration, at the point of trauma itself, the agent is rendered silent.
This is most likely the case because in the face of trauma individuals speak to a numbing
sensation, an inability to express the unfolding experience(s) in words or acts.

The experience of trauma forces individuals to come face-to-face with the vulner-
ability that frames philosophical cosmopolitanism. I suggest that such encounters with
vulnerability are curtailed if, and when, they challenge the potential for impermeable
borders. As my own experience revealed, being a good democratic citizen, assuming that
I was a key player in the wider global community, could not and did not provide me with
the tools to navigate this particular vulnerability. To be rendered silent, when trauma oc-
curs, is an understood phenomenon. Rather interestingly, in my own shock and silence,
I found solace in the aforementioned luck discussed by Nussbaum (2001) in as much as
bad things can happen through no fault of one’s own. It is how we move forward that is
telling. I could re-assert some power in my daily activities, acknowledging the lack of
power I experienced because of the failed work permit application while simultaneously
taking comfort in the fact that how I reacted to this determination was an indication of
the person I believed I was, a global cosmopolitan citizen.

At the moment of trauma, this helped. As I began to work through this experience in
the upcoming months, however, it was increasingly unhelpful because I could not find
a place therein for my own therapeutic rendering of my shattered worldview. Trauma is
both unpredictable and idiosyncratic, and because of this, it does not align with universal
technical constructions of aid. Such agents are imbued with an obligation and responsi-
bility to help others. But the timetable that outlines when and how help is secured is very
much at the behest of the empowered agent, and not the individual experiencing trauma.
This is the experience of corporeal anonymity discussed by Malkki (1996). Simply stated,
the cosmopolitan would help at the moment of the traumatic experience. In that silence,
the experience of numbing, when little information is available on the nature of harm
being experienced, the agent would act regardless of whether or not it was the most ap-
propriate moment.

The idiosyncratic nature of trauma, its inability to be rendered controllable and set
within a timetable, poses problems for IR, in general, and cosmopolitanism, in particular.
As Kate Schick (2009: 147-148) argues in her thinking through of trauma and the ideas
of Adorno, the therapeutic needs of the traumatized individual do not align with the
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universal, technical knowledge of a liberal ethical approach to addressing past harm and
avoiding it in the future:

The concrete other, passed over in the pursuit of universal guidelines for living, is
often the individual experiencing the negative aspects of progress and is precisely
the one who suffers in silence. Although a desire to emancipate humankind from
suffering provides the motivation for mainstream international ethics, this suffer-
ing is too quickly passed over in the attempt to delineate universal norms, and the
influence of present emotion or past traumas on present capability for political in-
teraction is all but ignored.

The moment when the traumatized agent is able to acknowledge and work through the
harm experienced is unpredictable and unexpected. Personally, it was not until the or-
deal was finished that I was able to begin to work through the events and the impact
they had on our lives. Only in the secure knowledge that I was staying in the UK could I
meaningfully address the underlying fear and insecurity that had navigated my life, and
the lives of my family, throughout most of 2013. The security that I required in order to
analyze the experience and its underlying identity crisis that ensued did not materialize
at the moment of trauma, but rather 13 months later. Furthermore, the nature of support
that I needed, as well as the length of time I needed to work through all of these events,
remains highly personal. Not only are the stories of forced migration idiosyncratic, but
so are the ways in which the agents works through the events and seek to rebuild their
lives, although with a heightened sense of their vulnerability in a global world. This type
of therapeutic process requires those offering aid to be highly attuned to the specificity of
the experience. In other words the process of working through, or therapy, is not easily
universalized.

In rendering the cosmopolitan agent abject, and reminding us that not all experiences
are the same and that one must be mindful of creating a universal, identifiable other,
Nyers (2003) has gone further than most in offering a voice to those who experience the
negative aspects of forced migration. His identification of storytelling within the CASS
strategy is telling in that regard. It empowers the abject at that moment in time, facilitat-
ing a space within which the story can emerge. This is but one moment in the experience
of forced migration. It does not encapsulate the entirety of the deportation ordeal. Nyers
draws on the experiences of non-status Algerian persons in Canada. His 2002 telling of
their story does not reflect the original need to flee, the insecurity of the mobile experi-
ence, nor the uncertainty once arriving in Canada. While it does hint at the ongoing
ordeal within the state, it does not speak to the impact this experience has had on the
personal aspects of being human. More is needed to attend to the holistic experience of
forced migration and the impact it has on the relational and social components of being
human. In order to make this claim with sufficient force and impact, the Conclusion ges-
tures to the need for a narrative framework within which autobiography and story-telling
take on a meaningful role in the repositioning of the agent within a vulnerable global
world.
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Conclusion

In the works of David Carr (1986), the relationship between time and narrative experi-
ence is thoughtfully presented, and the possibilities of a narrative approach are revealed.
He argues, drawing on the ideas of Husser], that life experiences can mirror the structure
of narrative or story-telling. He argues that life is not a series of monochromatic events
unrelated to each other, but rather like music notes in a symphony; they only gain rel-
evance and understanding when situated alongside the note played before and after. Carr
argues that in our actions, we can identify plot development, structure, and narrative.
These framings of our stories can be experienced actively and passively. He writes that
“The narrative grasp of the storyteller is not a leap beyond time but a way of being in time.
It is no more alien to time than the curving bands are alien to the river or the potter’s
hands to the clay” (Carr, 1986: 89). What emerges then is an altogether alternative expe-
riencing of life events that are given meaning not only by past histories, but by present
reflection as well. If we return to the opening claims of this article and reflect meaning-
fully on the ideas put forward by Inyatullah (2011), we can further reinforce the claim that
authentic voice, rendered personal and vulnerable, can play both effective and affective
roles in revealing the structures and process of the political.

Drawing on Carr (1986), Crossely (2000) argues on behalf of a narrative approach to
engage with the specificities of traumatic experiences. In her opinion, telling stories, or
telling one’s own story, allows for the agent to begin to make sense of the newfound trau-
matic world, and slowly begin the task of aligning their temporal and spatial experience
with the practices of the political:

Literary stories such as fiction and autobiography do not in any sense “impose” a
structure and order on human action and life. Instead, they tend to reinforce and
make more explicit the symbolisation that is already at work within a culture at the
level of practical human action. The function of narratives such as autobiographies,
then, is simply to reveal structures or meanings that previously remained implicit
or unrecognised, and thus to transform life and elevate it to another level. (Crossely,
2000: 537)

It is to begin again the task of engaging within the political. It is within these relationships
and experiences that the human story, the vocalizing of shared histories can, and does,
emerge. As she writes, “we have a sense of who we are through a sense of where we stand
in relation to “the good” (Crossely, 2000: 533). The possibility of narration facilitates a
return of one’s ontological security. One is able to construct anew the relationship that the
self has within the community, but in particular, to access the underlying account of the
good around which both political and social relationships coalesce.

