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Introduction

The Gulf Monarchies rich in oil, flooded with financial resources and scarce in labor introduced a historically unique immigration regime. To retain the ethnic, cultural, religious identity of the shrinking native population, they opted for a radically “guest-worker” type of system. They admit immigrants only on temporary visa if they have sponsors (this is the so called kafala system), but they never obtain permanent residency permits and will never qualify for citizenship.

In the most extreme cases of this regime the native population with citizenship rights may shrink to 10%. In all Gulf Monarchies, typically about half of the resident population is coming from South Asia, primarily from India, followed by Pakistan and then Bangladesh.

I lived for four years in Abu Dhabi, UAE, as the Dean of Social Sciences of the newly funded NYU Abu Dhabi and it was inevitable for a sociologist working on questions of social inequality, class and race to become interested in guest workers and eventually I decided to conduct a study on them. Riaz Hassan, a distinguished scholar of Islam of Pakistani descent became also interested, he helped me develop the research project, and with his help I found the Pakistani research center which carried out field research for us in Pakistan. With Riaz we soon figured it out: it was next to impossible to do empirical research in the UAE, so the only way to study migrants systematically was after they returned home, and given Riaz’ background Pakistan was the obvious site to select.

The aim of this introduction merely is to present a chapter-by chapter outline of the book.

In Chapter 1 (Immigration regimes: The various ways how the relationships between native/nationals and migrants/guest workers are institutionalized) we give an overview of various immigration regimes. The main purpose is to identify what is unique and possibly historically unprecedented in the immigration policies of the Gulf Monarchies and especially in the United Arab Emirates. Together with Riaz we developed a typology of such regimes based on varying relationships between “natives” and “non-natives”. We identified four such regimes:


	Exclusion of natives in an immigrant non-native population, which will constitute a “nation” in the modern sense of the term (white colonies): Regimes of exclusion of natives;

	Nations can be constituted by people born in the territory of the nation state: Jus Soli. But one often interprets the nation by descendent either in cultural-linguistic and/or ethno-religious terms: Jus Sanguine. Countries operating with such principles of Jus Soli or Jus Sanguine often (sometimes?) create inclusionary mechanism to incorporate immigrants into the nation by some system of “naturalization.” It is often assumed that naturalized migrants have to lose their citizenship in their country of origins. These are: Inclusionary immigration regimes;

	Trans-nationalist migration regimes when multiple citizenships – which may imply multiple naturalized citizenship – and even multiple residences are permitted: Regimes of multiple inclusions;

	The Gulf Monarchies are nations which are constituted only by natives, descendent of people who lived in the national territory already at a predetermined time. Non-nationals are admitted only temporarily with no promises, institutions of procedures to ever grant them citizenship. It is anticipated that such “migrants” – guest workers – (and even their children born in the Gulf Monarchies) will return to their home country once their services are not needed any longer: we call these regimes of exclusion of immigrants.



In Chapter 2 (Nation building with non-nationals. An empirical case study of Pakistani guest workers just returning or intending to go to the UAE) we take one case study from the Gulf, the United Arab Emirates. Next to Qatar the UAE is the most extreme case of nation building with temporary guest workers by a shrinking minority of “natives”.

The Pirate Coast was constituted by demographically stagnant, very poor emirates with constant warfare with each other which on the other hand were open to quantitatively insignificant but socially often important immigration from neighboring countries including India and Persia. The discovery and eventual exploitation of oil wealth created a need for demographic expansion and import of unskilled and skilled labor. In 1971 seven emirates created the UAE. The birth of this new nation had to resolve the problems how to merge various tribal identities from the various Emirates into a common Emirati identity and retain such an Emirati identity at a time of massive influx of typically non-Arabic, overwhelmingly not native Arabic speaker. Many of them were South Asian and often they were even non-Muslims (Hundis, Christians, Buddhists or people of other religious background). Within one or two decades the “nationals” – as the natives are referred to – were a distinct minority. By the 2005 census they represented just over 20% of the population, by the 2011 census just slightly more than 10%. We explain the origins of this immigration regime in the UAE. We describe how it functions and ask the question whether this strategy of nation building is sustainable.

 The section on research questions, data and methods describes an empirical case study of return migrants from and prospective migrants to the UAE from Pakistan. We carried out this study in the spring of 2013. In this section, we present our research questions, our data and methods.

Research questions

We have two major research questions:


	We compare identity and ethno-sectarian prejudices of prospective and return migrants to explore whether time spent in a multi-ethnic, multi-religious, multi-cultural UAE created a more universal identity and less ethno-religious prejudice among return migrants than what we can observe among prospective migrants. This is a question of some importance since one observes at least an apparent ethno-sectarian peace in the UAE and we want to test whether exposure to other ethno-sectarian groups is the reason for this (since they have more contact with them) or is this ethno-sectarian peace merely the result of effective system of surveillance and the imminent threat of deportation of trouble makers. If return migrants have more universalistic identities and more tolerant attitudes towards “other” ethno-sectarian groups than prospective migrants the result could be interpreted as a support for “contact hypothesis”; if we find no difference between the two groups it supports the theory that ethno-sectarian peace in the UAE is the result of the system of surveillance and threat of deportation; Chapter 3 presents our findings.



2. We document the work and living experiences of migrant workers in the UAE. We find that while Pakistani workers’ working and living conditions are – not surprisingly – much worse than those of Emiratis or white expats most of them have better earnings than in Pakistan and their living conditions while in the UAE are also tolerable. Our research shows that return migrants in Pakistan are upwardly mobile in the social hierarchy of Pakistan. We are faced with two paradoxes. The first paradox is that while incomes, job opportunities are better in UAE than in Pakistan, return migrants express dissatisfaction at varying but substantial degrees with their UAE experience. The second paradox: though return migrants usually complain – often bitterly – about their UAE experience, nevertheless many return migrant hope to return to UAE if a new job opportunity is offered to them. The key hypothesis of this section is (with far reaching policy implications) that better skilled return migrants – and those who were more successful to save fund to start businesses back in Pakistan – will express more dissatisfaction with the UAE and are less interested to return. Exclusionary immigration regimes work better with unskilled workers and less with better qualified and entrepreneurial ones. This will be a major theme in our conclusions for the need of policy changes in immigration policies in the UAE if they want to shift their economy from cheap labor to capital intensive economy, knowledge society. Chapter 4 presents our findings.

Data and Methods

We collected both qualitative and quantitative data. The field work was carried out by the Institute of Social Sciences (ISS) in Lahore (www.isspk.org) under the supervision of Rafiq and Razia Jaffer.

Qualitative research, individual in-depth and focus-group interview.

In each district with high levels of out-migration focus group discussions were carried out with 6–8 workers. We used a purposive sampling method to include the diversity of workers: urban/rural, age, trade etc. Rafiq Jaffer and three senior researchers conducted all six focus-group interview. In addition 54 individual in-depth face-to-face interviews were also conducted.

