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Against Social Democracy: Mobility rights for a globalising world 

Leanne Weber 

This extract is taken from the author's original manuscript and has not been edited. The definitive, 
published, version of record is available here:  

 

http://www.palgraveconnect.com/pc/doifinder/10.1057/9781137008695.0037  

 

Critics of neo-liberalism may long for a return to the kinder days of social democracy. But is 

social democracy as we know it the answer for a global age? Modern social democracies have 

pursued social justice objectives through the redistribution of risks and resources within a 

strictly defined territory.  Under conditions of neo-liberal globalisation, this state-based 

conception of the boundaries of justice exposes the populations of corrupt and bankrupt states, 

those who cross borders without legal authorization to escape conflict and destitution, and 

others with only tenuous or conditional permission to remain in the affluent countries of the 

Global North, to circumstances of pervasive insecurity.  It is possible to support social 

democratic ideals as a matter of principle, while recognising their limitations in the face of 

global inequality. In this chapter I argue ‘against social democracy’, not due to a rejection of 

its egalitarian and redistributive principles, but on the basis of its inadequate scope in a 

globalising world. Of course, this problem of scope is as much a problem of the individual 

sovereignty of nation-states within which social-democratic principles have been embedded, 

as with social democracy itself. 

 

I argue here that a reconceived notion of social justice that is fit for a globalising world must 

somehow transcend these historical limitations if the promise of ‘genuinely human rights’ 

(Gready 2004, p. 352) is to be realised. This vision entails the denationalisation of ideologies 

of social justice and their replacement with a broader conception of universal human security. 
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At present it is difficult to imagine a redistributive system that is global in scope (although it 

could be local in its institutions), and even the attempt to do so is likely to be dismissed as 

hopelessly utopian. However, some small signs can be discerned in a number of spheres 

which suggest that the current order of entitlement based on national citizenship is being 

unsettled. In this chapter I will identify some nascent trends towards the recognition of an 

individual right to cross state borders, which could provide one pathway towards the 

achievement of justice and equality in a globalised world.
1
  It is important to acknowledge 

that crossing borders is not the only, or even the best, solution to resolve deficits in human 

security. However, if Zygmunt Bauman (1998) is correct that differential mobility 

entitlements are one of the most powerful forms of social stratification in the contemporary 

world, then equality in opportunities for border crossing presents itself as an important site for 

the pursuit of social justice at a global level. 

  

I will develop the argument in four steps. First I will discuss the exclusionary trends that are 

apparent within contemporary neo-liberal societies, using everyday examples from the 

Australian city where I work and sometimes live, and linking these observations to familiar 

criminological critiques. I then consider the way in which exclusionary mentalities play out 

on a global scale under conditions of neo-liberal globalization. Next I consider small signs of 

movement towards greater global inclusion, concentrating on just one example from within 

the Australian legal domain. Finally I will reflect briefly on what these developments might 

mean for a critical criminology that seeks to promote a social justice agenda that reaches 

beyond geographical borders. 
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MOBILITY AND EXCLUSION IN A GLOBALISING WORLD 

 

Erasure from within 

 

At the time of writing, Metlink - the railway operator in the city of Melbourne - has launched 

a fare evasion poster campaign. This is not surprising given that the neo-liberal mentalities 

underlying the provision of public services in most developed societies have created a 

ubiquitous interest in curbing fraud and maximizing cost recovery. Public information posted 

on the Metlink website claims more than 225,000 trips are made each day without payment, 

and describes fare evaders as ‘unfairly occupying valuable space’ that apparently could be 

taken up by legitimate customers (Metlink 2011). At the same time, railway stations in cities 

throughout Australia are increasingly demarcated as dangerous places, requiring special 

policing powers and additional security staff to ensure public safety. Although ostensibly 

about cost recovery, the mentality driving the Metlink campaign resonates with community 

safety approaches that depend on categorizing people and places to risk categories. In the fare 

evasion posters suspect individuals are pictured, not just travelling on trains, but also passing 

through automated turnstiles at the entry to railway stations or standing in various locations 

within the prescribed area in which validated tickets are required. Fare evasion, it seems, no 

longer consists merely of travelling on a train without a valid ticket, but may be constituted by 

unauthorized presence within a zone of exclusion intended to keep at bay illegitimate and 

untrustworthy consumers. 