Crossley indicates the therapeutic potential of narrative and psychoanalysis. She dis-
plays many affinities to the critiques noted by Schick (2009), and Edkins (2002), in the
attendant problems of suffering in a liberal worldview. She writes that narrative “appreci-
ates the linguistic and discursive structuring of “self” and “experience” but also maintains
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a sense of the essentially personal, coherent and real nature of individual subjectivity”
(Crossely, 2000: 530). She is referring to the elusive “concrete other” noted by Schick,
while reiterating the challenge of Edkins (2002) that therapy does not exist to reinsert
one’s self in the previously held worldview. Therapy deconstructs the status quo stories
informing the personal, the awareness of our shared vulnerabilities, and the ongoing in-
security that is revealed when such stories are found wanting. We do not engage in such
practices to re-insert ourselves in a world that has let us down. Instead, there is a con-
certed effort to work through the event and to shore up strength in the hopes of negotiat-
ing the world as it is, in its fully unpredictable and hopeful way. In essence, it is to tell,
and re-tell the traumatic experience, to shore up personal strength, and work through the
space in between.

The traumatized agent is beginning the task of rebuilding relationships, of situating
themselves in time, as suggested by Carr (1986). They are re-asserting their agency on
their own terms, defining what tools they need to assimilate such experiences. They are,
as Crossely (2000) writes, seeking out relationships. I suggest further that these agents
are rebuilding their communities. I am influenced in this suggestion by the writings of
Elizabeth Dauphinee (2010). She argues on behalf of ontological communities instead
of epistemic communities. Such ontological communities, she writes, “involve a certain
alchemy and a commitment to understanding our worlds as spaces of opportunity for
creation and fruitful debate that seek not to destroy the ideas and risks we might be will-
ing to take, but instead foster them” (Dauphinee, 2010: 817). How might a mobile agent
begin such a task?

As Gemangini (2011) has revealed in his work with refugees and undocumented mi-
grants, the past is part and parcel of the phenomenological experience of the migrant
story. One cannot disavow this experience, but rather engage with it to work through
and re-align new and emerging ideas of the self and other within the community. Telling
one’s story, and the creation of the space for autobiography, can sustain such practices.
In the aftermath of being ordered deported, I lost my way and my story, along with my
identity, was critically examined. I do not suggest that I have found the path that I want
to follow, but in seeking to understand my experience, I found the experience of trauma
meaningful and useful. I take to heart what Ellis (2004) writes when she notes that schol-
ars, prompted by “a knock,” can reflect and write about such instances. These “knocks,” I
suggest, bear a similarity to the communal or personal traumatic experiences discussed
throughout this article.

I tried to find reasons for why I was ordered to be deported, but none were forthcom-
ing. I found solace in the writings of Edkins (2002). Her investigation of 9/11 reminds
readers that security, war, and conflict may be the dominant security story in IR. She
labels this approach “securitization” and identifies it as the chief response of government
and policy makers to the events of 9/11. Her argument, however, is this: even though secu-
ritization remains the dominant approach, or story, of IR, it is not the only story. Societies
can choose, if they wish, to be political in other ways. She reminds the reader that societ-
ies choose what stories to tell and which stories define them. She endorses an account of
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politicization, not securitization. This story begins with reflection, it prompts learning,
and suggests negotiation as a means of engaging with others within (and beyond) the
political. Politicization challenges the universality of security and heavy-handed action.
In being aware of this point, I suggest that the stories of permeable and impermeable
boundaries are told with reference to the idea of securitization highlighted and criticized
by Edkins. They highlight the problems created when mobility is managed in such a way
that it violates the expectations agents have of a right to be mobile.

As I present my position within a variety of communities, and seek to re-establish re-
lationships as discussed by Crossely (2000), I am aware of the need for permeable bound-
aries, and the precarious misbelief of impermeability in an age when people actively take
up the right to be mobile. I am likewise aware of the need for my voice to help interrogate
and reflect upon the suffering that impermeability fosters. It is for this reason that I em-
phasize both lived experience and voice throughout this paper. It imagines alternative
forms of agency that might influence the political from outside its boundaries, but also
invites others to engage. I do so fully aware of Edkin’s (2002) iteration of politicization
contra securitization, and the possibility of a dynamic, open-ended vision of the interna-
tional fostered by the lived experience of others.

Bibliography

Ackerly B., True J. (2008) Reflexivity in practice: power and ethics in feminist research on
international relations. International Studies Review, vol. 10, no 4, pp. 693-707.

Aleinikoff T. A. (2007) Comments on the rights of others. European Journal of Political
Theory, vol. 6, no 4, pp. 424-430.

Archibugi D. (1993) The reform of the UN and cosmopolitan democracy: a critical re-
view. Journal of Peace Research, vol. 30, no 3, pp. 301-315.

Archibugi D., Held D. (eds.) (1995) Cosmopolitan Democracy: An Agenda for a New World
Order, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Beattie A. R. (2008) Obligations of Love: International Political Thought and the Tradition
of Natural Law (PhD Dissertation), Scotland: University of St. Andrews.

Beattie A. R. (2013) Only in the Leap from the Lion’s head Will He Prove His Worth™:
Natural Law and International Relations. Journal of International Political Theory,
9,1, 22-42.

Benhabib S. (2004) The Rights of Others: Aliens, Residents, and Citizens, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Benhabib S. (2007) Democratic exclusions and democratic iterations: dilemmas of just
membership and prospects of cosmopolitan federalism. European Journal of Political
Theory, vol. 6, N0 4, pp. 445-462.

Brigg M., Bleiker R. (2010) Autoethnographic international relations: exploring the self
as a source of knowledge. Review of International Studies, vol. 36, no 3, pp. 779-798.

Buchanan A., Keohane R. O. (2004) The preventive use of force: a cosmopolitan institu-
tional proposal. Ethics and International Affairs, vol. 18, no 1, pp. 1-22.



RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4 155

Butler J. (1990) Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity, New York: Rout-
ledge.

Butler J. (1993) Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex,” New York: Routldege.

Buzan B. (2004) From International to World Society?: English School Theory and the So-
cial Structure of Globalization, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carr D. (1986) Time, Narrative, and History, Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Cohn C. (1987) Sex and death in the rational world of defense intellectuals. Signs, vol. 12,
no 4, pp. 687-718.