Survey research

We aimed to split our sample equally between prospective and return migrants. We interviewed 250 prospective and 260 return migrants.

We defined prospective migrants who were about to leave for the first time for a job in the UAE: people who secured or at least applied for work permit and visa in the UAE. We interviewed return migrants who came back from the UAE in the past five years to settle in Pakistan but we also interviewed people who were at the time of our research working in the UAE and were back home for a shorter-longer family visit. Out of the 260 return migrants 53 were “visitors”.

In our survey, we tried to get as close to random sampling as possible. But we had to make quite a few compromises.

In cities, it was impossible to find prospective or return migrants by any random method. My limited research budget also set limits to how far we could push for random sampling. Lahore has 15.5 million inhabitants, but Abbottabad and Rawalpindi are also far too large to go household-by-household and locate return or prospective migrants. Therefore, in these three cities we merely used snowballing samples. Sampling often started in a barber shop: the owner or operator of the shop gave us names and often even arranged interviews with some of their costumers.

In predominantly rural districts of Swabi and Chakwal and the rural areas of Abbottabad and Rawalpindi we randomly selected villages which were listed as having large numbers of migrants. We identified the first household by a random number and we went household-by-household to find intending and return migrants. We stopped interviewing when we reached the desired sampling size on that site.

Chapter 3 (Impact of immigration experience, a comparison of return and prospective migrants) explores the impact of immigration experience, a comparison of return and prospective migrants. Preliminary findings suggest that return migrants report that their time spent in the UAE slightly strengthened their Pakistani (rather than ethnic or caste/tribal) identity and they became more tolerant towards other ethnic groups in Pakistan, but about half of them also report more tolerance now towards Indians than before they took UAE jobs. Nevertheless, when we measure the respondent’s identities and their attitudes towards various ethno-religious groups we hardly find any difference between prospective and return migrants. We tried to evaluate whether time spent in the UAE does indeed reduce ethno-sectarian prejudices. We needed a somewhat more sophisticated statistical analysis to test whether our preliminary findings – namely the hypothesis: return migrants report reduced prejudice, but their actual level prejudice is exactly like that of prospective migrants – may be attributed to “selection bias”. That prospective migrants are not only younger and more likely to be single – one third of them are married, while two thirds of return migrants are married – is not a particularly counter-intuitive finding. But prospective migrants are also better educated and they tend to be more urban both in terms of their place of birth and place of residence before migration than return migrants. Given their higher level of education and more urban background they are expected to be more tolerant and have a more inclusive identity. Hence our return migrants may give an accurate answer when they report a strengthening of their more inclusive identity and increased tolerance towards “others” since BEFORE they migrated they might indeed have had a more particularistic identity and less tolerance towards others than they have now. Our results therefore are likely to offer a qualified support for the “contact hypothesis”: meeting others tend to reduce prejudice. It is indeed only qualified support since when we ask the direct question from the return migrants whether they believe that the fear of deportation is a major reason for the apparent absence of ethno-sectarian conflict 90% of them gives an affirmative answer.

Chapter 4 (Conditions of Pakistani guest workers in the UAE and their experiences upon return to Pakistan. Their desire to return to the UAE) discusses the conditions of guest workers in the UAE and their experiences upon return to Pakistan and the desire of Pakistani return migrants to take another job in UAE if offered. The major finding of the chapter is: return migrants have many complaints about the UAE nevertheless half of them would like to return. The research question for this chapter is: why – after not very good experiences do return migrants want to return to UAE? There are two possible theories: Neo-classical Economics (NE) and New Economics of Labor Migration (NELM). NE’s starting assumption is that decision to migrate is made by the individual and his/her aim is to maximize life time earnings. Return migrants are a failure, those who have high expected incomes among return migrants in the UAE may want to go back as soon as the appropriate job is found. Remittances what the migrants send back home are anomalies, they reduce the incentive to migrate since it is seen as a deduction from the return on migration. NELM’s starting assumption is that the decision to migrate is made by the family, the major aim is to maximize remittances, higher income is only a means to achieve that aim. Decision to migrate is not driven exclusively or even primarily by labor market considerations, migrant workers want to provide for their families, offer insurances for unanticipated events and accumulate capital to improve the prestige and long term livelihood of the family at home. Migrant workers with higher incomes will achieve these aims earlier, they return home and want to stay there.

Chapter 5 (Theoretical and policy conclusions)

The major theoretical conclusion of our book: in an exclusionary (or deportation) regime like the UAE deportation is the major mechanism which enforces ethnic and sectarian tolerance, but even in such a regime the experience of a multi-ethnic, multi-religious society increases ethnic and religious tolerance, promotes “inclusion”.

Furthermore, the exclusionary immigration regime is likely to be less attractive to potential migrants with high skills, more entrepreneurial talent. While regions with naturalization mechanisms, like North America, Europe and Australia attracts better qualified, innovative, entrepreneurial people, the Gulf Monarchies typically draw on semi-skilled and unskilled laborers or at best on the small entrepreneurs, petty bourgeoisie. For the Gulf Monarchies to be attractive for highly skilled professionals they need to offer compensations which are much superior to those in Europe or in the USA. Temporary migration to the Gulf prevents brain drain, provides relatively high levels of remittances from otherwise relatively poorly paid workers. Migration to inclusive immigration regimes (which offer the potential of naturalization) poses the risk of brain drain, but given the higher incomes of better qualified migrants it secures high levels of remittances and if appropriate policies are implemented it can be a source of human and financial capital investments in a world which is fast becoming transnational.

Our study may have policy implications for Pakistan and the Gulf Monarchies and to UAE and Qatar. It also offers some insight for advanced countries, struggling with the “refugee crisis”. The far right tends to scare societies that migrants can never be “integrated.” This book shows the eagerness and capability of migrants to integrate into a host society under circumstances which are the least welcoming to migrants.

Pakistan’s rejection of dual citizenship reduces the backflow of skilled population, arguable on the longer run, hurts remittances and limits the desire to invest capital by the Diaspora in Pakistan.

Acceptance of dual citizenship and various incentives to encourage capital investments, return after retirement – such as tax incentives – would be in Pakistan’s interest.

The exclusionary immigration regime of the Gulf Monarchies is hardly sustainable. These countries need to move from labor intensive to capital intensive high tech economies where fewer manual workers and more highly skilled workers and professionals are needed. The labor force nationalization policies are a failure: the national populations are not ready to take on highly skilled positions in the private sector. The national population in proportion is also shrinking and inevitably its numerical growth will also slow down and stop altogether, as a relatively well to do population of the Gulf Monarchies experiences the demographic transition. A transition from an exclusionary (deportation) regime to an inclusionary (naturalization) regime seems to be inevitable. This is also driven by the fact that the countries which are the major source for labor – low skill or even high skill labor – are in South Asia. Given South Asian economic growth it will become increasingly difficult for the Gulf countries to compete especially for highly skilled labor force without offering them permanent residency and citizenship. The most important policy implication – and the most difficult for the nationals of these countries to swallow – is that if they shift towards an inclusionary immigration policy the Gulf Monarchies will cease to be Arabic. Most of the population – especially due to the size of non-Muslim Indian population – may not even remain Muslim. The Gulf is the natural expansion area for South Asia… hence the Gulf countries will have to become multi-ethnic and multi-cultural with an Arab minority and an Indian, Pakistani majority, and a fair balance (50-50) between Muslims and Hindus (and other religions).

