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Abstract

This introductory article outlines a framework to bridge some of the current fragmentation
and knowledge hierarchies in the sociological field of migration. The article builds on the
insights — and epistemological roots — used in different parts of the world to reflect on
2| st-century realities of migration and human security. It considers international migrants,
internally displaced persons, refugees and trafficked persons as part of a continuum
of migrants who exhibit seasonal, temporary and long-term migration patterns. The
framework draws upon the scholarship of the Global South and North on political-economic
processes that have historically influenced migration and migrants’ lives and continue to do
so today. It considers the dominant approach used in studies of international migration and
shows why it is necessary to go beyond the focus on nation-states and an emphasis on a
particular group of migrants. The framework weaves the insights of scholars who work on
international, internal migration and forced migration, as well as the critical literatures on
intersectionality and human rights to build an approach that centers questions of migrants’
human security. The framework emphasizes the glocal — i.e. intersecting global-national-
local — terrains of migration and discusses human security within glocal terrains.

Keywords
Forced migration, glocal terrain, human rights, human security, internal migration,
international migration, migrants’ knowledge hierarchies

Introduction

Over the last few years, headline news and social media around the world have featured
men, women and children who were fleeing large-scale violence, disasters and loss of
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prospects of livelihood. Their search for safer havens has been interrupted by expanding
terrains of state security initiatives on land and sea to prevent migrants from reaching
their territories, incarceration in detention camps within and across nation-states, and the
growth of human smuggling rings that fail to deliver on promises to move people safely.
According to the estimates by the United Nations, 65.3 million people had fled, or had
been forced off their homelands by the end of 2015 (UNHCR, 2016a), and deserts and
seas are littered with the bodies of those who perished trying to reach safe havens in
recent years (New York Times, 2015). Recent global headlines also highlight a series of
additional political efforts to control migration to the US, UK, EU and other countries.

While there are many diverse scholarly conversations on migration and migrants in
the Global North and South,! the dominant sociological conversations? on migration
continue to focus on international migrants’ and their integration within nation-states.
This monograph issue attempts to bridge the fragmented conversations and knowledge
hierarchies on migration and migrants and highlight some of the contours of contempo-
rary contexts of migration. Bringing an awareness of the political-economic-social pro-
cesses that shape migration and migrants’ lives, the insights from the scholarship on
forced migration, and the critical literatures on intersectionality and human rights, this
monograph issue emphasizes the glocal, i.e. intersecting global-national-local — terrains
of migration and the human security of migrants. The articles draw upon the insights —
and epistemological roots — used in different parts of the world to reflect on 21st-century
realities of migration and human security.

This framework builds upon three key realities. First, neither nation-states nor
migrants’ lives are now contained within the territorial boundaries of nation-states. With
the rapid improvement in communication technology,? many aspects of migrants’ lives
are organized in virtual spaces and range through multiple countries depending on their
networks. These aspects of their lives are part of, not apart from, their lives in tangible
geographic (local, national and transnational) spaces. At the same time, powerful nation-
states, and many other actors including global security regimes, operate transnationally
to track migrants across tangible and virtual spaces.* Many nation-states reach out to
‘their people’ offering access to resources in the home country’ via dual citizenships or
overseas citizenships. These transnational actions intersect with the national, regional
and local dynamics that impede or facilitate different types of migration.

Second, if we look across the different conversations on migration in the Global North
and South, scholars have identified many actors that shape migrants’ lives prior to, dur-
ing, and after migration in the contemporary world. While nation-states and states’
migration-regimes remain critically important for understanding migration, international
organizations such as the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, labor bro-
kers, traffickers, smugglers, purveyors of violence, as well as humanitarian and aid agen-
cies are involved in shaping terrains of migration. States are shaped by powerful
political-economic interests that push them to balance the needs for cheaper labor with
their powerful groups’ interests to maintain their hegemony. Migration streams and
migrants’ lives emerge through these contradictory and coalescing forces.

Third, along with considering the intersecting social structures that shape processes of
migration and migrants’ lives within nation-states, in the last decade, many scholars have
begun to use the language and framework of human rights — including the human right
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of people to move — to delineate the structures that affect different types of migrants.
Here, I argue that the human rights approach, and the implicit assumption about the role
and ability of nation-states to ensure these rights, is no longer sufficient to understand the
structures that substantively enable and impede migrants to fulfill their quest for secure
lives. Hence it is important to understand migration and migrants in terms of human
security in the expanded glocal contexts shaped by many actors.

The human security framework includes the objectives of the human rights charters
and conventions and re-centers the focus on migrants’ experiences within terrains of
migration that are not confined to the territorial limits of nation-states. By focusing on
human security, the issues of migrants’ survival, their ability to access resources and
opportunities to build lives of human dignity, and the socio-economic and political con-
ditions that promote or impede their well-being are placed at the center of research. This
approach, as I discuss later, can be used to analyze the experiences of a variety of migrants
identified in the research in the Global North and South, ranging from those who travel
across international boundaries in search of better life conditions to those who are forced
to move and/or are trafficked. Focusing on expanded terrains of migration and a focus on
different types of migrants offers a way of traversing some of the existing knowledge
hierarchies between and within the Global North and South that have lead to the frag-
mentation of the field of migration. The next sections explain the lens for analyzing
actors and structures that affect migration and migrants’ access to substantive human
rights, including their quest — often unfulfilled — for human security.