Crossley M. L. (2000) Narrative psychology, trauma and the study of self/identity. Theory
& Psychology, vol. 10, no 4, pp. 527-546.

Dauphinee E. (2013) The Politics of Exile, New York: Routledge.

Dauhpinee E. (2010) The ethics of autoethnography. Review of International Studies,
vol. 36, no 3, pp. 799-818.

Doty R. L. (2004) Maladies of our souls: identity and voice in the writing of academic in-
ternational relations. Cambridge Review of International Affairs, vol. 17, no 2, pp. 377-
392.

Doty R. L. (2010) Autoethnography: making human connections. Review of International
Studies, vol. 36, no 4, pp. 1047-1050.

Dunne T. (1998) Inventing International Society: A History of the English School, Basing-
stoke: Macmillan.

Edkins J. (2002) Forget trauma? Responses to September 11. International Relations,
vol. 16, no 2, pp. 243-256.

Erskine T. (2000) Embedded cosmopolitanism and the case of war: restraint, discrimina-
tion and overlapping communities. Global Society, vol. 14, no 4, pp. 569-590.

Gemingnani M. (2011) The past if past: the use of memories and self-healing narratives in
refugees from the former Yugoslavia. Journal of Refugee Studies, vol. 24, no 1, pp. 132—-
156.

Goodin R. (1996) The Theory of Institutional Design, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Heathrow Airport. (2014). About Heathrow Airport. Availabe at: http://www.heath-
rowairport.com/about-us/company-news-and-information/company-information/
facts-and-figures (accessed 1 December 2014).

Held D. (1995) Democracy and the Global Order, Cambridge: Polity Press.

Hollis M., Smith S. (1991) Explaining and Understanding International Relations, Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Honig B. (2009) Democracy and the Foreigner, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

The Home Office. (2014) Policy Paper. Immigration Rules. Part 13: Deportation. Avail-
able at: https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/364804/20141020_Immigration_Rules_-_Part_13.pdf (accessed 21 October 2014).

Hutchings K. (2013) A place of greater safety?: securing judgement in international ethics.
The Vulnerable Subject (eds. A. R. Beattie, K. Shick), Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan,
Pp- 25-42.



156 RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4

Inayatullah N. (ed.) (2010) Autobiographical International Relations, New York: Rout-
ledge.

Ikenberry G. J. (2009) After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of
Order after Major Wars, Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Innes A. (2014) Performing security absent the state: encounters with a failed asylum
seeker in UK. Security Dialogue, vol. 45, no 6, pp. 565—581.

Kaldor M. (2013) New and Old Wars: Organised Violence in a Global Era, Cambridge:
Polity Press.

Lowenheim O. (2010) The “I” in IR: an autoethnographic account. Review of Interna-
tional Studies, vol. 36, no 4, pp. 1023-1045.

Lu C. (2009) Political friendship among peoples. Journal of International Political Theo-
ry, vol. 5, no 1, pp. 41-58.

Malkki L. H. (1995) Refugees and exile: from” refugee studies” to the national order of
things. Annual Review of Anthropology, vol. 24, pp. 495-523.

Malkki L. H. (1996) Speechless emissaries: refugees, humanitarianism, and dehistoriciza-
tion. Cultural Anthropology, vol. 11, no 3, pp. 377-404.

Mattern J. (2005) Ordering International Politics: Identity, Crisis and Representational
Force, New York: Routledge.

The Migration Observatory at the University of Oxford (2014) Deportations, Removals
and Voluntary Departures from the UK. Available at: http://www.migrationobser-
vatory.ox.ac.uk/briefings/deportations-removals-and-voluntary-departures-uk  (ac-
cessed 10 October 2014).

Neumann I. B. (2010) Autobiography, ontology and autoethnology. Review of Interna-
tional Studies, vol. 36, no 4, pp. 1051-1055.

Nussbaum M. (2001) The Fragility of Goodness: Luck and ethics in Greek Tragedy and Phi-
losophy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Office for National Statistics (2013) Migration Satistics Quarterly Report, November 2013.
Available at: http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/migration1/migration-statistics-quarter-
ly-report/november-2013/msqr.html (accessed 10 October 2014).

O'Neill O. (2000) Bounded and cosmopolitan justice. Review of International Studies,
vol. 26, no 5, pp. 45-60.

Parker N., Vaughn-Williams N. (2009) Lines in the sand?: towards an agenda for critical
border studies. Geopolitics, vol. 14, no 3, pp. 582-587.

Ranciere J. (2004) Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy, Minneapolis : University of
Minnesota Press.

Rengger N. (2000) International Relations, Political Theory and the Problem of Order:
Beyond International Relations, London: Routledge.

Rose N. (1999) Powers of Freedom: Reframing Political Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Rumford C. (2006) Introduction: theorizing borders. European Journal of Social Theory,
vol. 9, no 2, pp. 155-169.



RUSSIAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW. 2014. VOL.13. NO4 157

Said E. (2001) Reflections on Exile: And Other Literary and Cultural Essays, London:
Granta Books.

Salter M. B. (2006) The global visa regime and the political technologies of the interna-
tional self: borders, bodies, biopolitics. Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, vol. 31,
no 2, pp. 167-189.

Sharma N. (2003) No borders movements and the rejection of left nationalism. Canadian
Dimension, vol. 37, no 3, pp. 37-40.

Schick K. (2009) “To lend a voice to suffering is a condition for all truth”™ Adorno and
International Political Thought. Journal of International Political Theory, vol. 5, no 2,
pp- 138-160.

Shildrick M. (2000) Becoming vulnerable: contagious encounters and the ethics of risk.
Journal of Medical Humanities, vol. 21, no 4, pp. 215-222.

Suganami H. (1989) The Domestic Analogy and World Order Proposal, Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

UNHCR (2014) War’s Human Cost. Available at: http://www.unhcr.org/5399a14f9.html
(accessed 10 October 10 2014).

UN (1948) Universal Declaration of Human Rights, 10 December 1948, 217 A (III). Avail-
able at: http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3712c.html (accessed 1 December 2014).