The big STORY however for the globe and especially for the advances is “West”. To sustain “ethnically” (racially?) homogeneous societies and keep Muslims and “colored” out of the walls the political right wants to build is not only a bad but also an unrealistic dream. Given the anticipated decline of population in what is EU now, low growth in North America, close to stagnation in East Asia, fast growth in South Asia and Latin America and explosion in Africa the “wall” just cannot keep the growing wave of non-whites from the currently still white world. Given the inevitably high rates of migration the already growing inter-ethnic marriages is likely to further increase so the “trans-racial” (properly speaking: “trans-ethnic”) population may fast increase. Sometimes by the 22nd century it is conceivable that the globe will be inhabited by one “race”: homo sapiens, with disappearing ethno-religious subdivision. You may not like it, but you better face the demographic realities of the coming century.



Chapter 11
Immigration regimes
The various ways how the relationships between native/nationals
and migrants/guest workers are institutionalized

Posing the question, starting the research project

Scholarship on immigration is extensive and indeed overwhelming both in quantity and quality. I have no ambition to put the hats of immigration scholars on my head. When I got involved in this project I was already old and had no ambitions to learn a gigantic new subfield of social sciences such as the study of immigration (and emigration).

But I lived in Abu Dhabi for four years (2010–14). Here I was confronted with a special type of immigration regime and I observed inequalities I have never experienced in my life before.

The central role of this drama was played as pointed out earlier by guest workers from South Asia. Young men from India, Pakistan and Bangladesh constituted half of the population of the UAE (close to 4 million people), the overwhelming majority of the working class. They get visa for three years. If they lose their jobs they will have to return home. They rarely have enough income to be allowed to bring their families along, hence most of them are young men in their twenties. Most live in so called “labor camps” sharing rooms with 6 or often even more people. I – as faculty at NYUAD – lived just myself in a three bedroom, 200 square meter apartment on the 38th floor of a full-service building, with reception desk, swimming pool and sauna. Pakistani guest workers earn a fraction of what usually American, Australian or British (mainly male and white professionals) earn. The income gap between white professional guest workers and South Asian blue collar guest workers is enormous. My remuneration was 100:1 compared with an average construction worker and of course Emiratis with a decent education earned even more. Led by guilt and curiosity I decided I want to understand who these people are, what the future holds for them and what their lived experiences are in the UAE.

Hence my aim was – and had to be – very modest. I do not want – and cannot – make contributions to the theory of international immigration/emigration. My focus is rather narrow. I believe the Gulf Monarchies, especially the United Arab Emirates and Qatar are in the middle of a unique historical experiment. They try to build nations with up to 90% of their population being guest workers. The ethnic background and even the religion of guest workers are different from nationals. Guest workers are expected to return “home” after spending a few – or many – years at the host country.

Due to political constraints on empirical social research in the Gulf Monarchies (they are often referred to as GCC countries) I only had access to return migrants outside the Gulf Monarchies, in their home countries. There was no way I could have carried out a systematic research on guest workers while in the UAE. The system of police surveillance is too tight, interviewers face intervention by the police and respondents, expecting to be under surveillance hardly will speak their minds.

Riaz Hassan, to whom I referred to earlier – was also intrigued by the strong South Asian presence in Abu Dhabi. He told me when he walks the small side-streets at night he feels like being back in Lahore, or Karachi. We tried to start this research project together. Since he spoke Urdu/Hindi he could contact Pakistanis and Indians in the local shops, security guards, maids, other service people in our residential complex – Sama Towers – or at the university. Our initial idea was to have focus group interviews either in one of the labor camps or on campus. Riaz arranged a visit with Pakistani workers and we were excited we could get started with some field research. Just the day before the focus group interview, his Pakistani partner contacted him and cancelled the meeting. His friends he recruited for the interview got cold feet and did not dare to meet with us.

This was the event, which persuaded us we have no choice, but to relocate the site of our investigation elsewhere in one of the sending-countries and given Riaz’s Pakistani origins Pakistan was the most rational choice. Riaz not only grew up in Pakistan and had the historical and language knowledge but in addition he already worked with the Institute for Social Research in Lahore. He knew they will do a good job for us. Pakistan is the second largest country-of-origin after India of guest workers in the Emirates.

It is important to note the Gulf countries are not the only states which have the systems of temporary guest workers, hence the system to “import labor rather than people”.2 Many other countries had or even today have such arrangements.

Empires, from the British to the Japanese often brought “indentured labor” – workers on contract, often without family members – to the metropolis or wherever they were needed within the Empire without giving them long term residency or citizenship rights.

Japan is often accused – given its anti-immigration policies – of being especially xenophobic. Japan had over 2 million non-nationals working in Japan from the “colonies3”– especially from Korea – by the end of World War II without any prospects of attaining citizenship rights. As it was turning into a “liberal democracy” it adopted less restrictive immigration policies, some, but not too many migrant workers gained rights, eventually even including citizenship rights under legally specified procedures.

Even some “liberal democracies” operated with temporary migrant worker programs (TMWP’s). Such a system became especially wide-spread in post-World War II Europe, especially during 1945–1975:4 “The idea was to ensure ‘rotation’ by recruiting workers for limited periods, restricting their rights, and minimizing family reunion. Migrants were expected to accept relatively poor wages and conditions – make little demand on social infrastructure and do not get involved in labor struggles”.5 TMWP system was in effect (and some extent still is in effect) in the USA as well. In 1942 the US and Mexico signed an agreement, which until 1964 was in effect. This was the Bracero Program – bracero means “manual laborer” – which permitted Mexican manual workers, especially those working in agriculture to enter temporarily to the United States. 4.5 million Mexicans came to the US with this program. They were single men, they were not permitted to bring their families along and the agreement offered no official channel to permanent residency or US citizenship.6 It is not known what happened to this 4.5 million people, some returned to Mexico, some stayed illegally, some may have benefitted from occasional amnesties and gained permanent residency and even citizenship. A similar system exists even in the 21st century, the H-2A and H-2B visa, which is also a temporary work permit, initially for one year, renewable for five years. Nevertheless, it offers no legal path to permanent residency, or citizenship.

This all sounded very much like the kafala system in the Gulf Monarchies in general, and in the UAE today. I will elaborate on this in the third section of this chapter, which deals with “inclusionary immigration regimes” and their limitations.