Migrations and migrants

Many diverging circles of conversations now mark studies of migrations and migrants in
the Global North and South; these conversations overlap with studies of ethnicities (and
the factors that keep migrant groups distinct from mainstreams), studies of diasporas (on
issues of multiple migrations and the persistence of ties to symbolic homes) and explora-
tions of citizenships (including the discussions about the nature of rights granted to
migrants in exchange for their labor). Other conversations examine forced migrations
and the structures of marginalization that shape the migrants’ experiences.
Thematically, the global scholarship on migration examines many forms of interna-
tional, internal, temporary, permanent and cyclical migration. These studies include
altered contexts of migration (e.g. Aguilar, 1999; Kofman, 2013; Walsh, 2014), cyber
migration (e.g. Aneesh, 2006), demographic characteristics of migrants (e.g. Boyd and
Alboim, 2011), historical and contemporary indentured migration (e.g. Adur, 2011;
Desai and Vahed, 2010), gendered labor migration (e.g. Bhatt, 2009; Kofman, 2013,
2014; Ueno, 2010), global care chains (e.g. Raghuram, 2012), internal migration (e.g.
Abby and Mahamoud, 2005), marriage migration (e.g. Constable, 2003; Davin, 2007;
Kang, 2011; Kim, 2015; Tyldom, 2013; Yeoh et al., 2013), migrant rights (e.g. Choo,
2013), return migration (e.g. Jain, 2013; Xiang, 2004; Xiang et al., 2013), seasonal
migration (e.g. Korra, 2011; Mendiburo, 2015), settlement patterns, intergenerational
integration and segmented assimilation of migrants within nation-states (e.g. Alba and
Nee, 1997; Portes et al., 2005; Zhou, 1997) and students’ migration (e.g. Fielding, 2015).
A particularly robust conversation focuses on forced migration and trafficking in humans
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enmeshed within powerful and often violent global political-economic forces, for
instance, Abby and Mahamoud (2005) on displaced persons in Somalia, Baruah (2003)
on displacements in North East India, Giri (2005) on Bhutanese women and children
refugees, Grabska (2008) on refugees in Egypt, Hanafi and Long (2008) on Palestinian
refugees in Lebanon, Majumdar et al. (2015) on the Rohingyas, Muggah (2017) on Latin
American forced migration, Ray (2017) on Burmese refugees, Sanyal (2014) on urban-
izing refugees, and Yousaf and Purkayastha (2015) on trafficking in Pakistan.

Constellations of scholarship have examined these different types of migration and
the structural conditions in which migrants are enmeshed prior to, during, and after
migration. At the heart of these conversations are theoretical and methodological ques-
tions about appropriate frameworks to analyze the causes and consequences of migra-
tion. These conversations are not clearly separable as scholarship of the Global North
and South, but the dominant approach emanating from the Global North — and used in
parts of the Global South — reflects an overarching concern about migrants who cross
nation-states’ boundaries. In this formulation, migrants are mostly assumed to move
from less developed, less modern parts of the world to modern, developed nation-states
of the North. The indicators of assimilation and integration originate from these assump-
tions and focus mostly on the record of migrants’ efforts to integrate (e.g. Alba and Nee,
1997; Portes et al., 2005).

However, this dominant stream of migration research in the Global North, as well as
the mobilities framework that has developed over the last two decades (see Sheller
[2017] for an overview), coexists with significant critiques by scholars who point to the
failure of these frameworks to consider the gendered, racialized, sexualized structures
and processes through which migrants’ movements, rights and freedoms are curtailed
(e.g. Aranda and Vaquera, 2015; Asencio, 2009; Das Gupta, 2008; Glenn, 2002; Golash-
Boza, 2011; Kibria, 2002; Kofman, 2013; Kurien, 2007; Ortiz and Pombo, 2014;
Purkayastha, 2005). For instance, in contrast to those who study assimilation in the USA,
other American sociologists have examined migration through the lens of racism and
genders. They have documented the creation and maintenance of hierarchies between
migrants and natives, the continuing relevance of understanding earlier migration
streams, especially the conditions that enslaved people, the internments, forced repatria-
tion of migrants from Africa, Asia and Latin America, as well as the internal migration of
settler colonialist ‘natives’ and forced removal of indigenous populations to accommo-
date these settlers (e.g. Das Gupta, 2008; Glenn, 2015; Golash-Boza, 2011; Selod and
Garner, 2015; Weglyn, 1976). A focus on the varieties of female migrants — who now
make up close to half the world’s migrants — uncovers other political-economic-social
constraints that shape their experiences (e.g. Abraham, 2000). Recent studies of transna-
tional cultural assemblages, especially the ‘soft power’ of racism through these assem-
blages (Patil and Purkayastha, 2017), reveal how mobilities within contemporary
dynamic spatio-temporal relations are interrupted and impeded.

These structural impediments migrants face are key to understanding migration and
human security. Scholars from different countries (e.g. Dustmann et al., 2016; Giri,
2005; Kang, 2011; Kofman and Raghuram, 2005; Krisjansdéttir and DeTurk, 2013; Li,
2011; Thomas, 2014; Yuval-Davis et al., 2005) have examined the impact of intersecting
structures on migration processes and migrants. Authors have argued that migrants are



Purkayastha 171

relatively privileged or marginalized because of their social location relative to the inter-
secting structures of nationality/gender/class/race/ethnicity/caste/religion/sexuality/age
and, consequently, in their ability to move and access substantive rights after internal or
international migration. Furthermore, they emphasized that force and violence by the
state and other groups within and across nation-states play a crucial role in shaping
migration and the continuing insecurities of migrants (Glenn, 2002; Purkayastha and
Ratcliff, 2014). Thus, who are likely to access which rights and under which set of cir-
cumstances they are able to move and integrate are empirical questions rather than facts
that migration scholars can take for granted (e.g. Aguilar, 1999; Bhattacharya et al.,
2002; Das Gupta et al., 2010; Espiritu, 2003; Kofman, 2013; Purkayastha, 2012). The
emphasis on intersectionality, with its emphasis on analyzing multiple levels of intersect-
ing structures of domination and marginalization, sets this stream of conversation apart
from the mobilities approach (see Sheller, 2017; Urry, 2000), which also recognizes the
dynamic processes and flows shaping the contemporary world.

Using a theoretical approach that uses intersectionality to analyze migration and
migrants’ experiences emphasizes questions about the rights of different types of
migrants and has, inevitably, overlapped with the rapidly growing literature on human
rights. While the writing of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in the middle of
the 20th century and subsequent covenants and charters facilitate, in theory, the ability
of individuals and collectivities to seek human rights irrespective of the political system
in which they are located, there are significant debates about the grounded realities of
these rights (e.g. Armaline et al., 2011, 2015; Baxi, 2006; Xiang, 2004). With a focus on
human security, this monograph issue draws upon one strand of the conversation: as
states, and constellations of states, continue to delink migrants’ labor from political and
social rights (e.g. Adur, 2011; Walsh, 2014) or offer very limited citizenship-based
rights (Aguilar, 1999; Kim, 2015), can we rely on states to uphold the Auman rights of
migrants? A particular concern is the failure of the dominant nation-focused migration
literature to recognize that other formal bodies of institutionalized authority, such as the
United Nations or the World Health Organization, as well as global purveyors of vio-
lence such as privatized military groups and criminal gangs, shape migration and the
lives of migrants in the 20th and 21st century (Armaline et al., 2015, 2017). To what
extent do states resist, cooperate with and/or facilitate the actions of these extra-state
entities? Focusing on different types of migrants and their rights raises questions about
the complex structural circumstances that enable migrants to build secure lives, i.e.
lives that are secure from threats ‘derived from economic, food, health or environmental
security, and threats to personal, community, and political security, or human rights
violations’ (Tripp et al., 2013: 6).