 

On the Metlink posters, apparently ticketless travellers have been roughly ‘scribbled out’ of 

the frame in the way a toddler might draw with their crayons over the lines in a colouring 

book that is too advanced for their age.  In one version of the poster series, the caption reads 
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‘If you don’t have a ticket you shouldn’t be here’. Clearly, the message intended for those 

without a ticket is not to avoid getting on the train, but rather to stay away altogether.  Some 

of the pictures are so crude as to be comical, but others are quite disturbing - both visually and 

in terms of their underlying conception. In case this seems like an over-reaction from 

someone who spends too much time reading academic critiques of neo-liberalism and too 

little time travelling on trains, it is instructive to consider the first public comment lodged on 

the Metlink website when the poster campaign was launched. Clearly unsettled by this 

exclusionary framing, this perceptive blogger wrote simply: ‘I don’t think it’s very nice to 

suggest that a person shouldn’t exist’.   

 

In his 1999 book The Exclusive Society, and associated writings, Jock Young argues that late 

modernity has generated ‘an exclusionary tendency towards the deviant’ (Young 2003, p. 

390).  Of particular relevance to the Metlink campaign image, Young refers to the social 

identity element of exclusion as a failure of ‘recognition’ – effectively sending messages to 

excluded individuals that they are ‘nothing’.  It is important to note that this vision of 

contemporary societies is not one of unremitting exclusion: ‘Young thus describes late 

modern societies as ‘bulimic’: they are inclusive, they culturally absorb massive populations; 

however, they simultaneously reject, ‘vomit up’ and structurally exclude these same 

populations’. (Aas 2007, p. 19) Although his analysis is focused on a heterogeneous 

‘underclass’, Young identifies immigrants as one category of contemporary folk devil that is 

particularly likely to be subject to structural exclusion, and to experience punitive  responses 

from included, and yet insecure, insiders. Those with disputed entitlements to cross external 

and/or internal borders, or to remain in secured zones reserved for members, may find 

themselves targeted for exclusion at both sub-national and trans-national levels. Thus, 

‘[w]hile influenced by profound global movements and transformations, the immigrant also 
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finds himself or herself situated at the heart of local struggles for safety and security’ (Aas 

2007, p. 82).  

 

It seems possible to discern a broad continuity between the forms of physical exclusion from 

public space that are observable in local settings, and the contemporary imperative towards 

boundary reinforcement and redefining of membership at the nation-state level. As Bosniak 

(2006, p. 133) notes: ‘Liberal democracy’s allegedly soft interior cannot be entirely insulated 

from its exclusionary edges; rather, through alienage, that exclusion routinely penetrates the 

interior as well’. In relation to the external border, Grewcock (2009) has described offshore 

measures taken by the Australian government to prevent the arrival of asylum seekers as the 

creation of ‘exclusion zones’.  With respect to the internal border, Dauvergne (2004, p. 601) 

has argued that labelling certain people ‘illegal’ allows them to be ‘erased from within’. In 

similar fashion, labelling a person a fare evader, as in the Metlink campaign, justifies their 

symbolical erasure from restricted public space. All share the goal of physically quarantining 

legitimate and entitled populations, commuters or residents from the threats posed by risky 

outsiders, driven by an exclusionary mentality born of the ‘institutionalized insecurity’ that 

global neo-liberalism has generated (Bourdieu 2003).  

 

Global apartheid 

 

Seen from a global perspective, the intensified sorting of insiders from outsiders is opening up 

major fault lines in the attainment of human security. As expressed by Aas (2007, p. 98): 

‘Rather than creating ‘citizens of the world’, the globalizing process seems to be dividing the 

world; creating and even deepening the ‘us’ and ‘them’ mentality - the national from the 

foreign’. Citing Bourdieu’s dichotomy of ‘natives’ and ‘immigrants’, Aas argues that 
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struggles over access to lawful residence and citizenship are overtaking even domestic class 

struggles and other divisions in the face of the inequalities of neo-liberal globalization. 

Distinguishing those who belong from those who don’t is not a new phenomenon – indeed, it 

is an age-old human practice. But it is evident that this distinction is sharpening and becoming 

more contested at the level of the nation-state as the material conditions of neo-liberal 

globalization push towards greater, although selective, connectivity across national borders. 

Mobility itself becomes an important human resource under these conditions, so that those 

excluded from its potential benefits experience a form of global apartheid (Richmond 1993), 

being either immobilized, or relegated to the precarious category of global vagrants (Bauman 

1998; Weber and Bowling 2008).  