The Gulf Monarchies – and particularly the United Arab Emirates and Qatar – extended the TMWP programs into a new immigration regime, a unique way of nation building. Trying to “build a nation with 90% non-nationals” – as the title of this book suggests, to the best of my knowledge just never happened before in human history.

This chapter gives a brief overview of the literature on immigration regimes. We explore how the relationships between “natives”/”nationals”/”citizens” versus “non-natives”, “migrants”, “immigrants” or “expats” were historically managed at various times in modern history in various countries. We locate immigration policies of the Gulf Monarchies during the past few decades in this context.

We distinguish between four immigration regimes: (1) one which excludes natives; (2) one which included migrants but expected them to give up citizenship in their country of origins; (3) the most recent one: multiple inclusions; (4) and finally the system we study: the exclusion of migrant labor.

Exclusion of natives

In many instances immigrant non-natives constituted a nation by excluding (or even eliminating) the natives on a “conquered territory”. The typical example in modern history were the “white colonies”, such as Australia, the US, Canada. It often took a long time to grant citizenship to natives. For generations they were not even accepted as belonging to the “nation”. Immigrants constituting the nation initially came from one country. In the “white colonies” they usually came from a European one, primarily from England. Eventually they were joined by immigrants from various countries, with different ethnic and linguistic backgrounds but they were expected to adopt a new common identity, culture and language. They became Australians, Americans, Canadians, all speaking mainly or exclusively English. This is the system in which the native minority is excluded if not extinguished.

Colonialism7 often implied such a strategy:8 examples are the North American British colonies, and in the 18th century New Zealand and Australia. We use Australia as our main case study and will just briefly review North America.

When in 1770 Captain James Cook landed on the east coast of the continent at Botany Bay he claimed possession of the land for the British Crown under the doctrine of ‘terra nullius’. Under the international law of Europe in the 18th century there were three ways Britain could take possession of another country. These were: 1. if the country was uninhabited Britain could claim ownership of the land; 2. if the country was already inhabited Britain could ask for permission from the indigenous people to use some of their land by purchasing it from the owners; 3. if the country was inhabited Britain could occupy it by invasion and conquest. Britain did not follow any of these rules.9 As Australia was already occupied by indigenous people Britain could only take possession by purchasing or through conquest. From the very onset, the British Government acted as if Australia was uninhabited. The British courts applied the doctrine of terra nullius to its Australian colony, giving legal legitimacy to the myth that Australia was practically unoccupied land. The colonizers acknowledged the presence of indigenous people, but claimed they were too primitive to be sovereigns. It took over two centuries to acknowledge this as erroneous: the High Court of Australia overturned in a historic decision the fiction of terra nullius in 1992.10 The Court finally recognized the prior ownership and occupation of Australia by indigenous people and recognized their land ownership under the new land tenure called the ‘native title’.

Colonial society and government was fearful of aboriginal resistance and condoned aboriginal massacres and violence against them. In 1830 martial law was declared in Tasmania and expelled aborigines to Bass Straits. White settlers formed a “Black Line”, sort of moving cordons, stretching hundreds of kilometers with the participation of some 3,000 settlers to clean what was known at that time Van Diemen’s Land from Aboriginals. It is debated how successful the action was, some claimed they “cleaned” the colony completely from aboriginals. They killed them or deported them to Bass Strait Islands, especially to Flinders Islands.11 Eventually the whole ethnic group called Pawala was believed to become extinct. Tuganini, a female survivor – arguably the most famous aboriginal woman known for her intelligence and natural beauty – died in 1876 in captivity on one of the islands. Her skeleton was exhibited for several decades in the Hobart Museum as the “last example of her species” and it took 100 years to reclaim her remains, cremate it and bury it with dignity.12 It is now believed that many Palawa escaped – even some men and many women who were treated like slaves and occasionally gave birth to children of their “master”. In Tasmania thousands of people claim today to be of Palawa descent.13 Irrespective of the number of survivors and their descendent the genocidal instinct of the settlers is undeniable.

Australians prided themselves as sharing the democratic politics and institutions of Britain and endowed upon themselves distinctive capacities for self-government and democracy. Nevertheless, the notion of the people so crucial to democratic rule was defined in ethnic terms. Such ideological prerequisites of democracy made conditions of racial homogeneity imperative. As Michael Mann (2004) argues in his book The Dark Side of Democracy large scale ethnic cleansing in the new colonies were made possible by such a perversion of liberal ideals of democracy.

The political and constitutional developments that followed the establishment of Australia as a British colony conferred citizenship and residency rights on all European immigrants and their descendants, but until 1851 – the discovery of gold – immigrants came almost exclusively from Britain and Ireland. Following the gold rush the number of immigrants from Continental Europe increased, and immigrants arrived also in substantial numbers from China, the South Pacific, even the USA. The state parliaments in Australia already started to pass laws restricting immigration of non-whites and/or expelling those who were already in the colonies. When in 1901 the six colonies formed a federation, the Commonwealth of Australia, one of the first laws passed by the Australian Federal Parliament was the Immigration Restriction Act. It is often referred to as the White Australia Policy.14 Further amendments and pubic polices were made to strengthen the Act in subsequent years to ensure, in the words of Prime Minister John Curtin: “This country shall remain forever the home of the descendants of those people who came here in peace, in order to establish in the South Seas an outpost of the British race”.15 In 1957 finally a new immigration law was passed, which granted citizenship to non-Europeans after 15 years of residency. The “White Australia” policy was officially abandoned only in 1966 and in that law Indigenous Australians finally were granted citizenship rights.16

The exclusion from citizenship rights of natives had a devastating impact on indigenous cultural institutions such as religion, language, kinship, family and economy. It is estimated that in 1788 some 700,000 aboriginals inhabited the continent. Indigenous cultural and social institutions were devalued and labelled as primitive. The consequences of these developments were that they were subjected to ‘social death’. Within a century and a half of British occupation the indigenous population of Australia declined by around 80% through disease, alcohol abuse, dispossession, violence and murder.17 The economic and social conditions of Australia’s indigenous people became akin to conditions associated with the poor countries of the world and those conditions still prevail. The following account provides an overview of their conditions in modern Australia.