Since the diverse conversations focus on very different types of migration and
migrants it is important to clarify a few of the critiques, concerns, and assumptions about
the categories of migration and migrants that are discussed in migration research.
Currently, there is a significant bifurcation in the literature between internal and interna-
tional migration and migrants. The overwhelming focus on international migration as
defined in the Global North has led to charges of methodological nationalism by scholars
who point out that this dominant focus erases historical and contemporary power rela-
tions that shape migration (e.g. Dirlik, 2009; Samaddar, 2015; see also Amelina and
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Faist, 2012). Equally important, others who migrate across international boundaries
include trafficked persons and refugees (i.e. those who are designated as refugees by the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees); these groups are typically studied
separately. Similarly, internal migrants include those who are displaced internally, those
who are trafficked, and those who move for jobs and better life opportunities. Since
many nation-states include significant political/social/cultural diversities, internal
migrants can be treated as foreigners in the places where they settle, or are forced to
reside, especially if they are marked as linguistic, religious, political, racial, caste or
tribal outsiders (see Njiru, this issue). Yet these internal migrant groups are mostly invis-
ible within the overwhelming focus on a particular type of international migrant.

Discussing the need to bridge the divide between internal and international migration,
King and Skeldon (2010) have argued that it is often difficult to clearly delineate internal
and international migrants; the location and nature of national boundaries change, and
migrants themselves might move in ways that blur the boundaries between different
types of migration. They argue that creating middle order theories that cover both sets of
migrants could be developed based on:

... the application of a systems approach, originally derived from the study of internal migration,
to international migration; the application of integration theory, traditionally applied with
international migrants, to internal migrants; and the bringing together of internal and
international migration in the debate on migration and development. (King and Skeldon, 2010:
1640)

Their argument provides one path for reconciling a source of fragmentation in the
field. However, it is important to examine other, critical perspectives as well. Raghuram
(2009) and Yousaf and Purkayastha (2015), among others, have argued that we need to
interrogate the West-centric nation—state—modernity—development nexus by placing
forced migration and global political-economic structural processes at the center of
migration frameworks. A series of publications by the Calcutta Research Group question
the ways in which nation-states are taken for granted in the dominant migration literature
(MCRG, 2006).> As a member of this group, Samaddar (1999) has emphasized that
nation-states are relatively new entities within the streams of histories in many parts of
the world. He uses the term transborder migration to identify the structures that separate
migrants from natives politically, socially, economically and culturally. Many of the
political borders — internal and international — that currently serve the political needs of
nation-states impede long-established channels of seasonal, circular, temporary and
long-term migration, or these borders set up groups to become stateless people, as in the
case of the Rohingyas (see Majumdar et al., 2015). The maps of the colonial era bounda-
ries of many nation-states in Africa, Asia and Latin America are testimonies to imposed
borders. At the same time, continuing colonial relations extend the borders of territories,
for instance, the extension of European Union boundaries in the Caribbean, so that peo-
ple located far away from the contiguous territory of the EU, are drawn into distant sys-
tems (Boatca, forthcoming). The politics of borders — and consequently the classification
of migrants and natives, issues of settler colonialists and migrants’ rights — emerge
through these histories.
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Heeding the calls to move beyond the dominant frameworks of the Global North,¢ I
propose that in order to understand migration more holistically, we conceptualize
migrants, and the structures and processes in which they are enmeshed, as though they
are arrayed on a continuum: from international migrants (at one end), through internal
migrants, refugees, internally displaced persons, and trafficked persons (at the other
end). The distinctions between these classifications of migrants are dynamic, with a
change in structural circumstances migrants might end up in different categories during
their lifetime.” These are broad categories, more fine-grained types, such as seasonal,
temporary, or circular migration, can be accommodated within this array. It brings into
focus conditions prior to, during, and after migration. Who is a migrant and which type
of migration describes their journey at any point in time are classifications that reflect
worlds of formal policies and laws that govern their moves across borders, their ability
to settle, and their access to critical resources that are needed for their survival and well-
being. Since the questions of human security — especially the critical issues of survival
and well-being — are related to violence (see Abraham and Tastsoglou, 2016), another
way of thinking about these different types of migrants is to think about each category
relative to their vulnerabilities to violence (German, 2013; Purkayastha and Ratcliff,
2014). While we are able to imagine the violence trafficked persons experience, interna-
tional (family) migrants experience partner violence (e.g. Abraham, 2000), or violence
from hate groups or the state depending on how welcome they are in a particular place
(Jani, 2017). As Samaddar has argued, the terrain of internal to international migration
does not exist as a benign continuum, instead:

Studies of hunger in the 19th century, of itinerant movements, transportations of coolies, spread
of famines, shipping of children, adult girls, trafficking in sex, labour, and human organs, and
welfare legislations to cope with this great infamy tell us how actually we have arrived at our
own time of subject formation under the conditions of empire. This is certainly different from
the tradition of nation-centred histories. (Samaddar, 2015: 50)

Hence, migrants are conceptualized as a continuum of migrants whose experiences
before, during, and after migration within and across countries are important for under-
standing migration beyond the confines of nation-state-centric frames. While this mono-
graph issue does not resolve all the methodological and theoretical debates surrounding
migration and migrants,? it responds to the need to bridge some aspects of the contempo-
rary knowledge hierarchies that lead to fragmented theorization of migration. To further
elucidate this approach, this monograph emphasizes two interrelated issues: the need to
shift the conversation to migration and migrants’ experiences within the glocal terrains
of migration, and the need to investigate migrants’ ability to build secure lives free of
threats to their survival and well-being.