MpuBnekas aBTobrorpadmio: TpaBmMa MoOMNbLHOCTA
N MeXAYHAPOAHblE€ OTHOLIEHUS

AmaH0oa Paccenn bummu
MpenogaBaTenb ACTOHCKOrO yHUBepcuTeTa
Appec: Aston Triangle, Birmingham, B4 7ET UK
E-mail: a.r.beattie@aston.ac.uk

ABTOp nNpepfnaraeT KCNoNb3oBaTh aBTOOMOrpaduUecKyto METOAONOMMIO A4 aHanm3a
TpaBMaTUYeCKOro onbiTa AenopTauuu. B ctatbe Aenaetca npeAnonoxeHne, YTo TpaBma
MOGUIBHOCTY BO3HMKAET, KOrga NprHLUMMbl CBOGOJHOIO NepemelleHra nogel, 3aduKcMpoBaHHble
B CtaTbe 13 BceobLueli geknapauym npas YenoBeka, BCTyNatT B MPOTVBOpPeYMne C posibio
rocysapcrtaa B obecneyeHnmn 6e3onacHoCTy. [1na onncaHya 3Toro onbiTa aBTop aHanu3npyet
aBTOOMOrpaduyeckunii onbIT fenopTauum. B yacTHOCTM, nepecMaTprBaOTCA KOCMOMOUTAYECKIME
npeacTaBneHra 1 NoKasblBaeTCA, Kak OHU NOAAEPKMBAOT MUP O HEMPOHMLLAEMbIX FPaHMLax
rocyfapcTs, 1 OQHOBPEMEHHO 3amManymnBatoTCA B3MAAbI TEX, KTO MOABEpraeT SToT MU
COMHeHMI0. B 3aKntoueHre aBTop ONMCbIBaeT Posib MOBECTBOBAHWSA 1 NCMX0aHanun3a B
nopfepKKe KPUTUYECKON MOBECTKM 1 BO3MOXXHOCTb CyLLECTBOBaHUA MMOKOro MexayHapogHoro
WHCTUTYLIMOHAIbHOTO YCTPOICTBA, KOTOPOe Obl NepecMaTpuBano CTaTyc KBO B NPaKTNKax
MeXAYHapOAHbIX OTHOLIEHUIA.
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HappaTUBHbIV NCUXO0aHaNn3



BOOK REVIEWS

Limits of the National Surveys Predictive Capabilities,
or, The Future of America

TAYLOR P. (2014) THE NEXT AMERICA: BOOMERS, MILLENNIALS AND THE LOOMING GENERATIONAL
SHOWDOWN, NEW YORK: PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 288 P. ISBN 9781610393508

Irina Trotsuk
Associate Professor, Peoples’ Friendship University of Russia
Address: 10/2 Miklukho-Maklaya str., Moscow, Russian Federation 117198
E-mail: irina.trotsuk@yandex.ru

We're fond of the aphorism “Everyone is entitled
to his own opinions, but not to his own facts” We
think good data make good facts, and were just
idealistic enough to believe that a common foun-
dation of facts can help societies identify problems
and discover solutions. (p. vii)

If you bring social scientists and journalists into
the same sandbox and give them the right tools,
values, and missions, you can create a new kind of
institution—a “fact tank”—that helps people un-
derstand the world around them. (p. 200)

Whether you like it or not, or agree or strongly oppose such an assertion, we all live,
or believe to be living in a world constructed from sociological data, mainly from the
results of surveys. The beginning of the present era of national representative surveys is
primarily associated with the name of George Horace Gallup, an American pioneer of
survey sampling techniques, and the inventor of the Gallup poll. There is a quite well-
known fact that in the 1936 presidential elections in the United States, the Literary Digest
magazine conducted a poll based on over two million written questionnaires returned by
mail which predicted that Alf Landon would be the winner. George Gallup carried out a
survey on a random representative sample of a few thousand Americans, and predicted
that Franklin Roosevelt would defeat Alf Landon in the U.S. Presidential election. He also
predicted that the forecasts of the Literary Digest would be wrong because the results of
the magazine’s poll were based on a sample of people who were registered as telephone
or car owners, and did not represent all of the voting groups of American society at that
time.

Certainly, Gallup was not the only creator of the small representative sample and face-
to-face interviews methodology. In fact, “the adequate understanding of George Gallup’s
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achievements indispensably requires a detailed study of the heritage of other pollsters
who explored the political and consumer attitudes of Americans from 1930 to 1950” as
well, such as Archibald Crossley, Hadley Cantril, Elmo Roper, Robert and Helen Lynd,
Alfred Charles Kinsey, etc. They created the methodology and the industry of public
opinion polls, and “fundamentally changed the concept of the U.S. public about social
science in general and its methods too, and, most importantly, transformed the views of
people about themselves. Prior to these studies, society was dominated by the perception
that social scientists studied exclusively social problems, whereas afterwards people saw
themselves for the first time.”

However, the names of Gallup, Crossley, and Roper not only stand for the symbolic
designation of the beginning of the era of an absolute faith in the predictive power of
representative surveys and sampling techniques, but also for the synonym of the deepest
collapse of the sociological dream of acquisition of the methodology guaranteeing the
way to obtain the true knowledge once and for all. In 1948, when the American society
trusted in the technology of sample-based public opinion polls, and the forecasts of Gal-
lup, Crossley and Roper, propagated by the press and radio broadcasts, were attracting
enormous attention, this scientific trio had their moment of greatest ignominy, called
“the 1948 great fiasco,” when they predicted that Republican Thomas Dewey would defeat
Democrat Harry Truman. Of course, during the first years of electoral polling, there was
a continual criticism of errors in the forecasts about regional and local elections out-
comes, sampling arrangements, and wordings of separate questions, but such a resound-
ing failure was completely unexpected.

The trio did not accept that there were any fundamental shortcomings in the mea-
suring instrument they invented, or that such a failure denied the importance and the
necessity of studying public opinion. Gallup was sure that the problem was not in the
eventually-inappropriate sampling procedure, but in the early discontinuation of polling
three weeks before Election Day. This was due to the mistaken belief that nothing much
changes in the last few weeks of the political campaign. The subsequent methodological
studies of the public opinion polls pioneers aimed at overcoming critical remarks that can
be disaggregated into three groups: “addressed, first, towards the wording of the ques-
tions and the selection of the words, second, towards the size of the used samples and
their structure, and, third, towards the existence of the very possibility to reveal pub-
lic opinion.”> These studies helped the new surveys’ methodology pass successfully the
toughest tests of the subsequent decades. This success allowed public opinion polls to
gradually become an integral part of the political system and everyday social life, not only
in the United States, but also in other countries, including Russia.