In 200618 the indigenous population of Australia was estimated to be around 510,000 or 2.5% of Australian population.19 Australia is one of the most economically developed countries in the world. Its living standards are the envy of the world. But this does not apply to its indigenous people. Indigenous Australians are mostly poor. They are 2.5 times more likely to be in the lowest income group with an average household income 60% of the non-indigenous Australian households. Their unemployment rate is three times that of non-indigenous Australians and only 50% of 15–64 years old are in the labor force. One half of all indigenous children live in jobless households. Their economic deprivation is reflected in the rate of home ownership. Only 30% of indigenous Australians are owners/purchasers of their homes compared to 70% of non-indigenous Australians.20

Their economic and social deprivations are also reflected in their health and wellbeing conditions. There is a 15 years’ gap in the indigenous and non-indigenous life expectancy and the infant mortality rate is twice that for non-indigenous Australians. They have the highest morbidity and mortality rates in Australia. The suicide rate of indigenous Australians is twice that of Australians but among males aged 25 to 34 it is four times greater. Third of all prisoners in Australian jails are indigenous Australians. In short, colonialism has resulted in subjecting indigenous people to abject poverty and notwithstanding concerted efforts of Australian governments since the 1960s, as the above statistics shows their social, economic, health and over wellbeing remains one of the most precarious in modern Australian society.21

We only used Australia as an example of the history of immigration and nation building in all “white colonies.” From North America to New Zealand the story was similar even after they became independent states, but the history of the North American British colonies is frighteningly similar.

There are wild speculations how many Native American lived in the Americas. David E. Stannard (1993) came up with the estimate of 100 million, other estimates according to William Denevan (1992) rage from 112 million to 8 million. Most of this population according to all estimates lived in Mexico and the Andes, the estimates for North-America are less extreme, they range between 1–4 million. By 1900 the Native American population in the United States was down at 490,000 and it reached 5.2 million according to the 2010 Census (of which only 2.9 million defined him/herself just as Native-Americans, the rest claimed multiple ancestries.22 Writing about the hemisphere William M. Denevan hardly exaggerated when he claimed that the discovery of America was followed by possibly the greatest demographic disaster in the history of the world. His final estimate of Native American population for the hemisphere was 54 million in 1492, which was down at 5.6 million in 1650, a drop by 48 million, comparable to losses of the Second World War (W. M. Denevan, 1992, p. XXIX). Even in the territory of the USA today a decline from 1–4 million to half a million in four hundred years is astonishing.

It is also debated what caused this demographic disaster mainly. Denevan tends to believe the major driver was epidemic, the Europeans “imported” diseases non-existent before Columbus in the Americas (smallpox, measles, even influenza etc.), but death was also caused by military action, mistreatment, starvation, malnutrition (ibid. pp. 5–6). Erik Olin Wright and Joel Rogers also attribute the devastation of Native American population to “genocide and geographical displacement” (Wright and Rogers, 2015, pp. 317–18). While they emphasize that displacement was the major factor (driving Native Americans off their land), they also cite “the nineteenth century folk saying attributed to General Phil Sheridan: “The only good Indian is a dead Indian”. They also cite future President Theodore Roosevelt, who in 1886 said in a speech: “I suppose I should not be ashamed to say that I take the Western view of Indian. I don’t go as far as to think that the only good Indians are the dead Indians, but I believe nine out of ten are, and I shouldn’t inquire too closely into the tenth. The most vicious cowboy has more moral principle than the average Indian.” (op. cit. p. 317). The last “Indian war” what is referred to as The Wounded Knee Massacre took place in 1890 in South Dakota in which the US army slaughtered 290 Native American men, women and children.23 Native Americans were granted US citizenship only in 1924 by The Indian Citizenship Act, but their land rights are still greatly disputed (Thomas Fisher, 2015). Land on reservations is recognized as Native American property,24 but it is held “in trust” of the federal government. The tribal lands possessed by them before colonization is a subject of complicated legal disputes.

Inclusion of immigrants

The question who is the citizen of the state (and who shall be recognized as citizen) is arguably posed with the emergence of the modern – one may add: “bourgeois” or “civic”, “liberal”, or “national” – state.

The notion of civitas, civitatus finds its roots in Antique Greece and Rome where it was defined by law who has political duties and rights (free urban dwellers who owned property, see Bryan Turner, 1992, Garcia Soledad, 1996, p. 7). In the early modern, modern European history the terms citoyen, or city dweller is used – in English it is “citizen”. In medieval German “Bürger” also originates from the term “Burg”, a walled place (city). In modern times Bürger also means “bourgeois”. This was the key insight of Max Weber’s essay “The City: Non-legitimate Authority” in Chapter XIV in Economy and Society ([1920]1977). Weber’s claim was that cities in Medieval Europe began to develop the concept of urban citizenship on the grounds of territoriality. “Stadtluft Macht Frei”: the city air makes you free. After a pre-determined time serfs or other people subjected to feudal authority, who lived in the city became “free”, their master had lost its right to reclaim their serfs, subjects. The social standing of people was until then defined by bloodline, kinship, or referred to them by the grace of their personal master and they were subjected to the master’s authority. Now they could become free citizens of the Western city if they lived there long enough and did swear loyalty to the city. I believe Marianna Weber added the term “non-legitimate authority” in the first, post-humous edition of Economy and Society, rightly implying that membership in the urban “civitas” (Bürgertum) was now defined by territoriality (Jus Soli) and swearing loyalty. The notion of non-legitimate authority is absent in the title of the work, first edition published during Weber’s life. Citizenship (Bürgertum) defined this way replaced the previously dominant concept of social status conferred to someone as ”blood-right” (Jus Sanguine), hence people were defined as “subjects” to a personal master, or monarch. Given the dominance of “traditional authority” this was not a “legitimate” system yet. However, it was not “illegitimate” either since a new legitimacy was born within the “wombs” of the old system – hence Marianna was right: it was “non-legitimate”. Weber interpreted such a territorially based criterion of membership in the urban Gesellschaft as a precondition of the making of modern capitalism. It played a similar role to “protestant ethic” or “rationalization of the legal system” (or “disenchantment”) in the making of modernity.

Despite its roots in Antiquity arguably this non-legitimate authority what Western cities exercised was the first instance of “naturalization”. It was a legally established system by which “aliens” or “migrants” could attain membership in urban society. Such urban autonomy eventually culminated in nation state society in the late 18th century (Bendix, 1964, p. 4). This is when Vergemeinschaftung changed into Vergesellschaftung (ibid, p. 11).

Empires and mostly Monarchies were multi-ethnic, multi-linguistic. Anthony Smith (1986) distinguishes between two trajectories out of empires and making of nations: one is civic and territorial, the other is ethnic-genealogical.

In the first instance of the making of (nation) states, in terms of  “ascribed” criteria, homogeneity is of primary importance. Ancestry, ethnicity, common history – both usually imagined rather than actual25 – language and often religion are used as criteria to define who are “us”.