Moving the conversation from nation-states to glocal
terrains

While nation-states continue to wield significant power to shape migration flows and
migrants’ lives, a growing strand of scholarship recognizes the porosity of national
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boundaries and the contemporary transnational context produced by flows of people,
finances, ideas, media images and technologies (Appadurai, 1990; Urry, 2000) within
which migrants build lives across nation-states (e.g. Levitt, 2001; Portes et al., 2005;
Vertovec, 1999). The rapid economic development in areas outside the Global North, as
well as the ease of movement and communications, has lead to transnational migration,
return migration to homelands of origin, as well as circular migrations in earlier and later
stages of life (Jain, 2013; UN, 2015; Xiang et al., 2013). Many studies of immigrant
transnationalism, developed within the dominant international migration frame, assume
that the boundaries of nation-states are sufficiently porous to enable migrants to maintain
ties with homelands. Different mechanisms operate — between migrants, communities,
institutions — to maintain transnational connections (Faist, 2013; Levitt, 2009). Scholars
who are critical of the dominant approach point out that politics and power inequalities
between nation-states shape different possibilities and impediments to transnational
migration. Many groups of migrants do not enjoy easy passage between nation-states.
For instance, Kibria (2011) and Guevarra (2009) have examined the cases of Muslim
migrants and Filipina migrants to analyze the global and national structures that interrupt
or promote transnationalism for these groups. International migrants also find it hard to
maintain ties with family if the host country designates the nation-state-of-origin as
politically problematic and maintaining ties to people in those places as suspicious-anti-
national-practice (also see Purkayastha, 2005). Analyses of forced migration reveal other
significant impediments to building transnational lives. In sum, a focus on the array of
migrants reveals different ways in which migrants have to contend with dynamic struc-
tures of a transnational context, including the transnational structures that remain less
visible in the shaping of everyday lives.

Samaddar (2008) and Dirlik (2005), among others, point out that nation-states in the
Global North have relied on streams of immigration and emigration for their develop-
ment. At the same time, these nation-states were organized to uphold the hegemony of
dominant groups within the nation-states and global empires. International and internal
migrants were essential to this scheme of nation-hood in order to define a nation’s iden-
tity and its borders. Focusing on the ways in which these hierarchies were embedded
within nations, some scholars argued that these earlier streams of European-origin settler
colonialists in the United States or Australia benefitted from porous international bound-
aries as they migrated; at the same time, their migrations led to the forced migration of
the indigenous groups (e.g. Das Gupta, 2008, 2015; and Glenn’s [2015] work on the US).
Ortiz and Pombo (2014) also argue that forced migrations and displacements in Mexico
and Latin America require analyses of de-territorialization and re-territorialization to
fully understand the dimensions of these internal migrations. The Migration Policy
Institute has pointed out that the migration of indigenous groups in the Americas, Africa,
Asia, Europe and Australia was not even linked to the issue of their rights till very
recently (Yescas, 2010). The continuing popularity of the frameworks based on nation-
states, modernity and development, whether these are used in the Global North or South,
is based on the selective erasures of these histories of migration.

The scholars who have discussed multiple modernities as a basis for understanding
global theories (e.g. Eisenstadt, 2000; Patel, 2000) offer a useful reminder that the Global
North models of histories do not apply across the world. Applying this insight to
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migration studies suggests it is important to consider the histories of migration — including
histories of colonization and forced migration — as well as more recent trajectories of
global-national-local intersectionalities that shape migration as reflections of these multi-
ple trajectories of modernities. Traces of earlier migration streams are often evident in the
ways social and political borders persist within nation-states. These trends are evident
when single languages (e.g. English), racial ideologies (e.g. in Nazi Germany) and single
religions (e.g. Christianity, Hinduism, or Islam) are used to mark the identities of nations,
and, in turn, designate who are ‘migrants’ and consequently outsiders to the nation.
Internal migrants, similarly, are drawn into the process of creating local social and politi-
cal borders based on race, caste, tribe, religion, culture, class, or other locally salient
hierarchies. For instance, a focus on the varieties of female migrants — who now make up
close to half the world’s migrants — reveals how older gendered-intersectional structures,
that might have disappeared from other sections of society, nonetheless shape their posi-
tion of vulnerability within nation-states and as they cross borders as displaced persons or
refugees. These specific contours of different borders may not always coalesce; nonethe-
less partly coalescing or disjunctured borders within global-national-local terrains remain,
cumulatively, palpable impediments to diverse migrants’ human security.

Political-economic structural changes from the last decades of the 20th century also
provide the impetus for going beyond nation-states and considering glocal terrains of
migration. Several contradictory political processes now coexist at the global level and
these intersect with national and local structures. The growth of supra-national political
units such as the European Union, or the Mercosur Residence Agreement among South
American countries (Arcarazo, 2015), has lead to an easing of national boundaries for the
migration of selected groups within those regions (e.g. Dustmann, 2008). Many nation-
states have attempted to make it easy for selected migrants who reside in a subset of
countries to come back ‘home’ and to repatriate money and resources (e.g. Bhagavatula,
2015). Faced with continuing labor shortages, some developed nation-states, like Japan,
have attempted attract groups with roots in these nations, creating the imaginaries about
‘homelands’, and offering relatively easy conditions of migration and settlement, even
though these invitations to migrants with ‘national roots’ may be at cross-purposes with
local political realities (e.g. Kim, 2008; Iwata and Nemoto, this issue).

An opposite process is also evident as nation-states begin to securitize hitherto-porous
national boundaries to control certain types of migration (e.g. Bruggeman, 2002; Lucas
et al., 2014; United States Conference of Catholic Bishops [USCCB], 2015). Powerful
groups of nation-states create global security blocks and expand the reach of political
surveillance far beyond their national political boundaries (Bigo, 2014; Collyer and
King, 2015; Levitan et al., 2010; Pickering, 2004; Thomas, 2014). A particular aspect of
this extension of national power is evident in the aggressive ways in which nations are
exercising their jurisdiction in maritime spaces as they push back ‘unacceptable’ migrants
and refugees who attempt to reach their land borders via boat (e.g. Frenzen, 2015; Innis,
2015; Majumdar et al., 2015). Recent political campaigning targeting ‘uninterrupted
flows of migrants’ are further strengthening the boundaries against migrants (Ashkenas
and Aish, 2016).

Many other changes, associated with contemporary globalization processes, continue
to interact with national and local structures to shape migration. Structural adjustment
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policies and resultant local disasters drive people to seek human security within and
across countries (Das Gupta et al., 2010). The rapid spread of global neoliberal struc-
tures, especially those that lead to footloose production, stateless corporations and reli-
ance on flexible labor, has generated repeat migration as people move within and across
nation-states repeatedly in search of jobs and other aspects of secure lives. As the scale
and scope of wars and armed conflicts have grown rapidly across the world, such con-
flicts and the routinization of large-scale violence lead to displacements of people within
and across nation-states (e.g. German, 2013; Pandey, 2006). Environmental disasters —
often human made and/or the result of deliberate policy, including through the impact of
violence during wars — also lead to displacements (Das Gupta et al., 2010). A growing
corpus of research has begun to record the violence that shapes these displacements as
migrants are forced to move to places where they are strangers and outsiders. Additionally,
vulnerabilities to violence often act as precursors for trafficking in human beings within
and across states (Yousaf and Purkayastha, 2015).