 

Of course, all of this is broadly consistent with current conceptions of sovereignty within the 

international legal order and it is hardly surprising to see governments ‘locking the doors’, as 

Bauman (2002, p.111) puts it, ‘against all who knock asking for shelter’. Article 12 of the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), for example, guarantees the 

right for anyone lawfully present to move freely within a country; ensures everyone the 

freedom to leave; and guarantees citizens the right to enter their own country. The absence of 

a right for non-citizens to enter reaffirms the sovereign right to control borders. Even the right 

to seek asylum as first articulated in Article 14 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights 

and later in the United Nations Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees 1951– one of 

few cracks in the national sovereignty-border control edifice – is a right to seek and enjoy in 

other countries protection from persecution, not a guarantee that entry will be granted.  In 

fact, Emma Haddad argues that  refugees are a logical consequence - what she calls ‘side-

effects’ - of the very creation of sovereign states: ‘as long as there are political borders 

constructing separate states and creating a clear definition of insiders and outsiders, there will 
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be refugees’ (Haddad 2003, p.297). For refugees, one might substitute the ‘surplus 

populations’ or ‘wasted lives’ of modernity evoked by Zygmunt Bauman (2004) in order to 

include the various historical casualties of state-building projects and the construction and 

reconstruction of borders. The wasted lives of late-modernity can be glimpsed today in 

overcrowded detention centres; while overloaded boats and lorries, and specially chartered 

aircraft, carry surplus populations across the borders of the Global North. As noted by Joppke 

(2005, p. 43): ‘The predominant mode of organizing political space in the modern world, the 

Western nation-state, is marked by a tension between universalistic liberalism and 

particularist nationalism, the first pushing toward equal rights and liberties for all of its 

members, the second toward excluding from these privileges all non-members’.  

 

At the same time, distinguishing between citizens and others is also consistent with – in fact 

constitutive of - established principles of social democracy, since projects of redistribution are 

underpinned by judgements about membership status. Walters associates modern uses of 

deportation – the ultimate form of territorial exclusion – with the advent of forms of 

governance designed to ‘defend and promote the welfare of a nationally-defined population’ 

(2002, p. 279). Boundary defining serves symbolic as well as practical purposes. For example 

Anderson et al have argued that ‘[t]he act of expulsion simultaneously rids the state of an 

unwanted individual and affirms the political community’s idealized view of what 

membership should (or should not) mean’ (Anderson, Gibney, and Paoletti 2011, p. 548). 

Locating the will to exclude as a longstanding element of social democracy as practiced 

within nation-states creates a conundrum for those who hope for a transformative politics that 

aims to deliver social justice and human security at a global level.  
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Given that all nation-states define themselves by seeking to control the dynamic of inclusion 

and exclusion, one might seek to differentiate between different political systems on the basis 

that some are less discriminatory than others in controlling their borders. For example, Joppke 

(2005) has argued that the overt group-level exclusions characteristic of the ethnically-defined 

‘nationalist state’ have given way to more acceptable individual exclusions by ‘liberal states’ 

which are typically based on skills and family ties, and are mediated by human rights 

considerations. While it is important to acknowledge the incursions of human rights 

considerations into contemporary citizenship and border control, Joppke seriously 

underestimates the extent to which ‘individual’ characteristics translate within neo-liberal 

states into discriminatory border control policies. Access to visas and enforcement efforts are 

now mediated by aggregate ‘risk categories’ based primarily on nationality which reinforce 

the old ethnic exclusions, albeit imperfectly, supplemented by facilitated border crossing 

available only to the wealthy. Sparke (2006, p.153) has identified new forms of identity-based 

exclusion arising from what he calls the ‘notably neoliberal nexus of securitized nationalism 

and free market transnationalism’. This is exemplified by new fast-lane technologies installed 

at the US-Canada border aimed at facilitating the free movement of an emerging 

‘transnational business class’ characterized by ‘seemingly unbounded global visions of 

belonging’ (Sparke 2006, p.156), while leaving the majority of citizens and non-citizens to 

negotiate the securitized border. In the UK, the policy of ‘selective’ immigration announced 

by the Conservative-led government has attracted fierce criticism for abandoning 

commitments to family reunion and linking immigration opportunities directly with the 

capacity to contribute to the British economy (BBC 2012). These policies signal the re-

drawing of the contours of access and membership that aligns with neo-liberal conceptions of 

inclusion and entitlement based on merit (Zedner 2010). Although it is a particularly overt 

statement of the neo-liberal mentality underpinning contemporary border control, analysts 
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note that the British policy merely adopts the same selectivity that Australia and the United 

States have long practiced.  