The creation of nation states was primarily the innovation of the French revolution. Before the French revolution people’s alliances were mainly to particular regions, where various languages were spoken (often Catalan, German etc.). While the French revolution and Code Napoleon (1804) emphasized the principles of territoriality (Jus Soli), nevertheless it combined this with Anthony Smith’s second trajectory: it was transforming France, previously ethnically and linguistically heterogeneous into a society homogeneous in these respects. The French revolution brought about what Peter McPhee (2002) called “francisation d’en haut”, linguistic minorities (and initially with various ethnic identities) with the creation of a single national taxation system, and under the imperatives of one national market began to accept themselves as part of THE nation of French citizens. Code Napoleon granted “civil rights”26 to all those who lived (under certain circumstances) in and without qualification to those who were born in France (Jus Soli). It did not give however “political rights” (voting rights) to women. It is also important to note, that Code Napoleon also emphasized the need for a common French identity/culture (hence in a way it foreshadowed what was defined as “Kulturnation” by Herder and Fichte in the late 18 th and early 19th century as an antidote to the revolution and even the Code Napoleon conception of what constitutes the “nation”) and remained dominant in Germany until the end of the Cold War.27 But let’s remember: Code Napoleon also enforced French language as the language of those who live in France; it combined Jus Soli with the principle of Jus Sanguine (by imagining a common history, ancestry, culture, language to all French citizens).

The idea that a nation can be conceived as a multi ethno-racial or multi-linguistic society in which immigrants with ethno-racial background speaking different languages can be admitted to the nation and can attain citizenship not only comes much later in history but it is being challenged even in the 21st century. The breakup of empires after the First World War, de-colonialization after the Second WW, breakup of the Soviet Empire often led to the creation of “nations” defined in ethno-cultural terms. This was often accompanied with civil wars, massive displacement or even massacre of people who were believed not to belong to the newly created nation state.

The Ottoman Empire maintained reasonable peace among various religious groups and religions. Nevertheless, as it began to crumble and turning into Turkey it was attempted to create a religiously and ethnically homogeneous nation. Assyrians and Greek Christians were prosecuted and the 1915 “ethnic cleansing” from Armenians – according to some estimates – led to the death of some 1.5 million Armenians killed out of the population of 2 million. Some call it “genocide”. The civil war with Kurds continues to these very days, with no solution in sight.

The disintegration of the Habsburg Empire in 1918 was not quite as bloody, but millions were displaced in the attempt to create multiple ethnically homogeneous states. The ethnic cleansing of the post-Habsburg empire successor states continued after the Second World War. Estimates vary, but millions if not tens of millions of Germans were expelled – and hundreds of thousands were killed – from Central and Eastern Europe. The single most horrifying instance was of course the Holocaust, cleansing Nazi or Nazi occupied states from Jews – who were citizens of these states, but were deprived from citizenship on the grounds of their “race”. About 6 million Jews are estimated to have been killed out of the 9 million Jewish population of pre-war Europe. During the Second WW Nazi Germany attempted to colonize Poland, sent German settlers and killed according to some estimate some 1.8 million non-Jewish Poles. In 1947 the de-colonialization of former British India also led to the breakup of states along ethno-religious lines, displacement – and often murder – of millions of Muslims and Hindus in what became India and Pakistan. De-colonialization in which former colonial administrators drew up State boundaries without much sensitivity to ethno-racial, tribal, religious differences (just think of Iraq, Syria, Somalia, Ethiopia/Eritrea, Yemen, Rwanda, Nigeria… and the list could be continued) planted the seeds of bloody civil wars and ethnic cleansing, genocides.

The breakup of the Soviet empire led to similar consequences, most notably the murderous break-up of Yugoslavia, most recently the civil war in the Ukraine.

Michael Mann (2004) offers a rich overview of the horror of the making of “democratic” nation states. All democracies claim to implement a rule by “the people”, but as Mann pointed out “the people” has two very different meanings, it can be “demos”, but it also can be “ethnos”.

 The US Constitution (1790) gave citizenship to all “free white person with good character”, hence “the people” was defined at least in part as ethnos. When it came to political rights “the people” were limited to free white man. Women could not vote or run for public office in some of the states of the union until the 19th amendment was passed in 1920.28 Initially “non-whites” were excluded from “the people”. Amendment 14 in 1868 gave citizenship to blacks, but only “civic citizenship”. Amendment 25 passed in 1870 also gave them “political citizenship”, voting right… though the so-called Jim Crow laws in many states disenfranchised most blacks and many poor white for decades to come. It was only the 1964 Civil Right Act which at least in principle gave also “social citizenship rights” to blacks. Though even today many African-Americans still lack full “social citizenship rights” in the sense T. H. Marshall uses the term. As we mentioned before native-Americans received citizenship in the 19th Amendment of 1920, but weather they got voting rights remained contested until the late 1940’s and their “social citizenship rights” is arguably still at least as partial as those of African-Americans.

Nevertheless, the major novelty of the 1790 Constitution was to pass legislation about naturalization of immigrants (Code Napoleon did the same in 1804).29 The US Constitution did regulate the process of naturalization for the “people”. At that time, of course, they were “free white people with good character” who after two years of continuous residence in the US could become citizens. The length of required residence changed from legislation to legislation.

Creating a legally well-defined pathway for immigrants to gain the status of permanent residency and citizenship is an important, even if only the first step towards a genuinely inclusive immigration regime. Our main point is: who “the people” are evolved over two centuries and it became interpreted reasonably clearly as “demos” only during the 20th century even in the US. This notion of the people, or of the nation is still contested even in some of the liberal democratic states as it became so obvious during the 2015–16 so called refugee crisis in Europe. Many white Americans voted for Donald Trump, since they want to preserve the ethnic notion of being “American”. This is the position articulated the most clearly by the Alt-Right.30 But even Hungarian Prime minister Viktor Orbán has been cited for instance to advocate the reservation of the “ethnical homogeneity” of Hungary.

In the United States the Hart-Cellar act of 1965 was a breakthrough. It eliminated national origins, race, ancestry and religion as criteria for immigration. The US immigration law became “blind” to skin color, nationality, religion. The US immigration policy still gives preferences to immigrants with skills, which are needed in the US and this can be disadvantageous to citizens of some countries (especially poor, Third World countries). To counter this in 1986 a Diversity Immigration Visa system was created (often referred to as green card by lottery) to maintain US open to immigrants to all countries in the world.

In established modern nations migrants usually were expected to assimilate to the majority. This was often seen as the precondition for the existence of a harmonious nation. The idea of “melting pot” captures this, though the very idea has been questioned by social scientists for decades: ethnic diversity may survive31 and the “majority” is also affected by the cultural characteristics of immigrants32 though they themselves and especially their children born in the new country are members (citizens) of the nation and they tend to develop a common national identity (we are Australians, we are Americans etc.) Even in countries where “nation” is defined not by ancestry but by birth or sufficiently long residency, citizenship is not offered automatically but there is a predictable (though often long and painful) system of naturalization. Upon request and upon fulfillment of some well-defined preconditions (you must marry a citizen, you need a certain level of wealth, live in the country for a certain number of years, renounce your previous citizenship, prove your fluency in the “official” language of the state etc.) immigrants are granted citizenship and become citizens with full rights.33 This is a system in which to various degrees and under well-defined conditions the immigrant minorities are included.