Surveying worlds of forced migrants, it is clear that despite the public sympathy for
some refugees featured in the media — for instance the outpouring of sympathy after the
picture of a drowned Syrian boy was published (Smith, 2015) — the reality is that these
migrants are also subject to draconian immigration controls.® Samaddar (2015) argues
that humanitarian initiatives set up within other states’ territories effectively maintain the
agendas of imperial powers to control who moves, to which destinations, and under
which circumstances (see also, e.g., Frenzen [2015] on Europe; Wee and Jayasuriya
[2002] on Asia; Innis [2015] on Australia; or Levitan et al. [2010] on Turkey as the mar-
gin of Europe). Certainly the data show that most refugees — i.e. those who cross interna-
tional boundaries and are classified as refugees by the UN — are located in Turkey,
Pakistan, Lebanon and in other countries outside the Global North (UNHCR, 2016Db).
Depending on their relative power, these refugees, in turn, might be able to move from
the camps to other locations where they might displace the local residents (as settler
colonialists do); in most cases their arrival in large numbers are likely to attract a back-
lash from groups who see refugees as consuming scarce national or local resources to
which they are not entitled. Refugees, in turn, attempt to fully or partially integrate into
the new places of residence, and feel welcomed or rejected in their daily lives; many
might move again — including emigration, or return to homelands when they are older —
depending on the borders they encounter at different stages of their lives (BBC Media
Action, 2014).

Another rapidly growing reality, which remains under-theorized, is important for
understanding migration today. While we typically think of migrants and migration in
terms of embodied human beings who move, the rapid growth of virtual spaces as con-
texts of socio-political lives raise new questions about migration. Some work has begun
to trace migrants’ lives in virtual spaces, including migrants’ organizing via web-spaces
(see e.g. Narayan et al., 2010). Based on his work on Indian call centers, Aneesh (2006,
2015) has raised questions about the personhood of migrants who do not move, though
their labor and their daily lives are subject to the political, social and economic logics and
policies located in distant locales. Equally important, a large number of corporations
constantly gather data on people around the world, and then trade, and profit from these
data. Aneesh (2009) points out that unlike previous decades algocratic structures
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— structures based on algorithms — are organizing labor and lives without the benefits of
political safeguards of people’s rights. Building on his conclusions we should ask, what,
then, are the borders of personhood that is the basis of much of our theories of migration?
Similar questions arise from studies of persons whose organs are harvested and legally
or illegally sold to benefit the lives of more privileged people far away (Yousaf and
Purkayastha, 2015). Should organ trafficking be considered under migration since the
organs move but not the person whose body parts have been harvested? Even though
these questions have not been explored extensively by migration scholars, the rapid
growth of life in virtual spaces, as well as the technology that can separate embodied
human beings from their body parts, labor, or their very personhood, suggests that we
should analyze glocal intersectional structures that span tangible and virtual terrains.
Certainly, the detailed data on people across the globe that corporations and security
regimes access and act upon (see e.g. The News, 2008) alert us to the need to expand the
sociological conceptualization of terrains of migration.

Thus, it is important to consider multi-level power relations between and within
nation-states in tangible and virtual spaces that shape the terrain in which groups can
move, settle, and build secure lives. Who can move (or not), under what conditions can
they move to their intended destinations, and which entities shape their access to rights
and benefits during and after migration are empirical questions that cannot be easily
answered if we mostly focus on nations and national borders to craft our explanations.
An adequate frame for analyzing migration today should consider the intersection of
historic and contemporary glocal conditions. At the same time, the framework needs to
be mindful of not glossing over national or local specificities in its quest for generaliza-
tions (see also Hanafi, 2016). I also suggest that we need to understand the disjuncture
and coalescence of different sets of structures in tangible and virtual spaces at the global,
national and local levels in order to understand the glocal terrain of migration and
migrants’ human security.!?

Glocal terrains and migrants’ security

How do glocal processes affect migrants’ security? A significant body of literature has
documented questions of belonging and inclusion of migrants (e.g. Reed-Danahay and
Brettell, 2008; Valentine, 2007; Yuval-Davis, 2006); these earlier discussions remain
germane to analyses about immigrant integration into nation-states. However, an empha-
sis on a glocal terrain raises specific questions about the tapestry of rights within which
migrants are positioned in this terrain. How should migrants be positioned to access the
resources needed to re-build their lives? If we consider different types of migrants, the
governance of migrants only partly resides within the ambit of nation-states — who is
responsible for ensuring rights? The human rights framework offers a point of entry into
this issue.

As Andersen (2003), Baxi (2006), Falcon (2016), Lauren (1998) and other scholars
have documented, the impetus for human rights emerged not so much from the efforts
of Western nation-states to bestow rights to those who resided within their territories,
but through the geopolitics where powerful states claimed to bestow rights to all
within their territories while undermining the efforts of the colonized, enslaved,
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segregated and marginalized to claim rights.!! These marginalized rights-claiming
groups had experienced deaths and massive displacements because of state policies
and state-sponsored violence within nation-states and in colonies. Many of these
groups lived in modern nation-state systems that denied them the means of survival
or ‘normal’ human freedoms (e.g. Andersen, 2003). The Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR) declared human rights as the basis of lives of human dignity
and framed the understanding of human rights as a combination of political, civil,
economic, social and cultural rights for all individuals. Decades of development of
charters and conventions created a vast web of international governance structures in
a human rights regime. These human rights instruments include the rights of people
to move as well as their human rights within territories in which they settle (e.g.
Jordan, 2002; Levitan et al., 2010). However, the responsibility for ensuring human
rights has remained mostly with nation-states even though powerful states have con-
tinued to assert states’ rights not fo follow these conventions and charters or, at best,
make human rights contingent upon state security.

Thus, the use of a human rights frame for understanding migration and migrants’ lives
within a glocal terrain is not straightforward. International human rights governance
structures and human rights cultures might appear to ensure improving conditions for all
human beings; in practice, the question of migrants’ rights raises critical questions about
the gaps they experience (see Baxi, 2006). On the issue of migration, states retain the
ability to rebuff migrants on the grounds of state security. States stratify rights of differ-
ent groups of internal and international migrants, negatively affecting the ability of
migrants to build lives that are free from threats to their survival, freedom and dignity.
Additionally, the ability of groups of nation-states to act as global security blocs enables
them to detain migrants in other nations or in detention centers within their territories
without access to due legal processes. These actions negatively affect migrants’ abilities
to move or claim rights (e.g. USCCB, 2015).

