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    INTRODUCTION




    The Populist Peril




    It was a scorching hot August weekend in the border city of El Paso, Texas. Saturday morning shoppers congregated in the air-conditioned cool of the Cielo Vista Mall. Among them were many Mexicans who had crossed over to the United States to shop at Walmart, along with locals stocking up at the crowded hypermarket.




    One happy young couple who had recently celebrated their first wedding anniversary were out shopping for school supplies. Jordan Anchondo had just dropped off her five-year-old daughter, Skylin, at cheerleading camp and was at Walmart with her husband, André, and their two-month-old son, Paul.




    Suddenly shots shattered the peace. A gunman was firing into the crowd of shoppers. Many ran. Some cowered. Others tried to hide. André leapt in front of Jordan to protect her, while she shielded their baby. The shooter mercilessly gunned them both down. Baby Paul was grazed by a bullet and suffered broken bones, but survived thanks to his parents’ bravery.




    Seemingly senseless mass shootings are all too common in the US, a fractious country with easy access to semi-automatic weapons. But the deaths of Jordan, André and twenty other innocent victims in El Paso were not random. Their alleged assassin, a twenty-one-year-old white supremacist called Patrick Crusius, deliberately targeted Latinos. Jordan was not Latina; her husband, a car mechanic and entrepreneur, was the locally born son of a Mexican immigrant.




    ‘This attack is a response to the Hispanic invasion of Texas,’ stated a message posted just beforehand on 8chan, an online message board favoured by far-right immigrant-haters. Put aside the fact that El Paso was actually founded by the Spanish and that Texas was part of Mexico until 1836. The mass murder in El Paso was an act of terrorism – an act of unlawful violence and intimidation against civilians in the pursuit of political aims. Although President Donald Trump subsequently sought to distance himself from the racist hate that motivated it, the terrorist’s manifesto echoes Trump’s repeated mischaracterisation of the peaceful attempts of people to cross the US-Mexican border, often to seek asylum, as an ‘invasion’.1




    Words matter. When Trump visited El Paso after the attack, purportedly to console its grieving residents, he was met with protests. (He also had his picture taken – grinning, thumbs up – with baby Paul and his relatives.)2 In his 2019 State of the Union address seven months earlier, President Trump had slandered the peaceful, Latino-majority city. He had falsely claimed that El Paso was ‘one of our nation’s most dangerous cities’ until the erection of a border wall to separate it from its neighbouring Mexican city, Ciudad Juárez.3 Soon after, he compounded the insult when, at a rally on the city’s outskirts, he accused unauthorised migrants of ‘murders, murders, murders, killings, murders’, while the crowd bayed, ‘Build the wall!’




    Yet it was actually a white supremacist, from a town more than 1,000 kilometres away, who massacred innocent people in that diverse city – a successful union, like Jordan and André were, of races and cultures.




    Polarised




    Saturday 3 August 2019, the date of the El Paso terror attack, happens to be when I started writing this book. That tragedy is an extreme symptom of a debate that is tearing Western societies apart. Are immigrants and people with a foreign background a threat and a burden – or do they in fact have a lot to contribute? Are divisions between ‘Them’ and ‘Us’ set in stone – or can people of different ethnic, racial and cultural backgrounds live together and mix peacefully and productively? In short, diversity: merit or menace? Those are the big questions this book addresses.




    The El Paso attack is part of a global rise in far-right, anti-immigrant terrorism. In 2011 Anders Breivik, a white supremacist, assassinated seventy-seven people, mostly young social democrat activists, in Norway. In 2018 an Italian man in the town of Macerata shot six people whom he thought were African; the previous year he had stood as a candidate for Matteo Salvini’s far-right Lega Nord, now known as Lega. In 2019 an Australian gunman massacred fifty-one people in a mosque in Christchurch, New Zealand. And in February 2020 a neo-Nazi who expressed hatred for non-Germans shot nine immigrants dead in the German town of Hanau.4




    Individual politicians who stood up for immigrants have also been murdered. Days before the UK’s referendum on European Union (EU) membership in 2016, British MP Jo Cox was murdered in the street by a neo-Nazi who shouted ‘Put Britain first!’ In 2019 Walter Lübcke, a German politician who supported his country’s welcoming of refugees, was also killed; the mayors of Cologne and Altena have been stabbed for similar reasons but fortunately survived.5




    Overall, far-right terrorists murdered 109 people in the US between 11 September 2001 and September 2019 – slightly more than Islamist jihadi ones did6 – and caused 70 percent of terrorism deaths between 2009 and 2018.7 Police in the UK say the fastest-growing terrorist threat is from the far right, which was associated with seven of the twenty-two plots to cause mass casualties between March 2017 and September 2019.8 Globally, there were thirty-eight fatal far-right terrorist attacks in 2018, up from nine in 2013.9 In the West, there were more than twice as many far-right terrorist attacks in 2018 than Islamist ones.10




    While violence remains rare, the international debate about immigration is also increasingly inflamed. In the final days of the Brexit referendum campaign, leading Leave campaigner Nigel Farage stood before a poster depicting a huge line of non-white refugees and warned that Europe was at ‘breaking point’. Viktor Orbán, Hungary’s nationalist prime minister, claims Muslim migrants threaten Europe’s Christian identity and are ‘the Trojan horse of terrorism’. Scott Morrison, Australia’s prime minister, has suggested that seriously ill asylum seekers detained offshore and admitted into the country for medical treatment could be ‘paedophiles, rapists and murderers’.11 Trump himself was categorical about Mexican immigrants at the launch of his first presidential campaign in 2015. ‘They’re bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists,’ he railed, pledging to build a border wall to keep them out.




    Immigration is perhaps the most controversial issue in the West today. Our (relatively) open and liberal societies are under attack by people who blame outsiders in general and immigrants in particular for everything they think is wrong with their lives and society as a whole. Immigrants stand accused of stealing jobs, depressing wages, straining public services, sponging off welfare, pushing up house prices, increasing congestion, threatening our identity, security and way of life – and even eating the Queen’s swans.12




    In the US, the fact that Trump said outrageous things about Mexicans and Muslims and still became president has broken taboos and made it easier for others to express more extreme anti-immigrant views. In many other countries, slandering immigrants is deemed much more acceptable than explicit racial prejudice. Politicians dehumanise them. Tabloid headlines vilify them. Radio shock jocks and Fox News TV pundits incite violence and blare out abuse.13 Facebook groups foment extremist views. No wonder hate crimes have soared in many countries.14 Violent words sometimes beget violent actions.




    More broadly, anti-immigrant feeling is a rallying cry for President Trump and far-right populist nationalists in Europe whose rise poses an even greater threat to our societies. In the 2019 European Parliament elections, Matteo Salvini’s Lega came first in Italy, as did Marine Le Pen’s Rassemblement National in France. In Germany, the Alternative für Deutschland (AfD) is the largest opposition party in parliament. The Swiss People’s Party is the country’s largest. In November 2019 the Sweden Democrats, who have neo-Nazi roots, topped the polls for the first time,15 while the Forum for Democracy was the second most popular party in the Netherlands. Austria’s Freedom Party was in government in 2018–19.




    This trend is not universal. A new anti-immigrant party failed to win any seats in Canada’s 2019 election. Ireland lacks a significant far-right party. In Australia Pauline Hanson’s One Nation party has faded. Portugal’s National Renovator Party has no seats and hardly any votes.




    There is no room for complacency. Until recently, the far right had failed to make inroads in Spain either, perhaps because memories of General Franco’s fascist dictatorship were still fresh, as well as because many Spaniards had relatives who had emigrated. But in the November 2019 elections the anti-immigrant Vox party came third, its far-right views having been legitimised by centre-right parties that had sought to capitalise on opposition to Catalan separatism by becoming more nationalistic.




    Far-right populist nationalists blame corrupt liberal elites (their enemies) for betraying ‘real people’ (their supporters) by bringing in unwelcome foreigners. They exploit fears that white locals are being replaced by non-white outsiders.16 As well as threatening immigrants and people from an immigrant background, they also often have a reactionary social agenda. Through their typically close ties to Russia’s Vladimir Putin, they are a menace to Europe’s security. They want to undermine, take over, leave or destroy the EU. And as Hungary’s example shows – which Orbán has turned into a corrupt, authoritarian state where the press is muzzled, the judiciary is politicised, helping refugees is criminalised and he can now indefinitely rule by decree – populist nationalists ultimately threaten liberal democracy itself.17




    Even out of government, far-right populists can wield huge political influence. Witness how then prime minister David Cameron called the Brexit referendum to stave off the perceived threat from Farage. While the collapse of Farage’s successive political outfits has left Britain without a viable far-right party, Prime Minister Boris Johnson is often opportunistically Trump-like. Having long insisted Europeans were welcome to stay in Britain after Brexit, during the 2019 election campaign he said they should no longer be able to ‘treat the country as their own’.18




    The coronavirus crisis has provided new ammunition to immigrant-haters. Foreigners can be portrayed as vectors of disease. Mass unemployment seemingly undermines the need for immigrant workers. For instance, many argue that jobless Britons can pick crops instead, while in April 2020 President Trump suspended many visa applications ‘to protect jobs’.19 And even liberal governments have temporarily closed borders on public-health grounds, providing greater legitimacy to those who view shutting borders as the solution to every ill.




    In short, the fevered debate about immigration is no longer just about whether admitting newcomers is a good thing. It is the frontline of a much bigger culture war about whether we want to live in an open, liberal and progressive society, or a closed, illiberal and reactionary one.




    Fightback




    The good news is that while nativism is on the rise, it has now sparked a backlash.




    When I first started making the case for immigration in 2006, BBC TV and radio producers used to apologise for the need to have anti-immigrant speakers on the programme for the sake of ‘balance’. A decade later pro-immigrant voices could scarcely be heard.