Multiple inclusion: transnationalism and trans-racial societies

In a globalizing world “transnationalism” emerges.34 “Nation” and “territoriality” (residency) can be separated – people can belong to two or even more nations, can have multiple citizenships (and even multiple “residencies”). Hence people may not be simply “Mexican-Americans” (meaning they are Americans of Mexican origin) but they can be at the same time both Mexicans and Americans. They may hold citizenships in both nations, maintain networks, run businesses in two (or more) countries, vote in elections in more than one country. This is a system of multiple inclusions.

Transnationalism is spreading, but it is still highly contested. Many countries, which required its naturalized citizens to give up their first citizenship are now willing to accept dual citizenship (an important case is the United States), but usually, as in the US one cannot acquire second, “naturalized” citizenship. Those who take on a second (or third) naturalized citizenship may lose their US citizenship.

Pakistan does not accept second citizenship at all and many countries don’t do this either. Nevertheless, it is safe to predict the future in our globalizing world as “transnationalism”. Alejandro Portes mainly wrote about Latino migrants (especially small businessmen) to the US, they maintain all their life a “dual existence”, live for decades in the US, and they not only keep their Mexican citizenship, but they visit regularly “home”. Their US business sells product produced by kin or friends in Mexico, build nice homes “back home” and when retired they move back. “Transnationalism” is increasingly frequent among professionals. Well trained American professionals seek and find jobs in the Arab world, in Asia, even in Africa, in various parts of Europe. They often remain just “expats”. Many countries would not give them citizenship, but some do. This is becoming almost “normal” in research and academia. I chaired faculty meetings at great American universities, where most professors were not born in the US or were at least children of immigrants. Most were US citizens, but kept a “home” back in Europe and as they retired they moved back to the continent to avoid rush hour traffic in New York city and enjoy the environment where they grew up as children. I am myself such transnational. I taught five unforgettable years in Australia, became citizen and loved Australia. It was followed by another 35 years in the US and indeed I not only took out US citizenship (and lost my Australian, first naturalized citizenship), but became emotionally very much an American. I avoided the Hungarian emigrant ghettos and the US academia welcomed me, giving me a chair named after an American who in the 19th century offered the first university course called “sociology”. I was thrilled and I am still grateful for this wonderful Wilkommenskultur. Nevertheless, when I retired I moved back to my native Budapest, enjoy refreshing my native tongue and be close the tombs and ashes of my ancestors and visit the sites where I first fell in love. So I am a Hungarian-American, occasionally I even feel like an American-Hungarian. I got excited by Bernie Sanders and had deep anxieties about Donald Trump, felt so intensely about the 2016 US elections I never have about Hungarian politics. I left my three children and seven grandchildren “back home” where they will have a brighter future as Americans.

Exclusion of immigrants

The Gulf Monarchies invented a new system of immigration. They adopted the logic of Jus Sanguine in the most consistent way: the nation is defined strictly by ancestry. In the UAE – at least in principle – only those are Emiratis whose ancestors lived in one of the seven Emirates before the discovery of the oil, hence before 1925. There is no system of naturalization. At the grace of the rulers some may gain citizenship but there is no system of naturalization and there is even no system of “permanent residency” – like the “green card”. Immigrants are “guest workers” or “non-nationals”. Even the use of the term “immigrant” or “guest workers” can be contested and usually not applied in the discourse of Gulf Monarchies. They can bring their families to the country only under certain circumstances, above a certain level of income. As of 2012 in the UAE (with some variations among Emirates) husbands needed 10,000 Dirhams monthly income and non-shared accommodation to sponsor their wives; women could sponsor their husbands if they were high professionals, doctors, engineers or teachers, earned an income of 3,000 Dirhams and lived in non-shared accommodations.35 Their children, even if they were born in the UAE once they reach a certain age (age varies by sex) they either need a work sponsor to stay in the country, enroll as foreigners in a local university or they have to return to the country their parents are from. There are also limitations under what circumstances immigrants/guest workers can marry natives and when children from such marriage qualify for citizenship. National men can marry non-national women. Wives of national men normally qualify for citizenship and their children are accepted as nationals. This is not the case for national women. National women cannot marry non-Muslim men and there are restrictions if they marry non-national Muslim men. Those restrictions varied over time and tend to become eventually more “liberal”, or “inclusive”. In the not too distant past women even lost citizenship if they married non-nationals. Serra Kivdar reported as late as 2010 that if they marry non-Emirati men Emirati women can retain their citizenship only with a “special dispensation from Naturalization and Residential Directorate”.36 Until 201237 in the UAE children born from such mixed marriages were regarded as non-nationals. In 2012 a new law was passed in the UAE and now children born in such mixed marriages at the age of 18 can apply for citizenship, though no criteria is set when and whether they will obtain UAE citizenship. Granting such citizenship is practically at the grace of the rulers.

 This immigration regime, which excludes temporary workers and immigrants altogether from citizenship rights also has its roots in British colonialism. The UAE lies on the south-eastern coast of the Persian Gulf. Since the 16th century it was an outpost of the Ottoman Empire. In early 19th century it came under the political control of Great Britain and came to be known as the Pirate Coast or Trucial States. For centuries, the area was a desolate place and sparsely populated by tribal people. Its inhospitable geography and harsh climate of oppressively long, hot and humid summers made it a rather unattractive place. It was a traditional Arab Bedouin society ruled by tribal chiefs. The rulers had absolute power but exercised it in a manner which was accepted as fair by the subjects. The economy was based on fishing, pearling in the coastal areas and some agriculture in the oases areas of the interior. No reliable figures of its population are available but the best estimate put it between 50 to 80 thousand.

The population was dominated by two main tribal factions known as Hinawi and Ghafiri and a civil war between the two led in the early 18th century to the succession of Pirate Coasts from the imamate of Oman. During the late 18th – early 19th century Hinawi was reconstituted as Bani Yas (in the west) and Ghafiri as Qawasim (in the east). The Qawasim occupied Sharjah, Ras al-Khaimah and an outlet on the Gulf of Oman in the Shimayliyya. They were mainly seafaring people and achieved fame as able sailors and notoriety as pirates. It was because of these activities that the Coast came to be known as Pirate Coast. Bani Yas were inland people residing in the interior mainly in what eventually became known as Abu Dhabi, during the second half of the 18th century.

The seafaring activities and power of Qawasim in the coastal areas gave them power and influence which was widely recognized by other tribes including Bani Yas. But their seafaring activities and especially their piratical attacks on trading ships of other countries became a source of enmity with Britain. By the end of the 18th century much of India was ruled by the British East India Company and the British government was asserting its control on trading sea routes to India which included the Pirate Coast. The coastal areas at that time were under the control of the ruling family of Sharjah – the Qawasim. Their ships were engaged in trade as well as in piratical activities harassing merchant ships that sailed in the Persian Gulf. The trading ships of the East India Company frequently used the Gulf waters and became frequent targets of pirate attacks which enraged the British authorities in India.