 

Even neo-liberals masquerading as social democrats seem unable to extricate themselves from 

the politics of exclusion. When Julia Gillard became the Prime Minister of Australia in June 

2010 her pledge to govern in the ‘national interest’ was so often repeated as to become 

something of a mantra.  This mentality has since spawned a raft of policies designed to 

support ‘working families’ in Australia, alongside extreme and often absurd proposals for 

offshore ‘refugee swaps’ and measures to break the people smugglers ‘business model’ 

(Pickering and Weber 2012). At the time of writing, Barak Obama is asserting his social 

democratic credentials with plans to phase out tax breaks for the rich (Eltham 2012). At the 

same time he has presided over the highest deportation rate in US history – far surpassing the 

levels recorded under the previous Republican administration (Anderson, Gibney, and Paoletti 

2011).  

 

TOWARDS GLOBAL INCLUSION? 

 

In search of genuinely human rights 

 

Social democrats with a cosmopolitan outlook must consider how the limits of their 

egalitarian political philosophy could be expanded in a way that might eventually collapse the 

distinction between citizen and non-citizen. For citizenship scholars, extending meaningful 

citizenship rights across the world’s population requires the formulation of non-territorial or 

transnational forms of citizenship (e.g. McMaster 2001, Baubőck and Faist 2010). For 

political sociologists and anthropologists, the search is on for pathways to social justice 
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through ‘progressive’ globalization (e.g. Kitching 2001) and through moral and civic action 

instigated by globally-minded world citizens (see Cabrera 2010, Horsman and Marshall 1994, 

Keane 2003, Urry 2000). Some economists and political scientists have seen potential for a 

revival of welfarism through consensual bargaining at sub-state level which expands the range 

of contracting actors beyond the traditional contract between citizen and state (van Waarden 

and Lehmbruch 2003). Legal scholars have imagined deterritorialised forms of sovereignty in 

which governance attaches to populations not places (McCorquodale 2001, Pangalangan 

2001). And from a human rights perspective, globalised social democratic principles demand 

that the universalist aspirations of the international human rights regime be realised in a 

system of truly universal rights that are available to all regardless of their standing in the 

‘birthright lottery’ (Schachar 2009). This goal is well expressed by Gready (2004, p. 352) 

who argues: ‘The violence of population mobility and immobility; conflicts, intervention and 

non-intervention; the global economy and contemporary politics, is nothing if not a call for 

genuinely human rights, accessible on the borders, carried across borders’.   

 

Although it may now seem difficult to believe, Dauvergne (2008) has noted that regulation of 

global migration at an international level was seriously proposed in the early years of the 

twentieth century but was ultimately subverted to state interests. If the prospect of decoupling 

rights claims and entitlements from the territories of particular states still seems unimaginable 

in practice, it may be instructive to consider that the social contract is already 

deterritorialising in a grossly unequal way under conditions of neo-liberal globalisation to 

further benefit citizens of developed nations and transnational business elites. Mobile citizens 

of the Global North increasingly expect their home governments to extend them the 

protections of safe evacuation from natural disasters and other danger zones, to advocate on 

their behalf when they stand accused of wrongdoing, and to allow them the capacity to vote 
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even when they reside elsewhere. In addition, powerful governments extend their coercive 

capacities extraterritorially, as always, through military means to protect their collective 

interests or the assets of elites, and increasingly to fortify and externalise their borders against 

unwanted arrivals.  The technologies therefore exist for deterritorialised forms of governance. 

In fact Bourdieu (2003, p.49) posits the emergence of ‘a sort of invisible world government in 

the service of the dominant economic powers’, forged out of existing international institutions 

with the collusion of domestic governments.  

 

There seems to be a long road to travel before these resources are redirected towards the 

objectives of globalised justice. Nevertheless, all journeys must begin somewhere, and 

commentators are beginning to identify some small steps towards the breakdown of the 

citizen –noncitizen distinction, effected through legal, political and social action. Bosniak 

(2006) argues that a kind of ‘alien citizenship’ exists in liberal democracies such as the United 

States in which a restricted range of rights are accorded to non-citizens. Liberal democracies 

increasingly grant voting rights to resident non-citizens (Earnest 2008).  Regimes of legal 

responsibility are reportedly emerging to hold governments to account for coercive actions 

taken against citizens of other countries beyond their sovereign territory (Mantouvalou 2005, 