    During the EU referendum campaign, Brexiteers suggested that the UK was about to be overrun not just by refugees but also by immigrants from Turkey, falsely claiming that it was about to join the EU and that all eighty million (brown-skinned, Muslim) Turks would then be free to move to Britain. Meanwhile, the Remain camp didn’t even try to make a positive case for immigration, let alone for the wonderful right to free movement across all EU member countries that EU citizens enjoy.




    Then, in 2018, the Windrush scandal and growing concerns over the post-Brexit fate of the 3.5 million EU citizens in the UK finally provoked a pushback. In 2012 Theresa May, then home secretary, had introduced a ‘hostile environment’ policy. This sought to make life so unpleasant for people presumed not to have a right to live in the UK that they would leave, and more broadly sought to ‘deport first and hear appeals later’.20 The predictable upshot was that people who couldn’t prove their immigration status were wrongly accused of being in the country illegally; some were even deported. Many were migrants from the ‘Windrush generation’, who were invited to come and work in Britain from the Caribbean after the Second World War at a time when citizens of the British Empire and the Commonwealth had the right to move freely to the UK, as Chapter 3 discusses.




    When the scandal broke in 2018, the ensuing uproar forced anti-immigrant campaigners on to the back foot, led to the resignation of Home Secretary Amber Rudd and persuaded her successor to water down the policy introduced by Theresa May, who had since become prime minister.




    More broadly, the Windrush scandal was a warning of the potential fate of EU citizens who could not establish their right to stay in the UK after Brexit. And while Britons fretted about their family, friends and colleagues who were EU citizens, businesses started to worry about being able to recruit and retain much-needed EU workers.




    In the US, President Trump’s outrageousness has polarised the debate and energised pro-immigrant voices. When a neo-Nazi killed a counter-protester at a ‘Unite the Right’ rally in Charlottesville, Virginia, in 2017, Trump said there were ‘very fine people on both sides’ of the white supremacist gathering. In 2019 he told four non-white Democratic members of Congress (three of whom were born in the US) to ‘go back’.21 Having promised during his election campaign to ban Muslims from entering the US, he suspended entry from seven Muslim countries soon after taking office.22 And on the US-Mexican border, small children claiming asylum have been separated from their parents and locked up in cages, among other inhumane policies.




    Trump’s behaviour has provoked a popular, legal and political backlash. Protesters have taken to the streets. Judges have ruled against the worst excesses of his policies. And Democrats have rallied to defend immigrants’ rights. Whereas immigration reform was not a priority for Trump’s predecessor as president, Barack Obama – whose administration removed or returned more than five million people23 – candidates for the 2020 Democratic presidential nomination competed to sound more enthusiastically pro-immigration than each other.




    In France, the run-up to the 2017 presidential election saw conservative hopefuls increasingly echo the anti-immigrant rhetoric of Marine Le Pen, the leader of what was then the Front National. Former president Nicolas Sarkozy said, ‘the only community that matters is the French community… We will no longer settle for integration that does not work, we will require assimilation.’24 François Fillon, the eventual conservative candidate, argued that immigration should be ‘reduced to a strict minimum’.25




    But Emmanuel Macron, a social liberal political newcomer, ultimately beat Le Pen to the presidency in 2017 by attacking the far-right leader’s vision of a ‘fractured, closed France’ and declaring that he was ‘for an open society’ and ‘a progressive world’, although his policies in office have not always lived up to that positive rhetoric.26




    The coronavirus crisis has also highlighted the contribution that immigrants make. When he emerged from hospital after almost dying from coronavirus, Boris Johnson paid heartfelt tribute to his nurses ‘Jenny from New Zealand’ and ‘Luis from Portugal’, two of the thousands of immigrants who serve in the UK’s National Health Service (NHS).27 The lockdowns imposed in many countries to limit viral transmission have likewise underscored the essential functions performed by key workers – often immigrants previously dismissed as ‘unskilled’ – such as caring for the elderly, providing public transport and picking, packing, stacking and delivering food. Many of the researchers rushing to try to develop a vaccine are foreign. And Zoom, the video conferencing app that has substituted for face-to-face meetings, was founded by a Chinese-born American entrepreneur, Eric Yuan.




    Britain, America and France show how the fightback against nativism can begin. Countries where the debate about immigration is generally much more positive, such as Canada and Ireland, also provide lessons for others. But although this fightback is welcome, anti-immigrant voices still pose a huge threat. The stakes could not be higher: everything that liberals and progressives hold dear is in danger.




    Them and Us?




    That’s why Them and Us is desperately needed. While the immigration debate tends to be framed as Them (bad immigrants) versus Us (good locals), this book’s core argument is that They are neither a burden nor a threat; on the contrary, We all can thrive together.




    When I speak about immigration to a variety of audiences around the world, the top question I’m asked is, ‘What do we need to do to combat anti-immigrant views?’ We need to dispel misperceptions, combat prejudice and better explain how immigrants’ dynamism and diversity can benefit society. But that is not enough. We also need to address the many problems that are wrongly blamed on immigrants, reassure sceptics that diverse societies have a place for everyone and foster a broader sense of Us. Read on to find out how.




    Immigration is often talked about in the abstract: it does this or that, is good or bad. Yet in very real terms, immigration is about people – all sorts of different people who are moving for all sorts of reasons: to study, work or retire; to be with the one(s) they love; to learn a new language, discover a new country and explore a new culture; out of fear for their lives and in search of freedom and security. Them and Us brings the issues to life by presenting some of their stories and reporting from around the world on how different countries are addressing various aspects of this fraught debate. While immigration consists of millions of different individual decisions, it cannot be properly understood without taking a broader perspective, as this book does.




    How do immigrants benefit our societies today? We’ll find out how Jan Koum, a poor refugee to the US from Ukraine, ended up co-founding a $19 billion company that makes the app more than 2 billion people use to communicate each day: WhatsApp. We’ll discover how a revolutionary education technology start-up that provides online lessons to schools and homes and enables disadvantaged students to catch up with their peers relies on foreign talent. We’ll talk to Yusra Uzair, a Pakistani-born Canadian student at the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE), one of the increasing number of international students who are paying top dollar for a foreign degree.




    Are there too many immigrants or too few? We’ll hear from people who think there are too many – and travel to Japan, the greyest society on earth, to find out whether robots rather than immigrants could care for the elderly. We’ll also visit a dying village in eastern Germany revitalised by young Syrian refugees. And ‘EU Supergirl’ Madeleina Kay explains why she has campaigned so passionately against young Britons like her losing their EU free-movement rights after Brexit.




    While many of the objections to immigration are ostensibly economic, others are cultural and indeed racial. How does the history of immigration shape today’s debates about identity and integration? We’ll discover the mosque on Brick Lane, in London’s East End, that was previously a synagogue and originally a church. We’ll retrace the steps of Donald Trump’s German grandfather and Nigel Farage’s German great-great-grandfather. And we’ll tell the story of Sam King who came to Britain from Jamaica on the Empire Windrush ship in 1948 and went on to become a postman, politician and community organiser.




    What to do about the thorniest aspects of immigration – irregular (or ‘illegal’) immigrants and illiberal ones? We’ll hear from Reza Adib, an Afghan journalist who sought asylum in Greece, about how badly Europeans treat people who need their help. We’ll talk to Gabriela, who came to Britain from then-communist Poland as a student, overstayed her visa, worked without papers and became a legal resident again when Poland joined the EU. We’ll hear about José Antonio Vargas, a prize-winning journalist and founder of Define American, who came to the US from the Philippines as a child – without papers, he later found out. And we’ll look at jihadi terrorists who grew up in the West and went on to murder their fellow citizens in Paris, Manchester and elsewhere.




    Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them




    This is my second book on immigration. Some of you may have read my first, Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them, which was published in 2007.28 If so, thank you; I’m hugely grateful to all of you who have read my four previous tomes. If not, thank you for taking a chance with this book; I hope you find it stimulating and useful.




    Why, though, do I need to write another book on immigration? For a start, the political context has changed so much since 2007. The financial bubble has burst, the coronavirus pandemic has struck, nationalists are on the march and liberals are on the back foot.




    A silver lining of the increased controversy about immigration is that it has stimulated plenty of new academic research, providing better insights into its impacts. While Them and Us is aimed at a much wider audience, it draws on this deep well of knowledge and scholarship.




    My own understanding of the many facets of the debate has also improved with all my experience and work in this field since 2007. As well as speaking and writing about immigration and diversity issues, I have set up an international think tank, Open Political Economy Network (OPEN), that focuses on migration and other openness issues.29 We’ve done some groundbreaking work, notably on the economic contribution of refugees.




    Them and Us is much more than an update of Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them. It covers new and different topics such as refugees, climate change and overcrowding fears. It responds to the arguments of recent anti-immigrant polemics such as Paul Collier’s Exodus, David Goodhart’s The Road to Somewhere and Douglas Murray’s The Strange Death of Europe and examines the arguments in Eric Kaufmann’s Whiteshift. And it explains not just why immigration is generally a good thing, but also how we might better persuade moderate sceptics of this. So if you read and enjoyed Immigrants, there are plenty of good reasons to dive into Them and Us too.




    Family flight




    ‘Grab your bags. We need to go now. The Russians are coming.’ It was 20 September 1944 and the Red Army was approaching Tallinn. My grandfather had long feared the worst for his family. When the Soviet Union had previously occupied Estonia in 1940–41, Joseph Stalin’s brutal regime had deported more than 10,000 people to Siberian labour camps; most never came home. Since then my grandparents had always kept their suitcases packed, ready to go. With the Russians returning, they fled Tallinn together with my three-year-old uncle on one of the last convoys of ships that left the Estonian capital. There was a Red Cross ship and two unmarked ones. Soviet bombers sank the Red Cross boat by targeting its cross. My grandparents, who had tried and failed to get on the Red Cross ship thinking it would be safer, survived.