In 1819 the Government of Bombay (later Government of India) dispatched punitive expeditions aimed at ending piracy in the Gulf waters. The expedition forces attacked and bombed the main towns from which the Qawasim ships sailed and forced the local rulers to submission of the British authority through a series of treaties with the tribal chiefs. The first of these treaties known as the General Treaty of Peace was signed in 1820 between the British rulers of Government of Bombay and the tribal chiefs of the Pirate Coast.

The General Treaty of Peace imposed on the tribal chiefs of Pirate Coast – now also knows as Trucial States – required them to keep the Gulf route to India safe and open, demanded the cessation of piracy and plundering on sea and land, and refrain from slave trade which was still carried out in the area. While the British ships were protected under the agreement it did not prevent piracy and warfare between the coastal tribes. The General Treaty of Peace was followed by the Treaty of 1835 that required truce between the chiefs of Abu Dhabi, Dubai, Sharjah and Ajman, to report any aggression at sea to the British each year and not to retaliate against each other. This arrangement lasted until 1853 when the Treaty of Perpetual Maritime Truce was signed and the tribal chiefs agreed to a total cessation of hostilities at sea.

These agreements had the effect of stabilizing their respective positions in inter-tribal and intra-tribal relations. This stability enhanced the power and self-confidence of tribal chiefs. This made the British authorities in India wary that the chiefs may enter into political or commercial agreements with other European powers including France, Belgium and Russia who were vying for influence in the Coast. To prevent this Britain signed the Exclusive Agreement of 1892. This treaty bound the tribal chiefs not to enter into any agreement with any power other than Britain and not to cede, mortgage or sell any part of their territory. The cumulative effect of these treaties consolidated and cemented British power and influence in the Trucial States which protected the British interests. As Qasimi were the main sea faring tribes these treaties severely curbed their power. And as their power declined the power of the hinterland tribe Bani Yas began to grow. It reached its peak under the rule of Zayid bin Khalifah of Abu Dhabi from 1855 to 1909 and allowed him to extend his authority and influence over the neighboring tribes. By the end of his rule Zayid had achieved for Abu Dhabi a position of great prominence in the Trucial States (Zahlan 1977). The relative size of the population of the Qawasimi dominated the Coast, and the Bani Yas dominated areas also changed. Between 1908 and 1939 the population of Sharjah declined from 15,000 to 5,000 and populations of Dubai and Abu Dhabi increased from 10,000 to 20,000 and 6,000 to 10,000, respectively.

The downward shift in the fortunes of the costal people did not destroy their resilience. Having experienced the harshness of conditions on the Coast they had developed an innate sense of survival. Many migrated to towns with economic opportunities. The Bedouins moved to the interior with their stocks in search of grazing land and water. The core ethos of their tribal organization emphasized collective welfare, and it was critical to their survival in the arid inland regions.

Prior to these treaties the political authority of tribal chiefs was rather limited, it was governed by the “vicissitudes of tribal loyalties that gave rise to an amorphous and fluctuating political structure”. According to Rosemarie Said Zahlan, as a result of the treaties with Britain the tribal chiefs and later their descendants “...began to acquire a certain amount of stability and authority as rulers: the responsibility of each new ruler for fulfilling the treaty obligations towards Britain made for continuity and a gradual stratification of certain political and social elements in the land he controlled, adding a new dimension to his sovereignty. The tribal chiefs gradually evolved into rulers and the areas over which they exercised a certain amount of jurisdiction into sheikhdoms” (1977: XI). It was through these treaties that Britain played an important role in the development of various Trucial States. And in December 1971, after Britain ended 150 years of special treaty relations with these sheikdoms they merged and became the United Arab Republic.

The Trucial States were treated by the British colonial administrators not as part of the Arab world but as an extension of the Indian sub-continent, perhaps more like an Indian princely state. It was governed by political officers of the British government of India. The sign of British Raj was the periodic visits by British political authorities. There was no local currency and the Indian rupee had become the local currency accepted for most financial and commercial transactions. The largest foreign community in the area was made up of Indian merchants who were regarded as British subjects and had to be treated with due care and deference. India had the major share of the Coast’s foreign trade.

Under the 1892 Treaty local rulers could not have any foreign contacts except with Britain. All this had the effect of isolating the Gulf from the outside world, and until the beginning of the 20th century the life in the Trucial States continued on its usual unhurried pace and isolation, and warranted no special attention or concerns of the colonial authorities. But the period between the two world wars saw the rise of Saudi Arabia and Iran. Both began to assert their presence in the Gulf which prompted the British colonial authorities to place strict restrictions on the movements of people into the region. An additional reason for the colonial authorities’ vigilance was the discovery of oil in the region which made the Gulf an arena of major competition between European powers.

The isolation of the region was also affected by the developments in the aviation technology air travel between Europe and India which made the Trucial States an aviation hub for civil and military air traffic. These developments had important strategic and economic implications and significantly increased the British role in the region. This was also the period which laid the foundations for the modern development and transformation of the Gulf. The British authorities began to guard the region with greater vigilance. Foreigners were not granted visas to visit the Coast. An India Office memorandum described the British policy in the Gulf as: “...to discourage any attempts by other powers to compete with ourselves for their (the local rulers) favors. The motive has not been a selfish one but was based on the knowledge gained from long experience. In dealing with Eastern Rulers it is essential to avoid placing in their hands the opportunity to play off one country against another” (Zahlan. 1977 xvii).

The British policies had the direct effect on strengthening the native land and residency rights. There was little or no interference in internal affairs and no attempts were made by the British authorities to introduce changes in the traditional political structures. The treaties between the local chiefs and Britain prevented any dilution of their land ownership by clearly stipulating that land and its resources could not be sold to foreigners. And no foreigners except the British subjects had residency rights. As a result, the only non-British who had residency but not citizenship rights were the Indian merchants because they were British subjects. While the purpose of various treaties between the British and the local rulers was to ensure and cement British political hegemony, an unintended consequence of these treaties was the strengthening of native land rights. In Australia British colonization was predicated on the doctrine of terra nullius which denied the very existence of the natives and consequently any land and residency rights to them while conferring these very rights on the immigrants i.e. the new European settlers. In the case of the Trucial States the British not only recognized the land and residency rights of the natives but protected and strengthened them through treaties while excluding immigrants from these rights.

An additional new feature of the Gulf Monarchies is that they are de facto “countries of immigrants”. A substantial proportion of their population, which is growing, and can already constitute the majority of the population. This is a system in which the immigrants are excluded.

These systems are often called deportation regimes. Non-nationals, if they lose their jobs or are perceived as threats to national security, can be deported without much legal fuss.

The purpose of this book is to understand the experiences of guest workers under such an immigration regime and pose the question: is such a regime and such a strategy of nation building sustainable?
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