The reader may quite rightly ask why he has to wade through such a long preface to
the review of the book that seems to be quite simple and, indeed, is easy to read, which
does not diminish its undeniable merits. The answer is evident: today, at least in Russia,

1. Doktorov B. (2011) George Gallup: biografija i sud'ba [George Gallup: Biography and Destiny], Kaluga:
Poligraf-Inform, p. 16.
2. Ibid.: 148
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none other than the sociologists themselves turned out to be the most stringent and tough
critics of public opinion surveys. This situation is deeply depressing for two reasons. First,
both theoretically- and empirically-oriented sociologists critically assess the state of the
public opinion polls industry. The “theorists” question the sociological affiliation of the
polls in wondering why everybody thinks that asking 1,200-1,500 respondents in differ-
ent places across the country specific questions at a specific time should automatically
make one a sociologist even if adequate, reliable and useful data is provided for political
and marketing purposes.’ The “methodologists” argue about the structure and status of
the sociological knowledge, focus on the reliability of the data, and criticize quantitative
research practices for being “artifactual” and “a sly game of numbers”* The “empiricists”
doubt the objectivity, reliability, and scientific independence of the public opinion polls,
and refer to the recurring failures of the electoral forecasts, to the strange and exotic
(because of its enormous price and unrealistic terms) government tenders seeking infor-
mation through sociological studies, and to the fact that today any public authority, busi-
nessman, or individual possessing enough financial resources is able to make a sample, to
construct a questionnaire, to conduct a survey, and to present the entire palette of “neces-
sary” data distributions, that is, happens to be a “sociologist”> Secondly, the politicians
unexpectedly became the main advocates of public opinion surveys, which allows them
to impudently manipulate the data to convince the population of the correctness of the
decisions proposed, or already implemented. For example, take the infamous “Crimean
survey” and the media buzz around Vladimir Putin’s mentioning it as the proof of the
unprecedented public support of the Russian Federation’s political decision to make the
Crimea a part of Russia.

Sociologists accept the challenges mentioned, but, unfortunately, generally prefer to
confront methodological, technical and reputational attacks by attempts to solve two ba-
sic problems of public opinion polls. These problems are (1) measurement errors “caused”
by the “tools” of the survey (questionnaire design, structure and content, interviewers
and supervisors work, too formal perception of communicational features, etc.), and
(2) representational biases due to the discrepancies between the projected and the actual
sampling. As a result, we are drawing in an endless sea of data collected over decades of
empirical research, gathered in thousands of archival documents and databases, reflect-
ing all possible aspects of public opinion. However, we are still not interested in the in-
terpretation of the information treasure that the generations of Russian sociologists have
obtained, or turn to it for illustrative rather than analytical purposes. It does not really
matter how we describe the situation, whether as an epistemological paradox of the ex-
ponential growth of the social data and the proportional reduction of its explanatory po-
tential, or as an information explosion causing the situation where sociologists lag behind

3. See, for example, Filippov A. (2014) Sociologija i/ili filosofija dejstvija [Sociology and/or Philosophy of
Action]. Available at: http://www.polit.ru/article/2014/11/27/filippov (accessed 7 December 2014).

4. See, for example, Voronkov V. (2004) Etot bezumnyj, bezumnyj, bezumnyj kolichestvennyj mir [What
a Crazy, Crazy, Crazy Quantitative World]. Neprikosnovennyj zapas, no 3, pp. 23-26.

5. See, for example, Rogozin D. (2014) Lgut li oprosy obshhestvennogo mnenija v Rossii? [Do the Public
Opinion Polls in Russia Lie?]. Available at: http://postnauka.ru/longreads/36509 (accessed 7 December 2014).
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the sociology. The crux of the problem does not change: we ignore both the explanatory
and predictive capabilities of the survey data, because we are too focused on achieving
the “right” data, rather than analyzing and interpreting the existing set.

Therefore, the book The Next America by Paul Taylor completely falls outside of the
general (at least Russian) critical sociological trend. It does not contain a single men-
tion of the survey problems related to the sampling procedures, questionnaire design,
or other issues of obtaining valid sociological data through public opinion polls. The
book focuses exclusively on the predictive capabilities and limits of forecasts based on
the representative national surveys conducted mainly by the Pew Research Center.® The
author emphasizes that such predictive capabilities depends not only on the data itself.
It also depends on its right contextualization with the results of other research projects,
and expert opinions provided by politicians, journalists, and scientists representing dif-
ferent disciplinary fields. To put it more precisely, there are two key themes in the book:
first, the current state of the American society “measured” by public opinion polls, and
examined primarily through the generational prism, and second, the future of the Ameri-
can society as predicted by national surveys. The data on both topics is contextualized
by a wide variety of non-sociological and non-through-surveys-gathered information.
Furthermore, an interested Russian reader can discover a third tacitly-assumed theme in
the text, being the collapse of his favorite stereotypes about American society (provided
that he had such).

Let us begin with the first thematic line of the book. It should be noted that the two
thematic lines are identified by the reviewer and closely intertwined in the author’s nar-
rative. Actually, the book consists of twelve chapters typical for such editions: on gen-
erations’, generational gaps, financial problems, digital competence disparities between

6. Pew Research Center opened a decade ago, and Paul Taylor has served as its executive vice president
overseeing the Social & Demographic Trends project, the Hispanic Trends project, and various center-wide
research initiatives. Before that, he was a newspaper reporter for twenty-five years, the last fourteen at the
Washington Post, where he covered three U.S. presidential campaigns. The Pew Research Center staff con-
sists of public opinion survey researchers, political scientists, demographers, economists, sociologists, and
ex-reporters

7. There are following generations in the contemporary American society: the Greatest Generation refers
to those born before 1928; the Silent Generation, those born from 1928 to 1945 (the Silents are the oldest, most
financially secure and most unsettled by the ongoing social changes, conservative and conformist, uneasy
with the pace of demographic, cultural, and technological change); the Baby Boom Generation, those born
from 1946 to 1964 (the Boomers will be crashing through the gates of old age in record numbers for the next
two decades, not nearly as well financially fortified for the journey as they had hoped, giving reasons why they
are gloomy about their lives, worried about retirement, and wondering why they are not young any more);
Generation X, those born from 1965 to 1980 (the Xers are navigating middle age with mounting economic
anxieties about their old age, are savvy, entrepreneurial loners, distrustful of social institutions); the Millennial
Generation, those adults born after 1980, the youngest members of the generation still being in their teens (the
Millennials are twenty-somethings and a lot of them landed back in their childhood homes in record numbers
pushed out by the hostile economy; they are empowered by digital technology, coddled by parents, respectful
of elders, slow to reach adulthood, conflict-averse, and at ease with racial, ethnic, and sexual diversity); there
is still no chronological point for their successor generation. Boomers (76 millions) and Millennials (80 mil-
lions) are the biggest of the four living generations, each significantly larger than the generation that came
before (Silents and Xers, respectively).
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different age groups, the aging problems, etc. The preface lays the beginning for the first
thematic line of the book when the author states that the America of his childhood “with
its expanding middle class, secure jobs, intact nuclear families, devout believers, distinct
gender roles, polite politics, consensus-building media” is nothing like the country his
year-old granddaughter will inherit. He writes that nowadays, “political, social, and reli-
gious institutions are weaker, middle class smaller, cultural norms looser, public debate
coarser, technologies faster, immigrant-woven tapestry richer, racial, ethnic, religious,
and gender identities more ambiguous, the society more polarized and more tolerant”
(p. vii).