    It was a lucky escape. My mother was born in August 1945 in a refugee camp for Estonians in the US-occupied part of Germany. Europe was in turmoil, recently defeated Nazi Germany especially so. At least my mother and her family were safe. The worry, though, was getting stuck there. The Geneva Convention on refugees did not exist yet; it was signed only in 1949. Everyone in the camp was desperately applying for some kind of visa that would enable them to move to a new home. My grandfather had a PhD in aeronautical engineering, which ought to have made him a good catch. But foreigners couldn’t just slot into good jobs.




    Eventually in 1948 my grandfather obtained the necessary sponsorship to secure a visa to move to the US. His first job was in a factory making wooden floors; as it turned out, he had experience working with wood from the German occupation of Estonia in 1941–44 when the Nazis forced him to do manual labour. He was delighted to have his first job in America. It was certainly much better than picking peaches in the boiling sun. And it was the first step towards rebuilding his life and building a new one for his young children in America.




    My father’s family history is tumultuous too. His mother was born in Constantinople, then the capital of the Ottoman Empire, now the Turkish city of Istanbul. The collapse of that empire and the rise of Turkish nationalism after the First World War made life more difficult for Greeks like her family, who moved to Athens, Vienna and then Tabriz, in the Azeri part of Iran. There she met my paternal grandfather, who was a French consular official there. They moved to Paris, where my father was born. My parents then met in New York, before moving to the UK in 1972.




    Why am I telling you all this? My life has been much more settled than theirs. I was fortunate enough to have been born in London in 1973, so the worst political disruption I’ve suffered is the rolling power cuts of the Three Day Week in 1974 and the Winter of Discontent in 1978–79 when rubbish went uncollected and the dead unburied.




    While I’ve worked abroad on a few occasions, London is my home. I have an international background and at the same time I feel very rooted here. Contrary to then prime minister Theresa May’s nasty claim that ‘citizens of the world’ are ‘citizens of nowhere’, I feel connected to many other places in the world while also feeling a very strong sense of belonging to my home city. Perhaps more so than May; unlike her, I was actually born in London.




    At the same time, I empathise with those who have been forced from their homes, or who have moved in search of a better life for themselves and their family. They aren’t doing something unnatural or threatening; they are just like the rest of us. They want to be free, safe and better off – and for them, circumstances dictate that this involves moving. Indeed, their aspirations are very similar to those of people who migrate from small towns around a country to work in big cities – except a border happens to lie in the way.




    People who are fortunate enough to have been born in a relatively rich, safe and free country such as Britain and don’t have a recent family history of immigration may find it hard to conceive that they too might need to move at some point. But Brexit is changing that. For the first time, many Remainers are considering whether they might want or need to migrate. Some British Jews with German roots are even applying for German passports. And with the loss of their EU free-movement rights, young Britons in particular suddenly have some sense of what it is like to be someone from a less fortunate country who may struggle to move elsewhere. Unsurprisingly, they don’t like it.




    The case for openness




    The case for allowing people to move is simply put. Openness to newcomers is morally right, economically beneficial and culturally enriching.




    Migration is natural – something that human beings have always done. And it is also necessary for human and economic development. People often need to move to take – and create – opportunities, to trade goods and ply services, and to congregate in diverse cities where they spread new ideas and spark off each other.




    Most people who move do so within countries’ borders, not across them. Indeed, internal migrants within China alone outnumber international migrants worldwide. As Chinese people have migrated from toiling in the fields to more productive jobs in urban factories and office facilities, they have made themselves and their country much richer. Up to a third of China’s enormous economic growth since the late 1970s is due to this great migration.30




    When migration is national, it is typically considered normal and beneficial. Yet when it happens to cut across an often arbitrary national border, this natural and necessary process suddenly seems sinister to many people. It becomes ‘immigration’, movement into a country, something that is done to us by outsiders. That narrowly negative national perspective obscures the bigger picture: that people flows are not just normal and beneficial, they are a global phenomenon.




    The world is a desperately unequal place. The biggest determinant of someone’s life chances is not their talent or hard work but where they were born. But migration can change that. Allowing an African to move to America is life-changing, as Bozi Kiekie tells us in Chapter 6. And as the local children he teaches can testify, it’s good for the countries that receive immigrants too.




    The rest of the book is structured as follows. The next chapter considers why immigration is often so unpopular. Part Two sets out the history of migration, the current picture and plausible future flows. Since immigration is set to continue, we need to make the best of it. Part Three highlights the global benefits of migration, examines eight economic dividends to the societies that welcome newcomers as well as to their countries of origin and dispels fears about migration’s potential economic downsides. Part Four sketches the cultural benefits of migration and considers some of its challenges: irregularity, identity, illiberalism and ‘integration’. Part Five concludes by outlining how to win over moderate sceptics and looking forward to possible futures, both bright and bleak.




    A brief note on terminology. I will use the terms ‘migrants’ and ‘immigrants’ interchangeably to mean people who live outside the country of their birth; sometimes I also refer to them as ‘newcomers’. Academics tend to call people born in the country in which they live ‘natives’; I think that term is misleading and use ‘locals’ instead. They call the children of immigrants ‘second-generation immigrants’; I don’t. When I need a broad term to encompass people who, like me, have parents or grandparents who were immigrants, I use ‘people with an immigrant background’. But while we may have an immigrant background, we are locals too.
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    WHY IS IMMIGRATION SO UNPOPULAR?




    ‘We’re British,’ exclaims Mike, a retired lorry driver in the small town of Boston in Lincolnshire. ‘We’re top of the league for wanting them [immigrants] out. Some of the Polish people are nice, but there are too many… [Immigration’s] gone too far anyway, I doubt much will change [when Britain leaves the EU]. We should’ve listened to Enoch Powell. Good old Enoch,’ he chuckles.1 His wife looks at him sternly; Powell was a Conservative politician who in 1968 foresaw ‘rivers of blood’ as a result of immigration from non-white Commonwealth countries.




    Boston has long been a place that people leave. Perhaps its biggest claim to fame is that migrants from there gave its name to the now much bigger American city in Massachusetts. When immigrants moved to British cities in post-war decades, they steered clear of the sleepy farming town. But that all changed when Poland and seven other east European countries joined the EU in 2004 and Britain threw open its doors to their workers. Suddenly, people flocked to Boston.




    In the local fields east European migrants in fluorescent orange boiler suits now pick the healthy kale and humble spuds that end up in supermarket trolleys. Picking vegetables involves long days of hard, poorly paid work. Growers had previously relied on workers bussed in for the day during the brief harvest period, and before that on seasonal Irish migrants, explains Paul Gleeson, a former Labour councillor who produced a study of the impact of migration on the local community. But since the east Europeans’ arrival, local vegetable production has soared and harvesting takes place most of the year. The vegetables they pick are now processed and packaged – cleaned, sorted, wrapped and barcoded – locally too, as are some shipped in from elsewhere in Europe. The factory workers tend to be migrants, the supervisors and managers British.




    Boston has boomed. Yet like Mike, many locals don’t welcome the newcomers. ‘I have nothing to do with them,’ says a market trader in the town square. ‘If you want to see the difference in this town, take a walk along West Street. They have got nearly all the shops along there now. People are bothered by immigration because of the size of the town. It’s ridiculous how many shops and supermarkets they have.’2




    East European immigrants now account for a higher share of the population in Boston than anywhere else in Britain – nearly one-ninth according to the 2011 census, and possibly twice that in 2018–19 according to the less accurate Annual Population Survey.3 The market trader’s feeling that They are an invading army depriving locals of resources helps explain why Boston recorded the highest Leave vote in the country in the EU referendum: 75.6 percent. And while in Britain as a whole immigration is now less of a bugbear than it was before the referendum, people in Boston are still just as bothered by it.




    ‘Immigrants have fundamentally altered the character of the town,’ says Jonathan Noble, a local Conservative councillor. ‘They’ve put pressure on local hospitals, schools and housing. And they’ve depressed wages in the agricultural economy.’




    If you walk down West Street, you’ll see shops called Baltic Food and European Market; so much so that some locals now dub it ‘East Street’. Yet the bustling businesses show that east Europeans are spending their wages locally, revitalising the town centre. Many stores used to be boarded up, Gleeson explains. (Noble also acknowledges immigrants’ entrepreneurial contribution.)




    Gleeson’s report debunked local misperceptions about the newcomers. For all the grumbling about boozy east European young men causing a ruckus, police recorded more public-order offences by local people. Contrary to fears that immigrants were a welfare burden, hardly any claimed unemployment benefits.




    Yet Noble emphasises the pressure on local services. ‘Because of all the extra immigrants, local people are waiting longer to see a doctor. At one secondary school 40 percent of the children are foreign nationals. Some learn English quickly; others don’t.’




    ‘There has been pressure on public services,’ Gleeson acknowledges. ‘But immigrants aren’t to blame. The pressure is due to austerity and a failure of the authorities to adjust quickly enough to a rise in the local population. And all the newcomers aren’t being counted properly, so local services aren’t receiving adequate funding from central government.’




    ‘That’s a fair point,’ Noble concedes. ‘We haven’t had our fair share of government funding. It’s incumbent on government to be more generous. But it’s not much help to a local person struggling to see their GP [primary doctor].’ True – but it’s no reason to blame newcomers for government failure.