In spite of these shortcomings, some aspects of human rights scholarship remain
important for understanding the human security of migrants. Moving away from a
nation-state-centric-citizenship frame of rights has allowed scholars to challenge a key
tool nation-states use to marginalize many migrants: the classification of legal or illegal
migrants (e.g. Golash-Boza, 2011; Hondagneu-Sotelo and Golash-Boza, 2011). Critical
scholars have kept in the foreground the visible and less visible political, civil, economic,
social and cultural conditions that significantly impede migrants’ ability to build secure
lives (Iwata and Purkayastha, 2011). Since very few migrants are granted citizenship in
a new country easily, and citizenship rights vary significantly by state, the human rights
approach offers a fruitful lens to assess states’ roles in ensuring migrants’ access to sub-
stantive rights. The lack of rights has led some scholars to recognize that migrants con-
tinually organize for substantive rights (e.g. Adur, 2011; Choo, 2013; Das Gupta, 2001,
2006; Jordan, 2002).

A few human rights scholars have pointed out that human rights violations occur
within the nexus between states and corporations. For instance, Armaline et al. (2015:
12) note, ‘the question of whether and how well states recognize and enforce human
rights is not simply one of motivations and intentions of political leaders: these leaders
function in an institutional setting where non-governmental actors from powerful
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institutions, particularly economic actors like corporations and financial institutions,
affect the state’s ability to do so’. For instance, the logic of capitalism coupled with the
logic of securitizing states has introduced new stratifications and processes that delink
labor and rights (e.g. Armaline et al., 2015; Bhattacharya et al., 2002; Fullerton and
Robertson, 2011). Many nation-states and supra-national blocks have begun to control
migration through temporary guest-worker programs where the contributions of labor to
a nation-state are separated from social and political benefits (Walsh, 2014). As a result,
there is a rapid growth of contingent migrants. Furthermore, it has become profitable to
develop industries to control migration. For instance, criminal networks profit from
human smuggling and trafficking. We are also becoming aware of the growth of crim-
migation complexes, i.e. systems that blur the boundaries between criminal justice and
immigration enforcement in order to control and manage migrants (Golash-Boza, 2015;
USCCB, 2015). In addition, cyber migrants (Aneesh, 2015), whose claims for rights are
kept at a distance from the states that benefit from their labor, pose a particular challenge
for envisioning migrant rights and their human security.

The data on female refugees and internally displaced migrants make it evident that
their human security, including their vulnerability to violence, remains an ongoing con-
cern (see e.g. Njiru and Purkayastha, 2015; Yescas, 2010). Looking across the array of
migrants it is also clear that we cannot only think of migrants as just males. A number of
questions relating to the migration and human rights of females remain unaddressed even
though their numbers are growing. Who provides for the well-being of female migrants,
their safety and security, their bodily integrity, their health as well as other rights; do we
recognize their contributions to care-work that ensures the security of other migrants
especially the young and old? A number international entities and humanitarian groups
have begun to play an important part in shaping the experience of migration. But, as Roth
(2015) and Holzer (2015) have pointed out, despite their stated objectives, these groups
are not always effective in ensuring rights or security during the process of migration or
migrants ‘temporary settlement’ in camps. Additionally Samaddar’s critiques about
humanitarian efforts (Samaddar, 2015; and this issue) further emphasize the gaps
between efforts and the actual security of migrants.

Building on these discussions, this monograph issue uses the siuman security approach
to examine both the glocal structures that affect migrants as well as their ability to build
economically/politically/socially/culturally secure lives. This human security approach is
rooted in human rights, but is not primarily focused on the actual edifice of formal laws or
conventions. The emphasis is on people and their experiences, the question of their sub-
stantive rights, and the multiple entities that affect their access to rights. This approach
includes the conceptualization of human rights from below that recognizes rights are not
easily available and human beings organize for and attain rights through struggles
(Armaline et al., 2011). Situated within a glocal context of migration, this human security
approach recognizes that people may have ‘legal rights and protections from discrimina-
tion and violence, but, in reality, migrants may encounter structural constraints including
lack of income, education, and access to legal systems and protections from discrimina-
tion and violence’ (Tripp et al., 2013: 8), which affects their survival and well-being.

In sum, this monograph issue recognizes an array of migrants’ experiences to move
beyond one source of fragmentation in the field; it recognizes multiple modernities and
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does not sacrifice the local specificities in the cause of universalizing theories. The focus
on human security addresses some of the major concerns raised by Samaddar and others
about adequate conceptualization of the spatio-temporal terrain in which migration takes
place, without losing sight of the specificities of the locales in which migrants are posi-
tioned. In order to unravel the disjunctured and coalescing structures that shape different
levels, it uses the insights of racism and gender scholars about intersectionality and the
multiple actors that shape the migration terrain. Most of all, the focus on human security
renews the focus on questions about who are migrants and who are natives to a place and
how are these distinctions decided formally and through practice; which types of migrants
are recognized, which groups remain invisible; which groups are subject to greater vio-
lence and global security controls as they travel and settle; and which intersecting lattice
of structures affects them glocally. In sum, thinking about migration, migrants and human
security leads us to examine migrants and human security as a dynamic process shaped
by glocal structures that unfold by shoring up traces of some older hierarchies while
creating new ones.

The framework and the articles

The articles in this monograph issue traverse the literatures on different types of migra-
tions and migrants and their human rights and security. By looking at diverse migrations
and types of migrants, this issue weaves several fragmented conversations across the
Global North and South to focus on glocal terrains of migration and human security of
migrants. The global-national-local structures that create the glocal terrain, are not
aligned perfectly, but act as forces that coalesce and clash. Within these glocal terrains,
nation-state borders are neither all encompassing nor completely porous. The degree to
which borders act as impediments to migrants’ quest for human security is reflective of
historical and contemporary structures in tangible and virtual spaces. The articles in this
monograph issue emphasize that migration studies require an understanding of global
processes that intersect with ‘a fractured nation-hood, its fault-lines, the historical conti-
nuities and discontinuities, the dynamics of a territorially contained entity coexisting
with a world of flows’ (Samaddar, 1999: 14).

By focusing on the glocal migration terrain, the authors are better able to analyze the
structural conditions under which an array of internal and international migrants move or
are forced to move, temporarily or permanently to countries in the Global South or North
in search of more secure life conditions. Analyses of their human security remain central
to theorizing about migration and migrants.

The first set of four articles emphasizes the glocal terrain of migration and human
security. Ranabir Samaddar focuses on the historical sociology of migrations in the 19th
and 20th century. Building on his earlier scholarship (e.g. 1999, 2015), his theoretical
article discusses the need to place forced migration at the center of migration frame-
works. He discusses migration as a centerpiece of capitalist production, and draws our
attention to government, corporate and humanitarian efforts to control migrant flows.