Motomura 1993). And domestic courts sometimes derail exclusionary policies directed 

against non-citizens through the application of international human rights law or more 

fundamental principles governing the rule of law (Dauvergne 2008, Pickering and Weber 

2012). In Britain, groups campaigning against the deportation of named individuals from their 

communities effectively claim for themselves ‘some authority to determine the boundaries of 

membership’ (Anderson et al 2011, p. 559).
 2

 All this is gradually eroding the distinction 

between citizen and non-citizen from the top down and the bottom up, and challenging the 

absolute power of sovereign governments to determine the boundaries of belonging. A recent 
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case challenging the decision of the Australian government to deport a longstanding non-

citizen which was decided by the United Nations Human Rights Committee in July 2011 is a 

small but highly significant example of new interpretations of membership rights and legally 

enforceable notions of belonging.  

 

Belonging beyond citizenship 

 

In the highly publicised case of Stefan Nystrom - a man born in Sweden who had spent all his 

adult life in Australia and mistakenly believed himself to be a citizen - was deported 

following cancellation of his permanent residence visa due to a history of serious offending. 

An individual complaint was brought under the ICCPR on his behalf alleging breaches of his 

right to family life, his right to enter his own country, and his right to equality before the law 

and freedom from discrimination on the basis of nationality. Unfortunately, the Human Rights 

Committee (HRC) did not consider that latter point. Any decision concerning the meaning of 

equality before the law with respect to nationality would have far-reaching consequences for 

legal understandings of the entitlements of non-citizens. As it stands, the judgement is 

extremely interesting for what it tells us about the limits of the state’s role in assigning 

identity and determining belonging, as assessed from a human rights perspective. 

 

The Human Rights Committee found that Nystrom’s right to family life was breached 

unjustifiably because deportation in this case was disproportionate relative to legitimate 

concerns for the protection of community. Of more interest for this discussion is the decision 

on the interpretation of article 12.4 of the ICCPR which states that ‘No one should be 

arbitrarily deprived of the right to enter his own country’. The majority of the committee held 

that the phrase ‘own country’ does not apply merely to those who hold formal citizenship 
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status, but in fact could ‘embrace an individual who, because of his or her special ties to or 

claims in relation to a given country, cannot be considered to be a mere alien’ (Human Rights 

Committee 2011, para 3.2).  The facts of this particular case were held to establish ‘that 

Australia was [Nystrom’s] own country within the meaning of article 12, paragraph 4 of the 

Covenant, in the light of the strong ties connecting him to Australia, the presence of his 

family in Australia, the language he speaks, the duration of his stay in the country and the 

lack of any other ties than nationality with Sweden’ (Human Rights Committee 2011, para 

7.5). This broad reading effectively allows a socially determined conception of identity and 

belonging to trump notions of citizenship as defined under domestic law.  

 

Dissenting committee members expressed the view that the interpretation of ‘own country’ 

had been drawn too widely, and that departures from a strictly legal determination should 

only be allowed where individuals were entirely deprived of the opportunity to acquire 

citizenship anywhere. The dissenting opinion from Neuman and Iwsawa was expressed in 

terms of the ‘dangers’ of this wider reading as ‘vastly increasing the number of non-nationals 

whom a state cannot send back to their country of nationality, despite strong reasons of public 

interest and protection of the rights of others for terminating their residence’ (Human Rights 

Committee 2011, para 12.4). The longstanding concern of the international human rights 

regime to preserve the sovereign right of Member States to control entry to and residence in 

their territory is evident in these dissenting views. On the other hand, before proceeding to the 

Human Rights Committee, lawyers representing Nystrom had successfully appealed against 

deportation to the Australian Federal Court after which the power to deport was reinstated by 

the High Court. The findings of the Federal Court in June 2005 show some similarities in 

reasoning to the later decision of the HRC – even referring to legal citizenship as a ‘mere 

technicality’.  
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It is one thing to say that the responsibility to determine who should be allowed to 

enter or to remain in Australia in the interests of the Australian community 

ultimately lies with the discretion of the responsible minister. That has little to do 

with the permanent banishment of an absorbed member of the Australian 

community with no relevant ties elsewhere. [The applicant] has indeed behaved 

badly, but no worse than many of his age who have also lived as members of the 

Australian community all their lives but who happen to be citizens. The difference 

is the barest of technicalities. (Nystrom v Minister for Immigration and 

Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs [2005] FCAFC 121 (1 July 2005) per Moore 

and Gyles JJ at [29] para 2.4) 

 

Although it seems the power to determine the boundaries of belonging and inclusion are still 

contested and unsettled at both the domestic and international level, we also find some 

support in both these domains for legal interpretations which narrow the distinction between 

citizen and non-citizen in quite a remarkable way.  