    The cost of housing is another issue. ‘Even though wages in Boston are low, we have the highest rents in Lincolnshire,’ Noble exclaims. Yet as he later points out, some east Europeans live in mobile homes on farmers’ land, so do not compete with locals for housing. Others live in crowded, shared accommodation, so occupy much less space than retirees who have moved to Boston from elsewhere in Britain. Insofar as newcomers do drive up local demand for housing, the real issue is that planning restrictions, local nimbyism (‘not in my back yard’) and the cost of building on a flood plain have all prevented the construction of enough new homes to accommodate Boston’s rising population.




    Perhaps the biggest gripe is that the migrants have harmed locals’ job prospects. Marius Wlodarczyk, a factory worker from Poland, says he can feel the tension with local people. ‘They don’t like us much. They keep saying that we’re taking their jobs and they’re blaming us,’ he said. ‘There are some very angry people out there,’ says Robin Hunter-Clarke, formerly a local UK Independence Party activist. ‘It’s mainly about jobs. There’s too many people in the low-skilled labour market.’4




    Undeniably, workers in Britain have had a torrid time since the financial crisis. Allowing for inflation, median wages were still lower in 2019 than their 2008 peak.5 Moreover, pay in Boston is well below the national average. So it is perhaps understandable that locals attribute their crimped pay packets to the influx of east Europeans.




    But while Boston was already poor before the east Europeans’ arrival, wages there have not fallen further behind the rest of the country since then. In 2004 local median wages were 69.3 percent of the national average; in 2016 they were 69.1 percent. That local experience in the area of Britain that has received the biggest influx of east Europeans chimes with the national evidence that immigrants typically do not depress British people’s wages significantly. On the contrary, they tend to boost Britons’ earnings and living standards.




    It might seem common sense that having more immigrants entails fewer jobs for locals. But as Gleeson observes, ‘There’s more work in Boston than there’s ever been.’ Remember that locals didn’t pick vegetables even before the east Europeans arrived. Farming and food processing have also grown massively in the past fifteen years. That has created other jobs too. Taxi companies are busier driving vegetable pickers to and from work. The local Asda supermarket hired more people when it became a superstore. Immigrant-owned businesses employ locals too.




    For sure, some individual locals may have lost out from migration. But in general, they haven’t. The local unemployment rate was less than 5 percent in 2019. Ziedonis Barbaks, a representative of the local Lithuanian community who first arrived in the UK in 2006, dismisses suggestions that east Europeans are stealing locals’ jobs. ‘Even someone who does not speak good English can find a job so I think these local people can find one if they want one,’ he says. Even when unemployment soared as a result of the coronavirus crisis, hardly any Britons were willing to pick crops.6




    The crux of the matter is that east European migrants are willing to do dirty, difficult and dull low-paid jobs that locals spurn because they have different options. What young Bostonians consider drudgery appeals to young Bulgarians because it pays more than even a good job back home. The seasonality of agricultural work is a big negative for locals who want year-round employment; for Latvians who want to spend part of the year back home, it is a plus. Migrants are also willing to make do with less living space; economising on rent enables them to save up a nest egg to buy a house or start a business back home, or get a step up in Britain. After a year picking cauliflower, Miroslav, a Romanian migrant, had saved enough to become a taxi driver. A former typographer, he aims to open a business in Boston. ‘I have the opportunity to use my head, to start a business and put it back in Britain,’ he said.7




    Nobody denies that many people in Boston face real problems. But scapegoating migrants is neither fair to them nor helpful to locals.




    Myths and misconceptions




    Boston’s example illustrates a bigger point. If newcomers’ impact on the economy and society is generally positive, why are public perceptions of immigration often so negative?




    One issue is that measuring public opinion on immigration is tricky; similar surveys by reputable pollsters yield very different results. For example, while Ipsos typically finds that only a minority of people in rich countries think immigration is ‘good for the economy’ of their country,8 sizeable majorities in most countries agree that ‘immigrants today make our country stronger because of their work and talents,’ according to the Pew Research Center.9 The differences are glaring. Within a few months, the former found that only 31 percent of Swedes had a positive view of immigrants’ economic impact, the latter that 62 percent did. They can’t both be right; they may both be wrong.




    Nor can one necessarily read too much into election or referendum results. Many people don’t vote, including some who think things are broadly fine and others who believe voting won’t improve their plight. And those who do vote do so for all sorts of reasons. Not everyone who voted Leave was against immigration from the EU, while some who voted Remain wanted limits on EU migration but nonetheless favoured EU membership for other reasons.




    Interestingly, Ipsos surveys suggest that people in two of the countries that have experienced the biggest backlashes against immigration in recent years – the UK and the US – actually had a much more positive view of immigration in 2016, the year of the EU referendum and President Trump’s election, than they did five years earlier.10




    With the important caveat that perceptions are hard to measure accurately, all surveys find that many people in rich countries – a sizeable minority and in some cases even a majority – have negative perceptions of migration and would like less of it.




    Some assert that evidence of immigrants’ positive economic impact fails to reflect voters’ lived experience, and that people’s first-hand perceptions are surely more accurate than dry statistics and aloof academic analysis. Yet a subjective interpretation of an anecdote – an unemployed local builder sees a Polish one working and blames the immigrant for his lack of a job – is scarcely conclusive.11




    Indeed, negative perceptions of immigration are often not based on personal experience. It is telling that while few people in Britain think immigration is negative for them personally, many believe it is detrimental to the country as a whole.12 In both the UK and the US, attitudes towards migration are often much more negative in areas where there are few or no migrants than in big cities where there are many. Mediated misperceptions are even less credible than first-hand ones.




    If one accepts that evidence – albeit inevitably imperfect and incomplete – is more accurate than perceptions, what explains the misperceptions? Unduly negative perceptions about immigration may be due to ignorance, misinformation, misinterpretation or prejudice. They are exacerbated by the fear-mongering, xenophobic rhetoric and outright lies of unscrupulous politicians, anti-immigrant campaigners and media propagandists; in the six years leading up to the EU referendum, for instance, the Daily Express ran 179 anti-immigration cover stories and the Daily Mail 122.13 And they are validated by governments which often find it convenient to blame migrants for their own failings.




    Public ignorance about immigration is glaring. Many critics argue – sometimes disingenuously – that they have no problem with immigration per se but only with the scale of it (‘the numbers’). According to Ipsos, 48 percent of people in the twenty-five countries they surveyed thought there were too many immigrants in their country.14 Most rich countries clustered around that average, although the proportion was as high as two-thirds in Italy and as low as a third in Canada.




    Yet in almost every country people greatly overestimate the immigrant share of the population – and opponents of immigration especially so. In rich countries, people tend to think there are roughly twice as many immigrants as there actually are. Germans thought immigrants were 30 percent of the population and Americans 29 percent, when migrants were in fact around half that. Britons thought nearly one in four residents were immigrants when at the time just over one in eight were.




    People with less education, those in ‘low-skilled’ occupations that employ lots of immigrants and those on the political right overestimate the immigrant share in the US and Europe most.15 In addition, voters overestimate the proportion of immigrants who are Muslim (see Chapter 18) and underestimate the share of Christians. They underestimate immigrants’ education levels and overestimate their dependence on welfare. Almost one in four French respondents, nearly one in five Swedes and about one in seven Americans think the average immigrant gets twice as much government aid as locals do. In no country is this true.




    Before the EU referendum, Ipsos found that people thought EU migrants made up 15 percent of the UK population (which would be around 10.5 million people).16 In fact, they accounted for only 5 percent (around 3.5 million people). Those intending to vote Leave reckoned 20 percent of the population were EU migrants, compared with 10 percent among those planning to vote Remain. On average, respondents thought one in four migrants were from the EU. This would suggest – assuming they had done the arithmetic – that they thought 60 percent of the UK population were immigrants!




    This ignorance is reinforced by the misinformation of politicians and pundits who routinely assert that countries are experiencing ‘mass immigration’. Yet in some countries, the rate of new arrivals is low. In 2018 the foreign-born population of France rose by a mere 39,000 – a drop in the ocean in a country of 65 million.17 That same year, when far-right leader Matteo Salvini warned darkly of the threat to Italy of an invasion of immigrants from Africa, a mere 23,000 desperate asylum seekers and migrants arrived by sea to a country of sixty million people.18




    Looking longer term, it is true that the foreign-born share of the UK population has doubled in twenty-five years, from 7 percent in 1993 to 14 percent in 2018.19 In 1993 net migration – arrivals minus departures – was negative; in the year to June 2016, just before the EU referendum, it reached 311,000.20 But relative to the UK population at the time of 65 million, that net migration rate was 0.48 percent, and by mid-2019 net inflows had fallen to 212,000, or 0.32 percent.




    At its peak, the UK’s net migration rate was less than half the 1 percent rate in Australia, a country which Britons tend to think tightly limits immigration.21 Is the arrival in Britain of less than one additional migrant a year per two hundred existing residents ‘mass immigration’? It is equivalent to fewer than three hundred extra newcomers in a Premiership football crowd of sixty thousand people. Britons are hardly being ‘swamped’.




    As well as ignorance and misinformation, there are misinterpretations. Some may be genuine mistakes. When wages fall, as they did after the financial crisis, it may seem logical that an increase in the labour supply is to blame, especially since immigrants tend to be more visible than the true causes of declining pay. The fallacy that there is a fixed number of jobs to go around – so that each job taken by a migrant entails one less for a local – also seems like common sense to many people. Yet whether they were born locally or abroad, people don’t just take jobs, they also create them – both when they spend their wages and in complementary lines of work, as Chapter 11 explains.




    Where misinterpretations are due to failures of government policy, ministers and officials have no incentive to correct them. If people don’t know that migrants typically pay more in taxes than they take out in benefits and services, as Chapter 13 details, they may blame immigrants for putting a strain on local services. Yet as Boston’s example shows, the real problem is often the failure of public services to respond quickly to changing needs. Nobody blames migrants for shortages at local supermarkets – because there aren’t normally any.