Hereinafter, referring (a) to the great number of tabulated and charted data gath-
ered by different researchers; (b) to the opinions of scholars, academics, and journalists,
whose names appear throughout the book in citations, quotes, and footnotes; (c) to the
interview of Natalie Marks (a pseudonym), the young woman whose digital coming-of-
age story gave some chapters a narrative arc; (d) to the well-known facts (for example,
that longer life spans and improving living standards beget lower birthrates); and (e) to
the quite unexpected conclusions (for example, that Japan has become the global leader
in the development and manufacture of caretaker robots since, and that by 2050, there
will not be nearly enough young caregivers for the aged in the country), the author con-
sistently examines in what way each of the basic elements of the contemporary American
society has already transformed, and in what direction some important changes are still
unfolding.

The first main idea of the book is that there changes no one pays attention to (though
should) until he (or society as a whole) takes a hard look around at itself and notices
that things are different. The most striking example of rare and revealing “aha” moments
are demographic transformations, because they are “dramas in slow motion, unfold in-
crementally, almost imperceptibly, tick by tock, without trumpets of press conferences”
(p- 1). Such an “aha” moment occurred in America on November 6, 2012, the night of
President Barack Obama’s reelection victory. His victory revealed the meaning of the
demography for the politics, and convinced politicians that the United States turned to
be a country with a permanently high-turnout of blacks, Latinos®, and young people. If
it were otherwise (a country of a high turnout of whites, men, and older people), Mitt
Romney would have won by millions of votes. Thus, if any political party wishes to be
competitive in future presidential elections, it needs to become more appealing to the
nation’s newly most racially and ethnically diverse electorate. The second main idea of
the book is that we need a generational frame to illuminate the demographic, economic,
social, cultural, and technological changes in the remaking of not only national politics,
but also of families, livelihoods, relationships, and identities, that is, the everyday life of
Americans. These shifts have left no realm of American society untouched.

What are the key reasons that made American society more unequal, more diverse,
more mixed-race, more digitally-linked, more tolerant, less-married, less fertile, less re-

8. The terms “Latino” and “Hispanic” are used in the book interchangeably, because Hispanics can be of
any race.
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ligious, less mobile, and less confident, its political and social institutions and the public
itself more polarized and partisan, and its economy producing more low- and high-wage
jobs with fewer opportunities in between? As a result, the middle class is shrinking, me-
dian household income has flatlined, the wealth gaps between the rich and the poor, the
young and the old, the whites and the blacks have widened to the levels never before seen
in modern times.® Let us start with the gender “dimension” of the ongoing changes. It is
not limited to the fact that “the sex-without attachment rules apply equally to young men
and women and leave both genders emotionally shortchanged” (p. 20). Women have be-
come more economically independent, and gender roles are converging both at work and
at home, which contributes to the further decline of marriage. The fastest-growing house-
hold type in America contains just one person (nearly 3 in 10 households today contain
just one person, double the share in 1960).”° An American teenager has less chance of
being raised by both biological parents than anywhere else in the world. Women have
become the sole or primary breadwinners in 4 in 10 households with children (a half
century ago, it was 1 in 40); a majority of these “breadwinner moms” are unmarried, and
37% of wives earn more than their husbands. According to a Pew Research poll in 2011,
66% of young women (59% of young men) were sure that being successful in a high-
paying career or profession was a very important life priority. In the same year, the share
of the male labor force declined to 53% (it was 62% in 1970), and that of women increased
to 47% (from 38% in 1970). This reversal of traditional gender expectations has become
possible also because the public overwhelmingly supports the trend toward more women
in the workforce, and more egalitarian marriages, where both spouses are trying to bal-
ance work and family. Nonetheless, many traditional gender norms still endure, at least
declaratively. For example, in 2013, about half of respondents believed that children were
better off if the mother stayed at home, with just 8% saying the same if the father stayed
at home.

According to Pew Research data, existing economic and financial hardships (“the
wretched economy”) bring families together. The second fastest-growing household type
in America are multigenerational households, in which two or more adult generations
live together, often because that is the only way to make ends meet. Forty per cent of all
Millennial men ages 18 to 31, and 32% of young women of that age, were living in their
parents’ homes in 2012. This is the highest share in modern history that symbolizes either
post-adolescence or pre-adulthood (delayed adulthood) (p. 19). This fact, by the way,
contradicts the Russian stereotype that American society is made of only nuclear families
consisting of parents and minor children. Even when multiple generations do not live
in the same home, they look after one another in other ways. Adults provide various
forms of caregiving to elderly parents, well-to-do seniors provide financial assistance to

9. The book is so full of data that it is not possible to summarize all the trends thoroughly described in it.

10. For more details see, for example, Klinenberg E. (2013) Going Solo: The Extraordinary Rise and Surpris-
ing Appeal of Living Alone, London: Penguin Books. However, such “post-familialism” or “new singleism” is a
global phenomenon, having taken root not just in the U.S., but in Canada and the wealthy countries of Europe
and East Asia due to the urbanization, secularism, women’s economic empowerment, and higher standards
of living.
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adult children buying homes or to grandchildren going to college, grandparents contrib-
ute their time in caring for their grandchildren, and the biggest intergenerational family
transfer is inheritance.

Secondly, a perceived Russian stereotype is that the basis of the American society is a
strong and huge middle class. However, the American middle class has suffered its worst
economic run since the Great Depression. It has decreased in size, has fallen backward in
income and wealth, and has shed some of its characteristic faith in the future. Approxi-
mately 85% of Americans believe it has become tougher to live a middle-class lifestyle
than it was a decade ago. Nevertheless, most middle-class Americans believe that they
have a better standard of living than their parents at the same age, that their children will
do even better than they did. This demonstrates the trademark optimism of the American
middle class, albeit not as well-founded as it used to be. The third Russian stereotype is
that the U.S. is a land of great and equal opportunities, “but today a child born into pov-
erty in Canada and most Western European countries has a statistically better chance of
making it to the top these days than does a poor kid in the U.S” (p. 9).