 

CONCLUSION: CRITICAL CRIMINOLOGY BEYOND BORDERS 

 

In a recent volume ‘What is Criminology?’ Dave Brown (2011) has advocated the 

reconnection of social, economic and penal policy within criminological analysis, through the 

application of a social democratic lens (see also Richie 2011). But can this concern with 

social justice and inclusivity be translated into a criminology that is also global in its scope? 

In this chapter I have argued not so much against social democracy, as for a conception of 

social justice that extends beyond territorially-bounded forms of social democratic 

governance in order to extend genuinely human rights beyond the boundaries of individual 

nation-states.  If there are indeed some early signs of the erosion of the fundamental 

distinction between citizen and non-citizen that underpins social democratic systems of 
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redistribution, what then are the implications for a critical criminology that seeks to promote 

social justice objectives from a global perspective? These are enormous questions, and like 

the future prospects for the globalisation of some form of social democratic governance itself, 

the answers can only be hinted at here.  

 

The first priority for a critical, trans-border criminology is to continue to expose the excesses 

of exclusionary state agendas by documenting the avoidable harms they produce (see 

Grewcock 2009, Nevins 2008, Pickering 2005, Weber and Grewcock 2011, Weber and 

Pickering 2011).  A broader program for academic critique and advocacy could include 

contributions to the growing literature on ‘crimmigration’ whereby both criminal and 

immigration law are brought to bear against a range of undesirable non-citizens (see Aas 

2011, Bosworth 2008, Krassman 2007, Stumpf 2006, Welch and Schuster 2005). As 

Carrington and Hogg (2012) have argued, a pitfall for many varieties of critical criminology 

can be entrapment in endless critique.  A second step, then, would be to advocate a more 

inclusionary law enforcement agenda, including the building of criminal justice institutions 

appropriate to a more interconnected world.  The direction here is less clear and the task 

enormous, not least because of the manifest failings of many existing criminal justice 

institutions to serve the purposes of social justice even at a domestic level.  

 

To take the example of policing, Loader and Walker (2001) have argued for the reconstitution 

of the policing project as a collective good - effectively calling for a recommitment to a social 

democratic form of policing.  Leaving aside the question of whether such a form of policing 

has ever been achieved in practice, Loader (2006, p.202) argues that the key to such a project 

is for police to recognize ‘the legitimate claims of individuals and groups affected by police 

actions and affirm[ing] their sense of belonging to a political community’. When considered 
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at the level of individual societies this imperative is generally translated into a need for police 

to respect and negotiate cultural diversity (Weber 2012). But the realization that contemporary 

societies are not merely multicultural, but increasingly are dynamically connected through 

transnational networks of often transient residents – both legally and illegally present - poses 

an even greater challenge for inclusive policing. Local police in the United States have been 

forced to ponder these questions in response to recent proposals to involve them for first time 

in the enforcement of federal immigration controls. Police in Australia have historically 

played an active role in patrolling the boundaries of belonging as designated enforcers of 

immigration law (Weber 2011). In contrast, the strong resistance from some American 

policing agencies to taking on this role speaks directly to the question of what is needed if 

criminal justice agencies are to provide a service that crosses the citizen/non-citizen and even 

the legal/illegal divide. A report commissioned by the American Police Foundation rejected 

as divisive the immigration enforcement proposals, concluding that ‘[l]ocal police must serve 

and protect all residents regardless of their immigration status, enforce the criminal laws of 

their state, and serve and defend the Constitution of the United States (Khashu 2009, p.xiii, 

emphasis in original). 

 

If this seems to be a surprisingly cosmopolitan conclusion - extending the boundaries of 

distributive justice beyond citizens to recognize an explicit duty to protect even those who are 

unlawfully present, then it should serve as some encouragement that a criminology beyond 

borders is possible both in theory and in practice. The challenge for a social democratic, 

critical criminology is to build on these small beginnings to re-imagine at a global level the 

principles of social and distributive justice which underpin our disciplinary perspective.  
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NOTES 

1. As is the case with virtually all recognised human rights, these imagined mobility rights 

need not be absolute and may not be realisable for everyone in practice.   

2. See for example http://www.ncadc.org.uk/campaigns/index.html  
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