    Often, complaints against immigrants are symptoms of broader concerns. People who feel threatened by change over which they have no control may lash out at one of its most visible (and vulnerable) manifestations. Many white working-class men feel they have lost status both locally – with the decline of manufacturing jobs, the entry of women into the labour market and moves to reduce discrimination against women, ethnic minorities and other groups – and globally with the rise of China and other countries. Elderly people who are nostalgic for an idealised past – their youth – may express their social conservatism through opposition to immigration. Strikingly, the Leave vote was strongly correlated not just with opposition to immigration, but with dislike of social liberalism and support for the death penalty.22 In such cases, voters’ real objection may not be to immigrants in particular, but rather to modern liberal societies in general. Since stopping immigration would not turn the clock back to the bygone age that such voters romanticise, or tackle the socio-economic problems that they worry about, it would scarcely address their discontents.




    Conversely, increased immigration can be acceptable if other factors change. The proportions of Britons and Americans who thought there were too many immigrants in the country have declined since 2011 even as actual numbers have risen, perhaps because the economic situation has improved.23 This contradicts the claim by Eric Kaufmann in Whiteshift that opposition to immigration is primarily due to white people’s fear of being replaced by non-whites, although it is clearly a factor.24




    Some assert that it isn’t necessarily racist – or xenophobic – to oppose immigration. That may be true, but in many cases negative perceptions of immigration are due to prejudice. People with an emotional dislike of foreigners tend to come up with pseudo-rational arguments to justify their xenophobia. Thus when immigrants are working, they are taking our jobs; when they are unemployed, they are scrounging off the state. When they are rich, they are driving prices up; when they are poor, they are driving wages down. Sometimes the two are combined to ludicrous effect: one politician with whom I was debating accused immigrants of living ten to a room in unacceptably cramped conditions and in the next breath blamed them for rising house prices. Immigrants can’t win: they are damned if they do and damned if they don’t.




    While the weight of evidence suggests the impact of immigration is mostly positive, ignorance, misinformation, misinterpretation and prejudice all create negative misperceptions that need to be addressed. Indeed, people have always been on the move, as the next chapter explains, and who We are now has often been shaped by those who were once considered Them.
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    A VERY BRIEF HISTORY OF MIGRATION




    In the shadow of the skyscrapers of the City, London’s financial centre, lies the district of Spitalfields, on the edge of the capital’s East End. Wander down Brick Lane on a Sunday afternoon and you’ll witness a cosmopolitan crowd of Londoners and tourists speaking a smattering of different languages. They’ve come to browse the market stalls, eye the street art and eat in one of the street’s many curry houses.




    At first glance, it may be hard to distinguish the diverse locals from the many different foreigners; neither the colour of their skin nor even the language they are speaking are reliable giveaways. Perhaps the most accurate tell is whether they look like they know where they are going. Welcome to super-diverse modern London. That diversity would make most Bostonians blanch, yet more than nine in ten Londoners say people from different backgrounds get along with one another in their local area.1




    While Londoners are very diverse – four in ten people in inner London were born abroad,2 in as many as two hundred different countries, and many more come from around Britain – Brick Lane has a distinctly Bangladeshi British feel. The ‘Indian’ restaurants that line the lane are actually run by people of Bangladeshi background. Alongside staples of British Indian cuisine such as chicken tikka masala – sometimes described as Britain’s national dish – they serve up the likes of hilsa fish curry, a Bangladeshi favourite.




    Walk past Eastern Eye Balti House, Al-Halal Fried Chicken and Zam Zam gift shop and on the corner with Fournier Street you reach the Brick Lane mosque. At this point, xenophobic nationalists who claim to love their country but actually wish it was completely different may start spluttering about this alien intrusion in London’s traditional East End, and mutter that ‘indigenous Britons’ have been driven out of the capital as Muslims such as Mayor Sadiq Khan take over. As if to confirm their point, adjacent to the splendour of the Georgian building stands a huge stainless-steel minaret.




    Except that the minaret is in fact the Minaret Like Sculpture, a stunning piece of street art designed by David Gallagher, a British architect who is not Muslim. Made with cutting-edge metalwork techniques, it shines beautifully at night. Like Brick Lane itself, it is a delightfully modern remix of different cultures, old and new.




    Spitalfields has long been an area where immigrants congregate. What is now the Brick Lane Mosque was built in 1743 as L’Église de l’Hôpital (the Hospital Church) by the local community of Huguenots, Protestants who had fled religious persecution in Catholic France. Go round the corner on to Fournier Street, look up and you’ll see the church’s original sundial dated 1743.




    As the Huguenots spread out and new immigrants moved in, the church’s use changed. After an interlude as a Methodist chapel, the building became the Spitalfields Great Synagogue in 1891. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, some 140,000 Jews who fled pogroms in Tsarist Russia and Eastern Europe settled in Britain, many of them in the East End. Spitalfields became known as ‘Little Jerusalem’.




    Like Muslims today, the Jewish newcomers were widely reviled. Indeed, Britain’s first immigration restrictions, through the Aliens Act of 1905, were introduced to curtail their entry. Yet Jewish immigrants went on to establish quintessentially British businesses such as Marks & Spencer, Moss Bros and Burtons, and their descendants are fully accepted as British by all except a small minority of anti-Semites.




    Over time, the Jews also moved on, many of them to North London, and in 1970 the synagogue followed them to Golders Green – although you can still buy delicious Jewish bagels at the famous Beigel Shop on Brick Lane. As Bangladeshi immigrants moved in, they bought the building, which reopened as a mosque in 1976.




    Thus Brick Lane Mosque is a building built and repurposed by successive waves of immigrants, each of whom have made Spitalfields their home before spreading out across the country as they settled in.




    A good way to get a sense of the changing nature of the area is to visit 19 Princelet Street, one road up from Fournier Street.3 This wonderful, informal immigration museum records the many uses over the years of what was once a Huguenot house and how different people lived, worked, played and prayed there. But because it is so desperately underfunded, it opens only sporadically. The same is true of a bigger effort, the Migration Museum, in south London.4 The UK seems to have a deliberate amnesia about its long history of immigration.5




    Migrants made Us




    Humans have always been on the move. We all originate from Africa, science suggests. Our ancestors have since spread out and settled on every continent. Even the remotest tribes in the depths of the Amazon rainforest, who would appear to have been there since time immemorial, actually came from somewhere else. There is no such thing as a truly indigenous Briton, native American or aboriginal Australian. We were all migrants at some point in our family tree.




    Not only are there are no native Britons, successive migrants made the country what it is today. Cheddar Man – the oldest complete human skeleton found in Britain, of a man who died more than nine thousand years ago – was, it seems, a dark-skinned hunter-gatherer.6 Archaeological finds suggest that farming was introduced some six thousand years ago by immigrants from what is now France.7 English is written in an alphabet that derives from the Phoenicians, whose merchants spread it from their native Lebanon across the Mediterranean, and which was brought to Britain by the Romans. While the languages of Roman Britain were Latin as well as Celtic tongues, the English language is a mishmash that comes from Germanic dialects, Viking Norse and Norman French – all of which are Indo-European languages with their origins in India. While Roman Britain was already Christian by the fourth century, the pagan Anglo-Saxons who subsequently settled there were converted to Christianity, a Middle Eastern religion, by foreign missionaries. Our numbering system, which displaced Roman numerals, was introduced to Europe by Arabic speakers from North Africa, who in turn had derived it from India.




    Monarchs are said to embody the nation, yet they too are of foreign origin. From the Battle of Hastings in 1066 to 1154, kings of England were Norman French, who in turn were Vikings who had settled in Normandy and taken on Frankish airs. They were followed by the Angevin French house of Plantagenet until 1485. Since 1714 British monarchs – including Queen Elizabeth II – have been of German origin, first from the House of Hanover and then that of Saxe-Coburg and Gotha (whose name was changed to Windsor during the First World War). Britain – and England – are mongrel nations.




    Few societies fully recognise their mixed heritage. On the plus side, this shows how elastic our sense of Us can be; over time, the alien has become local. On the downside, this historical forgetfulness fosters dangerous illusions: misguided nostalgia for an idealised past when everyone was settled and similar, together with misconceptions that today is different and that recent immigrants will never fit in. Past dividing lines may have been different, but most of the issues in today’s immigration debate are age-old.




    That’s one reason why immigration museums matter so much – and why their neglect or absence can tell you a lot about how a society sees itself. Germany – a country where nearly one in four have a foreign-born parent – does not yet have an immigration museum.8 Sydney – a city where nearly half the population were born overseas and almost all the rest are descended from people who moved to Australia in the past two centuries – no longer has one; the New South Wales Migration Heritage Centre closed in 2012 for lack of funding. Fortunately, Melbourne has a magnificent museum housed in the beautifully restored Old Customs House, where newcomers used to be processed.




    France is perhaps the European country that has received the most immigrants over the past two hundred years, yet its National Museum of the History of Immigration was officially inaugurated only in 2014. Housed in a palace in Paris that had previously hosted the country’s colonial museum, it shares the building with an aquarium for tropical fish. Yet it belatedly does a splendid job of conveying how France has always been a country of immigration.




    In the US, where more than one in four have a foreign-born parent, the most evocative experience is visiting Ellis Island in New York Harbour, the world’s most famous immigration-processing centre, which I depicted at length in chapter two of Immigrants: Your Country Needs Them. More than twelve million newcomers to the US were vetted there between 1892 and 1954.




    Less known is the Castle Garden Emigrant Landing Depot, the US’s first immigration station, where more than eight million people arrived in America between 1855 and 1890. Now known as Castle Clinton, the massive sandstone fort lies in Battery Park by the southern tip of Manhattan Island.