The next two articles examine forced migration to delve into the nature of migration,
the link between global and nation-state based processes and the questions of migrants’
human security. Both articles emphasize the outcome of structural violence as causes of
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migration. Drawing upon data on trafficking in Pakistan, Farhan Yousaf also positions
forced migration within a glocal terrain of violence. He argues that marginalized groups
often go through multiple migrations that can include episodes of trafficking for sex or
labor. Without longitudinal studies and incisive interrogation of terms such as ‘volun-
tary’ economic migrants or refugees, neither the experiences of forced migration, nor the
structures that engender such migration can be researched adequately. Yousaf points out
that the gaps between international and local policies and trends of current interventions
do little to address the human security of these migrants.

Roseanne Njiru discusses the migration of internally displaced persons in Kenya and
discusses the fault-lines that position internally displaced people (IDPs) as unwelcome
strangers and foreigners within their own nation-state. Pointing to the impact of the dis-
juncture between international initiatives and grounded realities, she raises questions
about the dichotomy of IDPs and refugees, and questions the global politics of humani-
tarianism on these migrations. Further, she examines the government resettlement and
global humanitarian processes and shows how this disjuncture between national and
global processes privileges the nation’s physical boundaries and shapes particular expe-
riences of human security of IDPs.

The fourth article in this series examines the continuities between forced and ‘choice’
migration over time. Focusing on South Africa, and the historical and contemporary
migration of Indians to South Africa, Mariam Seedat-Khan and Belinda Johnson discuss
the intersections of structures of slavery and indenture as part of a global colonial project,
and how these aligned with the processes of marking race-lines through apartheid within
the nation. The traces of this longue durée are visible in the national fault-lines in South
Africa today. By examining the historical and contemporary bases of migration, Seedat-
Khan and Johnson argue that some national fault-lines persist even after seismic political
changes reshape a nation. They document the experiences of Indian migrants, especially
the recent migrants who continue to experience insecurities due to waves of xenophobia.

The next set of articles examine human security of migrants under conditions of tem-
porary, long-term and return migration. These South-to-North, South-to-South and
North-to-South migrations mostly focus on the experiences of migrants. These articles
examine the experiences of different types of migrants post-migration to show how glo-
cal intersectional structures shape human security.

Even as nations sort and sift who is allowed to migrate internally or internationally
to provide labor, these needs of labor are frequently in contradiction with local political
imperatives of who is to be welcomed. The question of migrants’ security is central to
the article by Habibul Khondker, who focuses on how temporary migrants build affirm-
ing identities as a way of building a sense of security. Khondker discusses the experi-
ence of migrants from Bangladesh who are granted temporary working rights (without
concomitant political or social rights) in the United Arab Emirates. Set amid this condi-
tion of contingency and precarity, Khondker discusses the ways in which migrants seek
to build cultural networks to recreate a sense of identity and wellbeing. He points out
that the migrants are forced to remain focused on their home-states, a form of transna-
tionalism, shaped by the circumstances of contingency. Their articulations of security
remind us to keep social and cultural aspects of migrants’ lives relevant to our discus-
sion of human security.
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Hiranthi Jayaweera examines a different aspect of migrants’ security by focusing on
access to healthcare for vulnerable migrant women in England. She is interested in what
happens after migration as these migrants attempt to access healthcare. Vulnerable cate-
gories of migrant women include asylum seekers, refugees, refused asylum seekers or
undocumented migrant women, trafficked women, Roma, women with limited fluency
in English, and migrants from the European Union (EU) with no health insurance card.
She shows that within the last three years there have been significant changes in the way
the National Health Service is organized. These changes affect the design and delivery of
healthcare to the population. At the same time, changes to immigration rules, including
the 2014 Immigration Act, have led to increasing restrictions on eligibility and access to
healthcare for migrants, and the social construction of ‘deservingness’ of health rights
among vulnerable migrant women creates barriers to providing healthcare. She identifies
selectivity in defining which migrant women are seen as most needing support, and
insufficient consideration of inequalities in wider determinants of health, thus affecting
vulnerable migrants’ human security.

Chih-Yan Sun focuses on migrants who return to Taiwan after living for years in the
US and Europe. These relatively-privileged migrants are looking for more secure lives in
Taiwan than are available for them in the US or Europe. The article not only identifies a
Global North to Global South stream of migration, Sun implicitly interrogates these clas-
sifications including the notion that the North is synonymous with modernity and devel-
opment. The article touches on the fault-lines within nations as the relatively-privileged
migrants expect rights and greater human security upon return. Sun argues that the
assumption in the West-centric literature that migrants retain transnational ties with their
homelands because of ethno-cultural similarities overlooks the cultural transformations
that migrants undergo as part of acculturating to host societies. He further argues that
their privileged positions within the global political-economic structures enable these
migrants to engage in three types of boundary-making strategies to reconfigure their
rights and security in the ‘home’ country.

Iwata and Nemoto analyze migrants who come to Japan in search of work. Their
choice of a non-Western developed country reveals structures and aspects of human
security that are not widely discussed in the migration literature. On the one hand, this
article illustrates the concept of multiple modernities and how these affect migrants. On
the other hand, the authors emphasize the continuing role of Western ideologies and
structures of race in the construction of the global political-economy, and how these
global-level racial ideologies intersect with local ideologies to shape the glocal terrain of
migration. They focus particularly on the contrast between the experiences of the
Japanese-origin Brazilians, who were encouraged by the government to migrate to Japan
(to help maintain the pre-eminence of the Japanese race), and the experiences of white
and black migrants from the US. They show how powerful global hierarchies render
phenotypic Japanese-Brazilian ‘insiders’ lower in the migrant strata, compared to black
and white migrants from Western countries. While picking up some strands of conversa-
tion offered by Sun, Iwata and Nemoto reinsert the structures of race into discussions of
human security.