Today, “young adults are taking longer to grow up; the middle-aged longer to grow
old; and the elderly longer to depart this vale of tears” (p. 4). Taylor writes that “The
Millennials’ (twenty-somethings’) two seemingly incompatible characteristics—their
slow walk to adulthood and their unshaken confidence in the future (they are America’s
most stubborn optimists and humankind’s first generation of digital natives believing
that the whole world wants to see your funny cat photos)—are their most distinctive
traits” (p. 20). Pessimists believe that the reason for the slow walk to adulthood is the
unemployment crisis, which is partly true, because as Millennials are entering the work-
force, Boomers are entering retirement. However, hard times and bad choices lead to the
juxtaposition that some of the jobs Boomers are not leaving are the same jobs Millennials
are not getting. Boomers seem to have experienced less happiness on average than have
other generations over the entire life spans. There are two reasons for this; first, the very
size of their cohort has led to a lifetime of stressful intragenerational competition for a
limited share of top spots in schools, colleges, and careers, and secondly, they are having
trouble getting their minds around the idea that they are not young anymore. As a result,
Millennials are the most “dependent” generation for “their futures will be enhanced or
encumbered by choices their elders are making now” (p. 28).

The author asserts the existence of an unusually large generation gap in American so-
ciety today. He admits that generation gaps are hardly a novelty, and refers to the words of
Alexis de Tocqueville, that in America, “each generation is a new people” (p. 30), but to-
day demographically, politically, economically, socially, and technologically, generations
are more different from each other" (especially the young from the old) than at any time
in living memory. They have a different racial and ethnic makeup (nearly half of all chil-

11. Taylor is very careful within the generational analysis frame: he acknowledges that there are as many
different personality types within a generation as across generations, but generational generalizations do have
some value, because people bear the marks of their distinctive coming-of-age experiences providing them
unique generational identities.
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dren today are nonwhite); they vote differently; their economic fortunes have diverged
(the typical household headed by someone aged 65 or older has 26 times the net worth of
the typical household headed by someone under the age of 35); their families are different
(the shares of unmarried twenty-somethings and unmarried mothers have increased);
their gender roles are converging (the share of women among the family breadwinners,
college students, and the labor force has grown significantly); they have different ideas
about the role of government (older citizens prefer a smaller government that provides
fewer services, while younger citizens prefer a bigger government with more services), of
religion (Millennials are the least religiously connected generation in modern American
history), about American exceptionalism (a majority of older Americans believe that the
U.S. is the greatest country in the world); they have a different take on the digital revolu-
tion (especially the Internet), and different appetites for news (Millennials are consuming
less news than older generations did when they were younger).

The U.S. public opinion, in the aggregate, has changed dramatically in two ways.
On the one hand, biases against minorities and gays are diminishing, especially among
younger generations. For example, a half of adults support same-sex marriage, with a
considerable generation gap with about 70% of young Americans and 30% of older citi-
zens supporting its legalization. On the other hand, there is a growing tendency of people
to sort themselves into political parties based on their ideological differences. Liberal
Republicans and conservative Democrats have always had different opinions, but the
problem is that these days they also seem to have different facts. Perception gaps have
increased, because politicians spend too much time “in today’s version of Plato’s cave,
trading their “facts” back and forth in a media-saturated echo chamber of think-alike
colleagues, readers, tweeters, and viewers” (p. 15).

Taylor also writes that “Immigration is the engine that makes and remakes America
... and today the engine is roaring again to reengineer the compact between the genera-
tions. . . . Immigrants are strivers. They have energy, ingenuity, a tolerance for risk, an
appetite for hard work, and a faith in the future. Few if any countries have been more en-
riched by immigrants. And not many countries are better at weaving them into the social,
political, and economic fabric of their new home. . .. Even so, Americans don’t typically
welcome newcomers with arms fully extended, especially not when they arrive in large
numbers” (p. 69). Today’s America is home to a record 42 million immigrants and 37
million US-born children of immigrants. Today’s immigrants (9 of 10 are not Europe-
ans) look very different from the previous waves of settlers and immigrants who created
America. However, it is difficult to find more fervent devotees of the traditional Ameri-
can values (we are not talking about being more law-abiding than other Americans, be-
cause immigrants know any brush with the law could result in deportation). Hispanics
and Asians, on the one hand, embrace values common to immigrant groups (hardwork-
ing, family-oriented, entrepreneurial, and freedom loving) that could easily make them
natural Republicans but did not. They favor an active government, and tend to be social

12. The terms “first generation,” “foreign born” and “immigrant” are used in the book interchangeably.
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liberals. Moreover, “the deeper Hispanics and Asian Americans and their adult children
have sunk their roots into America, the more Democratic they have become” (p. 84). The
immigrants are also the face of the country to the world, since “their life stories embody
the values the nation holds most dear: pluralism, dynamism, tolerance, entrepreneurship,
achievement, optimism” (p. 87).

Nevertheless, the problem is that older generations are predominantly white, and
younger generations increasingly nonwhite, which results in “different political philoso-
phies, social views, and policy preferences” (p. 5). The young are big government liberals,
the least religiously-connected in modern American history, comfortable with the new
lifestyles, family forms, and technologies that disorient most of the old. The young start
their working and taxpaying lives in the worst economy since the Great Depression. The
old are small-government conservatives, the most devout believers in the industrialized
world. They are finishing their retirement years costing trillions of dollars to the govern-
mental Social Security and Medicare systems that their children and grandchildren will
spend their lives paying off.

The modern immigration wave has not only boosted the American economy, but has
given the country a racial makeover, made it multicolored, and changed old racial labels
that are having trouble keeping up with the new marriage trends. In more than a quarter
of all recent Hispanic and Asian marriages, 1 in 6 black, and 1 in 11 white newlyweds are
married to someone of a different race or ethnicity; “not too long ago these marriages
were illegal and taboo, now they barely raise an eyebrow” (p. 7). Thus, race is becom-
ing more subtle and shaded, and forces society to find a modern vocabulary for accu-
rate racial identification markers, since the existing labels, categories, and classification
schemes have not kept up with the ongoing wedding, birth, and identification choices.
For example, responses to the question of what Barack Obama is racially depends on the
wording, the context, and whom you ask; most blacks call him black, while most whites
say he is of mixed race.