    On 19 October 1885 a penniless and sickly sixteen-year-old Bavarian trainee barber, who had fled Germany to escape compulsory military service, landed at Castle Garden. US immigration records list his name as ‘Friedr. Trumpf’, occupation – ‘none’.9 Why would America want a draft-dodging good-for-nothing like him? Fortunately for Friedrich, the US then had an ‘open-door’ immigration policy, so even seeming undesirables such as him were admitted. Migrants didn’t require a passport, let alone a visa; there were no illegal immigrants or failed asylum seekers in those days.




    Frederick Trump, as he later became, went on to make a fortune operating restaurants and brothels in mining towns in the Wild West during the gold rush. He returned to Germany with his family in 1904 a wealthy man. But despite petitioning the government to stay, he was ordered to leave the country the next year for having emigrated to evade military service. Stripped of his German citizenship, Donald Trump’s German grandfather ultimately returned to the US, not because he loved America but because he was forced out of his homeland.




    Like many other German Americans, Frederick Trump sought to hide his German origins when the First World War provoked a wave of anti-German feeling. His son Fred, who was conceived in Bavaria in 1904, later denied his German heritage altogether, claiming his father was Swedish – a lie repeated by Fred’s son Donald in his 1987 book, Trump: The Art of the Deal.10




    Out of Europe




    Friedrich Trumpf was one of around sixty million mostly poor Europeans who moved freely to the Americas in the century after 1820. German migrants like him were the Mexicans of their time: the largest category of immigrants to the US whose language, culture and, yes, ‘complexion’ were often seen as inferior and threatening by the established Anglophone majority.11




    Before 1820 the ‘New World’ had relied primarily on forced migrants for labour – African slaves in the Americas and British convicts in Australia, as well as poor European indentured servants. But the transport of slaves on British ships was banned in 1807 and slavery became illegal in the British Empire in 1833.




    Primarily Indian and Chinese indentured labourers – workers in debt bondage to their employers – often replaced slaves, until Britain finally abolished the practice in 1916. Most went home again, but some stayed, as the presence of long-standing Indian and Chinese communities in the Caribbean and many other former British colonies attests. While the slave trade to the US collapsed in the 1850s, it did not end until the Confederate South lost the Civil War in 1865. Brazil did not abolish slavery until 1888.




    With the decline of forced migration, the age of free movement took off. In the 1820s only one in five migrants crossing the Atlantic were free; by the 1840s, four in five were.12 The New World had plenty of land and natural resources, but few people. It was crying out for both workers – farmers, miners, railwaymen and increasingly factory workers too – and settlers.




    Meanwhile, Europe was in economic and political turmoil. As the Industrial Revolution gathered pace, peasants were leaving the land for factory work in towns and cities. Monarchs and the aristocratic classes were being challenged by the burgeoning bourgeois classes and restless working classes. No wonder Europe’s many young, poor people were often tempted to move to the Americas, where wages were appealingly high.




    Doing so was easier than ever. First postal services and newspapers, then the telegraph and telephones brought news of opportunities in distant places. Railways and steamships made getting there faster and cheaper, while money sent home by earlier migrants helped foot the bill. And governments mostly welcomed the newcomers. While arrivals at Ellis Island were vetted to weed out those ‘liable to become a public charge’, only one in fifty was denied entry.




    The exodus from Europe was unprecedented. First Britons, then Irish and Germans moved. Soon they were joined by Scandinavians and others from north-western Europe. Later, Italians, Poles and other southern and eastern Europeans crossed the Atlantic too.




    At the peak of this mass migration in the first decade of the twentieth century, nearly 9 million Europeans moved to the US, nearly 2.5 million to Argentina and Brazil, more than 1.5 million to Australia and New Zealand and over 1 million to Canada.13 In 1907 alone 1.3 million Europeans moved to the US. Since the US population was only 76 million in 1900, the rate of new arrivals was far greater than today. By 1910 one in seven people in the US was foreign-born – a slightly higher proportion than today.14




    Overall, some ten million Britons moved to North America, Australia and New Zealand in the century after 1820.15 That compares with a UK population of 38 million in 1901.16 Starting with the catastrophic Great Famine in the 1840s, nearly half the population of Ireland also emigrated. So did well over a third of Italy’s population.17 Much smaller numbers of Chinese and Japanese people also moved to the Americas.




    People were also on the move within Europe. Irish people migrated to British cities. Italians moved to France and Germany. East Europeans went west to Germany.




    Meanwhile, millions of Russians migrated to colonise Central Asia. Nearly twenty million Chinese migrants settled across South East Asia. And nearly thirty million people moved from India to other British colonies such as Malaysia, Ceylon (now Sri Lanka) and Burma (now Myanmar).18




    Much movement was temporary. More than half of those who migrated subsequently went home again19 – as Friedrich Trumpf tried to do. Others criss-crossed the Atlantic for seasonal work: Italian peasants to pick the harvest in Argentina during the European winter, Irish navvies to build American railways before returning home.




    Closed off




    At the beginning of the twentieth century an open world seemed normal and enduring. It had existed for nearly a century and self-reliant people’s right to move where they pleased was considered a natural right – although the US had restricted the entry of Chinese labourers in the 1880s. As Britain’s foreign secretary, Earl Granville, had put it in 1872, ‘by the existing law of Great Britain all foreigners have the unrestricted right of entrance and residence in this country.’20 Fine words. But governments soon had other ideas.




    The collapse of the era of free migration began with the First World War. While people flows bounced back immediately afterwards, the US and other governments soon began imposing immigration restrictions. Amid mass unemployment, the Great Depression of the 1930s then stifled migration. In that decade, fewer than 750,000 newcomers were allowed to stay in the US. Migration to Latin America dried up too. Only after the Second World War would people flows resume.
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    POST-1945 MIGRATION




    On 21 June 1948 a former German cruise boat, the Empire Windrush, steamed up the Thames Estuary and docked at Tilbury, just east of London. On board were some five hundred Caribbean passengers who had made the crossing from Kingston, Jamaica. They had been lured by an advertisement offering cheap passage to those who wanted to work in Britain. Among them was twenty-two-year-old Sam King.1




    King had served as an engineer in the Royal Air Force (RAF) during the Second World War. While he had returned to Jamaica when he was demobilised the previous year, he had failed to settle back in. So his family had sold three cows to buy his passage on the Windrush.




    As subjects of the British Empire, Jamaicans had the right to travel freely to Britain and live there. Even so, as the ship approached land, many were anxious that the authorities would turn them back. So King persuaded two former RAF radio operators to play dominoes outside the ship’s radio room to listen in on incoming transmissions.




    They were right to be apprehensive: it turns out that the then Labour prime minister, Clement Attlee, had considered preventing the migrants embarking or even diverting the ship to East Africa. But fortunately he discarded those options and the domino players instead heard Colonial Secretary Arthur Creech Jones state that ‘these people have British passports and they must be allowed to land.’ Jones is said to have reassured his cabinet colleagues that the Jamaicans ‘would not last one winter in England anyway’, so there was ‘nothing to worry about’.2




    Post-war Britain was desperately short of labour to help it rebuild, but many viewed the black newcomers with alarm. Around half were eventually accommodated in the air-raid shelter under Clapham Common. Since the nearest labour exchange happened to be in Brixton, the area became one of London’s first West Indian enclaves.




    King rejoined the RAF and later settled in the south London borough of Southwark where he became a postman. When a resentful white worker yelled: ‘Send ‘em back!’ King replied: ‘I’m all in favour of sending them back, as long as you start with the Mayflower.’3




    In addition to a thirty-four-year career with the Royal Mail, King became a community organiser. He co-founded the precursor to the Notting Hill Carnival, a Caribbean street party that is now Europe’s biggest. He helped start the first British newspaper specifically for black people, the West Indian Gazette. He became the first black mayor of Southwark in 1983. And he helped set up the Windrush Foundation to preserve the memories of those who travelled with him on that historic journey and to campaign on behalf of West Indian immigrants. To cap it all, he received an official honour, being awarded the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire (MBE).




    King, who died in 2016 aged ninety, was a lifelong socialist, but confessed to reading the conservative Daily Telegraph for its coverage of his beloved cricket. He certainly had a good innings.




    Into Europe




    Sam King and his fellow passengers on the Windrush were part of a new pattern of migration that emerged after the Second World War. In the immediate aftermath, millions of refugees – including my grandparents and mother, and Jews whom Hitler had sought to exterminate – were displaced from war-torn European countries. Soon after, Europe shifted from being a continent of emigration to one of immigration. Together with North America and Australasia, it began receiving migrants from the rest of the world: Asia, Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean.




    In many respects, post-war immigration to Europe closely resembled emigration from it before the First World War. It was primarily driven by the demand for labour in high-wage economies attracting willing young workers from lower-wage countries. The wartime experience of people such as Sam King had created greater awareness of the opportunities in Europe, as did radio and then television. Travel continued to get cheaper and faster too.




    But unlike in the age of free movement, governments in the post-war period were often far from welcoming. On the contrary, people flows were often increasingly restricted and controlled over time. While the post-war era is often dubbed an age of ‘managed’ migration, this gives governments far too much credit. Most long-term settlement was unplanned and often unwanted.




    While economics determined migrants’ direction of travel, history – notably colonialism – often decided their ultimate destination: Indians moved to Britain, Indonesians to the Netherlands, Algerians to France. Geography mattered too: many Portuguese moved to France and Turks to West Germany. Once immigrant communities became established in a country, they tended to grow since the presence of relatives made it easier for family members to move and less daunting for compatriots to join them.




    Migration to richer parts of northern and western Europe took off in the 1950s and 1960s as economies boomed. Newcomers came from both far-flung former colonies and poorer European countries – Irish to Britain, Italians to France and Germany, Finns to Sweden – and then from Turkey and North Africa. The newcomers drove buses, cleaned streets and worked in factories.