In the final article, Shweta Majumdar Adur analyses the passages of sexual minority
migrants from the Global South to the ‘safer havens’ in the Global North. She focuses on
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highly educated migrants from the one of the largest migrant sending countries (India) to
another large migrant attracting country (US), and highlights that questions of human
security cannot be discussed simply with reference to human capital of migrants without
considering the glocal context in which today’s highly-educated groups exist. Focusing
on sexual minorities, she illustrates how racism/sexuality are invoked in the political
rhetoric about national security, and how these ideologies and structures affect these
migrants. Her article implicitly and explicitly illustrates the multi-level disjunctured and
coalescing axes of marginalization as sexual minority migrants reveal their status in
some contexts and not in others. Yet irrespective of their voices or silences on their sexu-
ality, they encounter significant impediment to achieving their dreams of building lives
of dignity in a secure context.
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Notes

1. While the term Global North typically refers to North America, the European Union and
Australia, and the Global South to the rest of the world, I do not suggest that the world of
scholarship is so neatly divided. Scholars from diverse countries have produced scholarship
that mostly cite Northern scholars and use their dominant frameworks. Similarly, the criti-
cal scholarship in the Global North specifically rejects the focus on migrant integration and
assimilation, pointing out the structural impediments that are invisible in the dominant frame-
works. The critical frameworks, like intersectionality, are better positioned to mesh with the
frameworks proposed by some important scholars in the South. Thus the terms North and
South indicate specific streams of conversations, conceptualization and assumptions. While
some scholars have used the terms one-third and two-third world to indicate the structures of
power inherent in these divisions, I have continued to use Global North and South, with some
ambivalence, as these are more familiar terms.

2. An analysis of some major sociology journals such as American Sociological Review,
American Journal of Sociology, Demography, Social Forces, Journal of International
Migration and Integration, International Migration Review, Asian Pacific Migration,
International Migration, along with Gender and Society and Ethnic and Racial Studies,
between 2010 and 2015, show the continuing dominant emphasis.

3. Mobile phones and emails created a revolution in keeping in touch quickly and efficiently.
Facebook started in 2004, WhatsApp started in 2009. These 21st-century technologies have
made it easier to construct lives across continents.

4. The US’s new demand to travelers to turn in their social media passwords is simply one mani-
festation of this process.

5. According to the Pew surveys (www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2017/03/03/india-is-a-top-
source-and-destination-for-worlds-migrants/), India is both the top source and destination of
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the world’s migrants. Hence it is particularly important to consider the Indian scholarship that
does not replicate the dominant Northern frameworks in order to challenge existing knowl-
edge hierarchies.

6. One problem of looking across an array of migrants, especially for quantitative researchers, is
the difficulty of finding equivalent data for various categories of migrants. Different entities
that gather data use different classifications of migrants. However, that is a methodological
problem that will require better specification of the shortcomings of selected quantitative
data sets. But a theoretical framework covering different types of migrants should describe
and understand today’s migration and migrants in ways that better reflect contemporary
conditions.

7. As Manashi Ray (2017) has pointed out, refugee movements — including whether they can
move out of camps — are a reflection of the networks of sponsorships by family, churches and
aid groups; at times their movement is similar to international migrants.

8. Despite this attempt to address some aspects of the knowledge hierarchies, other problems
remain. A significant drawback, that could not be addressed satisfactorily here, is the issue of
languages. While the authors of this monograph issue are experts in many languages, none-
theless, the literature reflects the dominance of work published in English since these are most
widely distributed.

9. Among newspapers with global reach, the New York Times has published a series of articles in
2015 and 2016 on the ways in which refugees are rebuffed or in de facto prisons in the Global
North. Similarly, BBC Media Action has published reports recording the voices of refugees.

10. This idea of coalescence and disjunctures is based on my earlier work on a transnational,
intersectional framework of ethnicity where ethnicity of migrants emanates through a series
of coexisting layers of identity that coalesce and clash depending on layers of structures
(Purkayastha, 2005).

11. There are significant debates about the sources and futures of human rights, including the
embedded West-centric ideas of modernity and development that structure the effort to estab-
lish human rights regimes (see Baxi [2006] or Moyn [2010] for very different assertions of
‘human’, ‘rights’, and the path to acquiring these rights). Given the limitations of space, I
have only referred to Baxi’s work as a powerful exemplar of the recent work in the Global
South on human rights. The corpus of scholarship increases exponentially if we look across
the world.
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Résumé

Cet article introductif propose un cadre pour dépasser certaines fragmentations
et hiérarchies de savoir qui touchent actuellement le champ de la sociologie des
migrations. L’article s’appuie sur les idées - et les racines épistémologiques - utilisées
dans différentes parties du monde pour réfléchir aux réalités de la migration et de la
sécurité humaine au XXléme siécle. Il inclue les migrants internationaux, les personnes
déplacées, les réfugiés et les victimes de la traite dans le cadre d’'un méme processus
que partagent les modéles de migration saisonniére, temporaire et a long terme. Le
cadre proposé est basé sur la littérature du Sud et du Nord globaux sur les processus
politico-économiques qui ont influencé historiquement (et continuent a influencer) les
trajectoires et la vie des migrants. Sur la base de I'approche dominante dans les études
sur les migrations internationales, il démontre pourquoi il est nécessaire d’adopter
cette approche au-dela des Etats-nations et d’un groupe particulier de migrants. Le
cadre relie experts sur les déplacements internationaux, nationaux et forcés, ainsi que
la littérature critique sur l'intersectionnalité et les droits humains, pour construire un
cadre sur la sécurité humaine des migrants. Le cadre met I'accent sur le glocal - a
Pintersection de zones mondiales, nationales et locales.

Mots-clés
Terrain glocal, migrations internes, migrations internationales, migration forcée,
sécurité humaine, hiérarchies de savoir

Resumen

Este articulo introductorio propone un marco para la superacién de ciertas
fragmentaciones y jerarquias de conocimiento que afectan actualmente al campo
sociologico de la migracion. El articulo maneja ideas y fundamentos epistemoldgicos de
distinta procedencia geogrifica para reflexionar sobre las realidades de la migraciény la
seguridad humana en el siglo XXI, incluyendo a migrantes internacionales, desplazados
internos, refugiados y victimas de trata como partes de un mismo proceso que
comparten patrones migratorios estacionales, temporales y a largo plazo. El marco
propuesto se basa en la literatura sobre Sur y Norte globales al respecto de los procesos
politico-econémicos que han influido histéricamente (y siguen influyendo) en las
trayectorias y vidas de los migrantes. Partiendo del enfoque dominante en los estudios
sobre migracion internacional, demuestra por qué es necesario llevar ese enfoque mas
alla de los estados-nacién y de un grupo concreto de migrantes. El marco conecta las
visiones de expertos en desplazamientos internacionales, internos y forzosos, asi como
la literatura critica sobre interseccionalidad y derechos humanos, para construir un
enfoque centrado en la seguridad humana de los migrantes en un terreno glocal — la
interseccidn entre ambitos globales, nacionales y locales.

Palabras clave
Terreno glocal, migracién interna, migracién internacional, migracién forzosa,
seguridad humana, jerarquias de conocimiento