The author concludes that the American twentieth-century metaphor of the “melting
pot” has turned into the metaphor of a “mosaic” in a more racially and ethnically diverse
nation to reflect the differences in the assimilation processes. Today, “every piece contrib-
utes to a whole, but not by losing its distinctiveness” (p. 74). However, America has not
become “a postracial society;” although “there are fewer out-and-out bigots and the new
racial landscape is increasingly bursting with nuance, shadings, subtleties, possibilities,
ironies” (p. 96). There are still significant gaps between blacks and whites in household
income and wealth, high school completion, life expectancy, and unemployment rate.
Black men are six times as likely as white men to be incarcerated. Most of the racial
gaps between blacks and whites in key personal finance indicators widened during the
2007-2009 recession and have since remained at these elevated levels. However, reality
is one thing, perception another; “most blacks joined with most whites in saying that the
two racial groups have grown more alike in the past decade, both in their standards of
living and their core values” (p. 105).
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Race is not the only changing demographic characteristic. Another is religion. It is not
just that the American public is becoming less white and less Protestant. American soci-
ety is also becoming less attached to religious denomination in general. Nowadays, 1in 5
American adults and a third under the age of 30 is religiously unaffiliated; three quarters
of the so-called “nones” believe in God, but have no religious affiliation. Approximately
three-quarters of now-unaffiliated adults were raised with an affiliation (74%). The author,
referring to the Pew Research surveys, lays to rest some common misperceptions about
the “nones,” and shows that (1) disaffiliation has taken place across different demographic
groups, regardless of sex, education, income, or place of residence, although the recent
change has been concentrated in one racial group, that is of white Americans; (2) the
unaffiliated are not uniformly secular, sonce most of them believe in God; (3) nor are the
“nones” uniformly hostile toward organized religion, although they are much more likely
than the public overall to say that churches and other religious organizations are too
concerned with money, power, rules, and politics. Nevertheless, despite the disaffiliation
trends, the U.S. remains a highly religious country and is still the most religiously ob-
servant nation among the world’s great powers. However, American youngsters lead the
society in being more pluralistic and less connected to traditional religious institutions.

The second thematic line of the book is inspired by the belief of the author expressed
in the preface that “Change is the constant. No matter what were like today, were going
to be different tomorrow” (p. vii). The author does not criticize or endorse the changes,
because “some are for the better, some for the worse, and some people no doubt will
differ over which is which, but most are mutually reinforcing” (p. 4). He rather seeks to
predict the results of the ongoing changes, for while it is interesting and inevitable to live
in a constantly changing world, we feel depressed and confused if we do not understand
the general direction and possible consequences of changes for ourselves, and society as
a whole. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, nonwhites will become the majority of the
population in 2043. The share of whites has declined from 85% in 1960 to 64% in 2010,
and projected to become 43% in 2060. However, their place will not be taken by blacks
or Chinese, as most Russians would think, referring to Hollywood blockbusters or com-
mon national stereotypes about America. The share of blacks and Asians® is projected
to change slightly (from 12% in 2010 to 13% in 2060 for blacks, and from 5% to 8% for
Asians), while the share of Hispanics will increase from 16% to 31%. By 2050, an estimated
162 million Americans (37% of the population) will be “immigrant stock” (immigrants
themselves or their US-born children). This would be the highest percentage in the U.S.
history. We witness that men and women “navigate a brave new world of gender con-
vergence,” which supports the decline of traditional marriage, but it is not clear yet how
well the institution of marriage will survive, and in precisely what forms; “No one knows
what the future holds, but it’s clear that the ever-changing digital landscape is likely to
keep generation gaps quite wide for the foreseeable future and may even change the very
nature of what it means to be human and to grow old” (p. 156).

13. Asians also include Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders.
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The author believes that his work should not be taken as “a gloom-and-doom book,”
though it portrays the American society as tugged at by centrifugal forces, and its two
basic institutions, the government and the family, shaken to their cores. In addition, the
book describes the preconditions for “a generation war,” “the unsparing arithmetic of a
graying population is about to force political leaders to rewrite the social contract be-
tween young and old. This will lead to tax increases, benefit cuts, or both. Taking stuff
away from people is never popular in a democracy, but it’s particularly fraught on this
issue at this time, because old and young in America are so different—racially, ethnically,
politically” (p. 45). Nevertheless, the author believes the book provides too many “find-
ings that give voice to the optimism, pragmatism, and resilience of the American public,
even in the teeth of dysfunctional politics, rising inequality, frayed families, and anemic
labor markets” (p. 15). There is much evidence to be optimistic. The generations are inter-
dependent in their family lives; the young are every bit as supportive as the old and have
a great respect for their elders, and “seem much more disposed toward cooperation than
conflict, perhaps because of the nurturing parental norms that guided their upbringing”
(p. 46). Thus, “America isn’t breaking apart at the seams. The American dream isn’t dy-
ing. . . . The nation faces huge challenges, no doubt. So do the rest of the world’s aging
superpowers. If you had to pick a nation with the right staff to ride out of the coming
demographic storm, youd be crazy not to choose America” (p. 15). As a result, one must
admit that this is a very optimistic (but not blinkered optimism), life-affirming, and con-
vincing statement, thoroughly well-founded in the book by the survey data and thought-
ful generalizations (even though just small parts of both are presented in the review, and
in a quite incomplete way).

The book is remarkably concise and surprisingly informative, with the preface pos-
sesses both features. For this reason, the general conclusion of the book is already given,
with the following text aiming to confirm it. In exploring the many ways America is
transforming, the author raises the question of the generational responsibility within the
ongoing, unprecedented changes that produce longer life spans and the difficulties of
getting old, lower birth rates, and the difficulties of finding the road map to adulthood,
because “the generations relate to one another not only as citizens, voters and interest
groups, but as parents, children, and caregivers in an era when the family itself is one of
the institutions most buffeted by change” (p. vii-viii). The new demographics of aging
means that the future American society will not be able to pay those costs and thus un-
able to fulfill the promises made to the older generations without bankrupting the young
and starving the future. This situation may set off a generation war, although this is not
a foregone conclusion, for “the drama doesn’t have to end in tragedy if the generations
bring to the public square the same genius for interdependence they bring to their family
lives” (p. 5).

The author confesses, that as a political reporter years ago, he used to have a weak-
ness for trying to forecast election outcomes, but now does not presume to know how the
story he tells will end. He ventures to describe only the current state of affairs and a future
which anyone can figure out if demographics and public opinion polls data are carefully
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studied. The author wants to be just “a tour guide who explains how the nation got from
the middle of the last century to the present and to provide some insights about what this
breathtaking journey tells us about changes yet to come” (p. viii). I must admit the author
is an excellent guide and succeeded amazingly well with the task he has set himself to.
What a pity that, so far, none of the Russian sociologists have dared to play the same role.
However, let us hope that is still ahead.
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