    In some countries, notably Germany, many immigrants came as ‘guest workers’ for a few years and then left again. But when economies turned sour in the 1970s and unemployment rose, especially after the oil crisis of 1973, European governments sought to stop migration and indeed encourage existing immigrants to leave. Many guest workers then became permanent settlers instead. As the Swiss writer Max Frisch remarked: ‘We imported workers and got men [people, actually] instead.’




    Migration to Europe slowed to a trickle, mostly foreign family members. Some refugees were also admitted, notably from the wars in Vietnam and Afghanistan, the revolution in Iran and the Pinochet dictatorship in Chile. The newly rich, oil-producing Gulf states became the main importers of migrant labour from poor countries.




    The sequence in Britain was slightly different. Citizens of the Commonwealth – former British colonies that had gained their independence – continued to enjoy the right to settle freely in the UK in the 1950s. A Conservative home secretary at the time even declared that this was an ‘unalienable right’. People from the Caribbean were soon joined by Indians and then Pakistanis. Among the newcomers were the Pakistani parents of former Conservative chancellor Sajid Javid, who arrived in Yorkshire in 1961; the former UK finance minister’s father landed with a pound in his pocket and became a bus driver.4




    But in 1962 such economic migration was restricted and in 1972 entry was limited to those holding a work permit, with Commonwealth citizens losing their privileged access to the UK labour market. In the meantime the Pakistani parents of Sadiq Khan, the Labour Mayor of London, moved to the UK, and his father also became a bus driver.5




    Among the final arrivals in 1972–73, before the door slammed shut, were South Asian refugees expelled from Uganda by Idi Amin’s brutal dictatorship. They included Rumi Verjee, now a Liberal Democrat lord, who made his fortune by franchising Domino’s Pizza in the UK.




    Across Europe




    Migration to Western Europe took off again in the 1990s after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the end of communism in Eastern Europe and the collapse of the Soviet Union. Many moved from east to west – including ethnic Germans from the former Soviet Union and nearly a million refugees from the wars in the former Yugoslavia. Among them were the Bosnian parents of Zlatan Ibrahimović, the star Swedish striker.




    Meanwhile, poorer countries on Europe’s periphery that had previously been countries of emigration – Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal and Ireland – became countries of immigration too. Foreigners flocked to Ireland’s tiger economy and Spain’s booming one – at least until the financial crisis knocked them back in 2008. One of the few foreigners who moved to Ireland before that period was the father of former Irish prime minister Leo Varadkar, an Indian doctor who met his Irish wife while working in a British hospital in the 1960s and moved to Dublin in 1973.6




    The biggest shift in the pattern of European migration came with the entry of Poland and seven other eastern European countries into the EU in 2004, followed by Romania and Bulgaria in 2007 and Croatia in 2013. Since the creation of the EU’s single market in 1993, EU citizens have been free to live and work in any EU country. While governments were allowed to restrict the right to work – but not the right of entry – of citizens from new member states for up to seven years after their admission, Britain, Ireland and Sweden chose not to do so in 2004. This led to a sharp rise in east European migration to Britain and Ireland.




    At the turn of the century, there were only 56,000 Polish-born people in the UK.7 By 2004 their numbers had risen to 94,000. By the EU referendum in June 2016, there were 883,000 and Poles had overtaken Indians as the largest immigrant community in Britain.8 But since the Brexit vote, that trend has reversed. By 2019 their numbers had fallen to 827,000.9 By then there were nearly 1.9 million east Europeans in the UK, accounting for just over half of the 3.6 million EU migrants and a fifth of the total foreign-born population of 9.4 million. Many serve in bars, restaurants and hotels, pick and process food in places such as Boston, are builders and plumbers and increasingly work in highly skilled occupations too.




    EU migration to the UK has been substantial, but not exceptional. More than twice as many Poles (1.9 million) have moved to Germany, where they have overtaken Turks as the top category of immigrant. Germany has also received more immigrants from the EU than the UK, both in absolute numbers – 6 million as of 2018 – and as a share of population (7.2 percent). Meanwhile, Romanians, who speak a Latin language, have moved primarily to Italy, where they are the largest category of migrant, and Spain, where they are the second-biggest. By 2018 there were 21.8 million people born in one EU country living in another.10




    EU free movement was not one-way traffic. British pensioners increasingly retired in sunny Spain. Others moved to France. There are twice as many Brits in Spain as Spaniards in Britain, and nearly as many Britons in France as French people in the UK. Among those retired in France is the chair of Vote Leave and former Conservative chancellor Nigel Lawson who hates the EU so much he wants to live there. And in a historic turnaround since the Brexit vote, more people are now moving from the UK to Ireland than in the other direction.11




    Since 2010 the UK government has been obsessed with reducing net migration, which then prime minister David Cameron had pledged to cut to ‘tens of thousands’ a year. First as home secretary under Cameron from 2010 to 2016, then as prime minister until July 2019, Theresa May made this her overriding priority. Since the government could control neither emigration nor EU immigration, it focused on cutting non-EU immigration. Visa rules for international students were tightened. Outrageously, British people who weren’t rich enough were denied the opportunity to obtain a visa for their foreign spouse. The visa system for skilled workers was made more expensive, restrictive and burdensome. Meanwhile, the ‘hostile environment’ policy sought to drive out unwanted migrants. Even so, net migration topped 300,000 in the twelve months before the EU referendum. The victorious Leave campaign’s ‘take back control’ slogan was particularly appealing to those who wished to limit EU migration.




    Elsewhere in the EU, EU migrants have typically been much less controversial, with the notable exception of Romani (‘gypsies’). The small number of workers ‘posted’ to another EU country, and employed on the wages and conditions in their home country, have been another bugbear.12 Although far-right politicians, notably Geert Wilders in the Netherlands, have tried to make an issue of east European immigrants, he soon reverted to bashing Muslims instead.13 Popular concerns about migration have tended to focus on poor, non-white non-Europeans, notably refugees.




    Refugees




    When the drowned body of three-year-old Alan Kurdi washed up on a Turkish beach near the holiday resort of Bodrum on 2 September 2015, the images of the toddler prompted a wave of sympathy for people fleeing the barbarism that the regime of Bashar al-Assad has inflicted on innocent Syrians.14 Two days later, Chancellor Angela Merkel decided to open Germany’s borders to the many Syrian refugees who had traipsed across Europe to safety and were now trapped in hostile Hungary.




    Europe’s crisis over refugees in 2015–16 captivated media attention, dominated European politics, boosted populist nationalists and contributed to fears of uncontrolled migration that helped Leave win the EU referendum. The number of people claiming asylum in the EU more than doubled to 1.3 million in 2015 and 1.2 million in 2016, before halving again in 2017–19.15 Germany alone is now home to more than one million refugees, half of them from Syria.16




    Germany’s welcoming of refugees is admirable. But the perception that Europe is overrun with refugees while the rest of the world doesn’t accept their fair share is false. Total arrivals from 2014 to 2018 amounted to less than 1 percent of the EU population. Five in six refugees and asylum seekers are in developing countries.17 Turkey alone hosts more refugees (3.6 million) than all of Europe (3 million). Tiny Lebanon has nearly as many as Germany.18




    For all the fears in Britain – epitomised by Farage’s Breaking Point poster – of seemingly barbarian hordes swamping the country, the number of asylum seekers was barely higher in 2015 and 2016 (just under 40,000) than in 2014 (32,000).19 Sweden, with less than a sixth of the population, received four times more asylum applicants in 2015 than the UK. Chapter 16 highlights how shabbily asylum seekers in the UK and the rest of Europe are often treated.




    New Americans




    One of the most emotionally charged images of current migration is a fragile boat overladen with Syrian refugees seeking to reach Europe. It echoes an earlier tragedy: the plight of the Vietnamese ‘boat people’ who fled their country after the victory of the communist North and the defeat of the US-backed South in the Vietnam War in 1975. Like today’s refugees, they were typically seen as an undesirable burden and often turned away.




    Eventually, many Vietnamese refugees were allowed to move to the US, Canada and Australia. Among them was David Tran, who had been a major in the South Vietnamese army. He finally arrived in the US in 1980 and settled in Los Angeles. But he couldn’t find a job – or a hot sauce to his liking. So he started making his own by hand in a bucket, bottled it and drove it to customers in a van. He named his company Huy Fong Foods after the Taiwanese ship on which he fled Vietnam.20




    Their main product is Sriracha sauce, the bottle of spicy red sauce with an emblematic rooster that you see in Vietnamese restaurants. What began as a tiny local venture in LA’s Chinatown has become a global exporter with hundreds of employees and tens of millions of dollars in sales.




    Vietnamese refugees are now widely seen as valued Americans. Even though most arrived speaking little or no English, with scarcely any assets or relevant job skills, they are now more likely to be employed and have higher household incomes than people born in the US.21 But more recent refugees from Somalia still have a more negative image.




    More than 50,000 Somali Americans now live in Minnesota, many in the neighbourhood of Cedar-Riverside. Often known as ‘Little Mogadishu’, after the Somali capital, signs for halal meat and African imports proliferate in both Somali and English and most women wear a hijab (headscarf).22




    Among them is Ilhan Omar, who was born in Mogadishu in 1982, two years after David Tran arrived in the US. At the age of seven, she fled the civil war in Somalia with her family and spent four years in the huge Dadaab refugee camp in Kenya. In 1992 she arrived in New York and three years later her family obtained asylum.




    In 2018, aged thirty-six, she was elected to the US House of Representatives, the first Somali-American, the first naturalised citizen from Africa and one of the first two Muslim women to serve in Congress. Indeed, Congress had to change its rules to allow her to wear her hijab on the floor. Omar claims she started wearing a headscarf after 9/11 as an expression of cultural identity rather than religious piety. ‘I wear a hijab. I’m a feminist. Deal with it,’ she says.23 Omar is one of the four female Democrats in Congress whom President Trump told to ‘go back’ to their home countries.




    Post-war immigration to Europe has come in two big waves – pre-1973 and post-1989 – primarily from neighbouring countries and former colonies. In contrast, permanent migration to the US remained low until around 1970, when the foreign-born share of the population had fallen to less than 5 percent. Although until 1965 many Mexicans were allowed to come to the US as seasonal agricultural workers, they tended not to stay. That year the national quotas that had discriminated against non-European migrants were also scrapped, and preference instead given to the relatives of US citizens and residents.




    Since then the influx of permanent immigrants has more than trebled, averaging a bit over one million people a year since 2000.24 And whereas previously immigration to the US was mostly from Europe, it is now primarily from the Americas, Asia and Africa. Newcomers to the US no longer look like Friedrich Trumpf; they are people like Victorina Morales (whom we shall meet in Chapter 16), David Tran and Ilhan Omar.




    Reforms in 1990 increased the number of immigrants admitted on the basis of their skills rather than their family connections or refugee status. A diversity lottery was created that offers 55,000 permanent-residence permits (‘green cards’) to applicants from countries that don’t send many migrants to the US. At the same time, irregular immigration, mostly from Mexico, soared, with the estimated number of undocumented residents peaking at 12.2 million in 2007.25




    But after the financial crisis in 2008–09, the pattern of immigration changed again. Many Mexicans went home, including two million of the seven million undocumented ones. By 2017 there were an estimated 10.5 million irregular migrants, of whom 1.9 million and rising were Central American.26 Even once the US economy recovered, more Mexicans continued to leave the US than move there.




    While there is still substantial immigration from Latin America and the Caribbean – notably from the Dominican Republic, Cuba, Central America, Venezuela and Colombia – more than half of newcomers now come from Asia, notably from India and China.27 Migration from Africa has been growing fastest, albeit from a low base.28




    Since 2017 President Trump has cut the legal pathways to enter the US through a blizzard of regulatory and policy changes, rather than new legislation. Among many things, he has made it much harder for Central Americans to claim asylum at the US-Mexican border. Refugee numbers have been slashed from 110,000 in the final full year of the Obama administration to a cap of 18,000 in the fiscal year ending September 2020.29 With his mantra of ‘Hire American’, Trump has also made it much harder for highly skilled workers to obtain temporary work visas. America’s doors are closing again.




    More diverse Anglosphere




    Canada, Australia and New Zealand have also sought immigrants from an ever-wider geographic pool since the Second World War. Unlike the US, as they have shifted away from seeking British or European settlers, they have selected newcomers primarily based on their skills and education rather than their family connections.




    Canada has continually encouraged immigration in the post-war period. Initially, only Europeans were admitted but after 1976 so too were non-Europeans. Among them was Ahmed Hussen, who arrived in Toronto in 1992 aged sixteen as a refugee from Somalia and went on to become minister of immigration, refugees and citizenship from 2017 to 2019.30




    Economic migrants are selected through a skills-based points system that does not discriminate by nationality. Since 2001 the selection criteria have shifted away from a narrow focus on specific occupations to broader attributes, such as education, language and the possession of flexible and transferable skills. Justin Trudeau’s Liberal government has announced that immigration will rise to 350,000 a year in 2021 – equivalent to nearly 1 percent of the existing population.31 The refugee quota for 2020 was set at 53,200 – nearly three times the US’s cap in a country with a ninth of the population. Indeed, when President Trump announced a ban on entry to the US from seven Muslim-majority countries, Trudeau tweeted that ‘Canadians will welcome you, regardless of your faith.’




    After narrowly escaping Japanese invasion during the Second World War, Australia sought to attract large numbers of settlers under the slogan ‘Populate or Perish’. More than a million British migrants were attracted between 1945 and 1972 through the Assisted Passage Migration Scheme; since they were charged only ten pounds for their passage, they became known as ‘Ten Pound Poms’. Among the beneficiaries were future Labour prime minister Julia Gillard, who was born in Wales, and future Liberal prime minister Tony Abbott, who was born in London.




    While the net was soon widened to other Europeans, notably Italians and Greeks, the ‘White Australia’ policy was only fully repealed in 1973. Since then, newcomers, who are selected through an elaborate points system, have increasingly come from Asia. At the same time, Australians and New Zealanders are allowed to move freely between their countries. While political rhetoric about immigration is often caustic, net overseas migration more than doubled in the twenty years to 2019.32




    The big picture, then, is that across the ‘West’ – shorthand for Europe, North America and Australasia – immigration has increased substantially in recent decades. While many migrants in Europe come from other European countries, newcomers to all three continents increasingly come from Asia, Africa and the Americas. Western societies are ever more diverse.
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    THE CURRENT PICTURE




    Whenever I visit New Zealand on a speaking tour, I need a work visa. By some measures, that makes me a temporary migrant. Yet my shortest stay in the country was only two days. Does that really make me an immigrant? What if I stayed for a few weeks as a consultant assisting local businesses? Or was seconded to a local organisation for several months? Where does one draw the line?




    While the coronavirus pandemic has brought most of the world to a halt, mobility will resume once it passes. Until recently, more people were on the move than ever before – and no doubt many will soon be moving again. Most move temporarily, often for only a few months. But official statistics count as migrants only those who stay longer than a year. By that definition, nearly 272 million people were estimated to be living outside the country of their birth in mid-2019 – 56 percent more than in 2000.1 Yet since the world population has also risen considerably since 2000, the migrant share has increased much less – from 2.8 percent to 3.5 percent.2 Fewer than one in twenty-eight people worldwide is an immigrant. For sure, official figures may miss some migrants, notably undocumented ones. But the discrepancies don’t alter the big picture. Globally, immigrants are a tiny minority.




    That is only part of the picture, though. While people of all kinds move in all directions for all sorts of reasons, the global pattern of migration is highly uneven. In large part, people from poorer countries move to rich countries that have low birth rates, where they account for a rising share of the population and an even greater proportion of the population increase.3 Alongside this economic dimension is an ethnic one: the newcomers tend to be culturally different, and are often racially different too. One crude way of putting it is this. In the colonial era, the West put its stamp on the rest of the world. Now the Rest are making their mark on the West.




    Nearly two-thirds of the world’s migrants – 176 million – were in rich countries in 2019. Some 30 million of those were in the oil-rich Gulf states, notably Saudi Arabia (13.1 million) and the United Arab Emirates (8.6 million). Two million were in Israel. More than 9 million were in high-income Asia, notably Hong Kong, Singapore and Japan. And some 130 million migrants – nearly half of the global total – were in high-income Europe, North America, Australia and New Zealand.




    The US is home to far more immigrants than any other country: it had 50.6 million in 2019 according to UN estimates and 45.4 million in 2018 according to the US Census Bureau.4 Canada had 8 million. But together high-income Europe has a far bigger foreign-born population than the US: 63 million. Germany (13.1 million) was in second place globally, while the UK (9.6 million), France (8.3 million) and Italy (6.3 million) were also in the top ten countries with the most migrants in 2019. Australia was home to 7.5 million immigrants.




    The only country in the top ten that isn’t rich is Russia, which had 11.6 million in 2019, but that figure hasn’t increased over the past thirty years. Most of that number are due to borders moving, not people; they are mostly people who moved within the Soviet Union before its collapse in 1991. For similar reasons, there were 10.5 million Russians living abroad.




    While nearly two-thirds of migrants are in rich countries, nearly three-quarters originated in developing regions. Of those, 112 million were from Asia, 40 million from Latin America and the Caribbean and a similar number from Africa in 2019.5 There were 17.5 million Indians living abroad, 11.8 million Mexicans, 10.7 million Chinese and 8.2 million Syrians, mostly recent refugees. Britain ranked thirteenth globally with 4.3 million citizens living abroad, more than any other rich country, and almost as many as Poland’s 4.4 million.6




    Granted, many people move from one developing country to another. For decades the busiest global migration route was from Mexico to the US, but since 2010 this has been dwarfed by the exodus of Syrian refugees to Turkey.7 Just over half of African migration is to another African country, notably relatively prosperous South Africa. Some people from rich countries also move to poorer ones, often former colonies. There were some 186,000 Portuguese-born people in Brazil in 2019 and more than 130,000 UK-born people in South Africa.




    But in poorer countries, immigrants account for a small and stable share of the population of less than 2 percent. In rich ones, they are a much larger and rising share of the population – up from 9.3 percent in 2000 to 14 percent in 2019.8 Most of the increase in international migration since 2000 has been from poorer countries to rich ones, and to a lesser extent within Europe. While people also increasingly move between rich countries – think American bankers in London and European tech entrepreneurs in Silicon Valley – their numbers remain small as a share of the global total.




    Globally, almost as many migrants are women as men.9 Three-quarters are of working age.10 And while most migrants move to work or study, three in eight migrants in the rich countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) are the spouses, children or relatives of migrants (who also often work once they arrive).11




    In proportion




    When I first visited the Gulf region, I gamely tried out the few words of Arabic that I knew on taxi drivers and hotel staff, such as shukraan (thank you). But I would get bemused responses, or none at all – and not just because of my terrible accent. Most people working in the Gulf aren’t from there.




    In Dubai, Abu Dhabi and the other members of the United Arab Emirates eight in nine residents were born abroad. Tiny tax havens such as Liechtenstein and Monaco also have a majority of foreign residents. Some poorer small countries also have lots of immigrants: more than a quarter of the population of Lebanon was born abroad, notably many Palestinian and Syrian refugees.
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