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Foreword: on Multiplicity, interstices 
and the politics oF insecurity

Exploring the securitization of the Roma in Europe today necessarily 
makes for a bleak reading of both contemporary minority politics and how 
discrimination and violence are currently inscribed into European societ-
ies. The Roma have been a key target of intensifying xenophobia, racism, 
economic marginalization, social destitution and the hollowing out of citi-
zenship. They are not the only group of people who have become a battle-
ground for the institutionalization and contestation of who can legitimately 
and effectively claim which human, civil, social, economic and political 
rights. However, together with refugees and particular groups of immi-
grants, they are certainly at the heart of struggles and disputes over the 
distribution of rights in a Europe that is experiencing a severe crisis of 
European integration, a continuing marketization of life, increasing pre-
carity and inequality, an intense contestation over the viability of multicul-
turalism and a revival of geopolitical nationalism. As the chapters in this 
book show, the Roma have been and continue to be subjected to severe 
discrimination in this conjuncture. Their rights claims and campaigns for 
the right to have rights have become very precarious indeed.

Political, socioeconomic and cultural securitizations of Roma play a 
central role in instituting discrimination and exclusion and the grounds for 
legitimizing them. One of the major contributions of this volume is its 
detailed analyses of the multiple processes through which the Roma are 
enacted as a source of insecurities. However, in this preface, I want to 
focus on this volume’s contribution to the study of securitization, not just 
of minorities, but more generally. Although it may seem more comfort-
able to reflect on the academic question of how to study security than to 
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engage the—in places—quite disturbing and violent realities that securiti-
zations produce for the Roma, that is not the reason for drawing attention 
to the understanding of securitization. The approach to the question of 
security is important for a proper understanding of the predicament of the 
Roma in Europe, and also for understanding how to critically engage the 
processes of securitization.

The term ‘securitization’ was introduced into security studies in the 
1990s to study insecurities as the product of discourses which articulate 
phenomena as existential threats to a society, state, community, individual 
or systemic entity. It refocused security analysis from the actions of those 
considered as posing a threat, to the actions of those who claim to defend 
against these threats. The latter are considered key for understanding 
how issues such as housing policies or border crossings become politi-
cized as matters of security concern. The question is not whether the 
Roma are threatening or not, but rather what practices, and by whom, are 
framing the Roma as a matter of security, and what are the consequences 
of this? Such a take on insecurities creates reflective distance from the 
justification of security practices and their effects along the lines of, ‘We 
know that security policies are not necessarily the ideal response and have 
possible negative side-effects, but we are not the ones posing a threat; we 
have a responsibility to defend the community, society, state against the 
threat’. By drawing attention to the active involvement of security prac-
tices in the production of insecurities, responsibility for its consequences 
shifts significantly to those claiming to defend and protect, whether vigi-
lante, security agencies or politicians. As a result, the politics of security 
takes on a broader set of concerns as to how best to protect against a 
threat, including whether security methods and representations should 
be deployed at all.

The chapters in this book draw on this understanding of security, and 
share a critical disposition towards deploying security methods and repre-
sentations of the Roma. The book is not, however, simply an application 
of securitization analysis to the Roma in Europe. It introduces a distinct 
take on the study of securitization. Between them, the chapters put for-
ward the idea that, for understanding the securitization of the Roma, 
security studies need to move beyond focusing on security agencies and 
political speech. Nobody in this book argues that the latter are not impor-
tant, but the securitization of the Roma involves significantly more than 
the application of coercive governmental methods by state security agen-
cies and spectacular security statements by political leaders. The book 
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multiplies the sites and processes that are significant, including urban 
gentrification, regional policies, entertainment culture, local vigilante 
groups, social media, social policy, border practices and criminalization. 
In doing so, it makes a strong case for understanding securitization as a 
more diffuse process that is enacted throughout societies. That may 
sound obvious, but analytically it is not so easy to pull off because it 
requires recognition that the securitization of the Roma is really multiple 
in terms of the kind of actors involved, the processes through which it is 
enacted and the differences in experiences at different sites. It also 
demands that the analysis retain the heterogeneity of securitization while 
nevertheless articulating that these multiple practices are related, but not 
necessarily in an aggregative way that would bring the diverse processes 
together into a systemic securitization of the Roma. One of the strengths 
of the volume is that it is quite careful in seeking to retain the multiplicity 
of minor processes—minor not in the sense of small scale or micro but in 
the sense of resisting integration into aggregated/aggregating systemic 
processes—while nevertheless giving a real sense of resonance between 
them in terms of the discriminations, exclusions and violence directed at 
Roma people. Although the concept of multiplicity is not explicitly 
deployed and developed by the authors, the book makes a strong case for 
pursuing methods and conceptual takes that sustain and develop securiti-
zation analyses which take multiplicity seriously.

Analysing the multiplicity of securitizations in itself does not, however, 
address a particular issue with securitization studies: as a mode of security 
studies, it tends to isolate or home in on the security dimensions of phe-
nomena and practices; as a mode of disciplinary knowing, it always risks 
reifying the centrality of security in the processes of governing and politi-
cizing. By approaching security sideways, this volume addresses the need 
to avoid that risk. Most of the chapters take as their focal point practices 
which are not, strictly speaking, security practices. They look at the mar-
ketization of government and social relations, the development logic 
enacted in minority politics, visual cultures enacted in reality TV shows 
and social media, border practices and policies, the use of governmental 
methods reminiscent of colonialism, the enactment of racism, urban gen-
trification and so on. They then analyse how these practices take on secu-
ritizing characteristics, intersect with security practices and sustain 
renditions of the Roma as the source of insecurity. However, it is always 
clear that the discriminations, exclusions and violence addressed to the 
Roma cannot be reduced to securitization. Coming to security sideways 
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thus guards against explicit or implicit reductive readings. It allows for an 
interstitial approach to securitization in which the securitization analysis 
creates interstices between security and various other practices, issues and 
processes. It opens towards a more complex and heterogeneous under-
standing of how discrimination against and exclusion and subordination 
of the Roma are enacted, and the place of security discourses and tech-
niques within that enactment. Taking such an approach leads to a better 
understanding of how situations are shaped for the Roma and the place of 
securitization in this process. It proposes a study of security that is not 
really a security study; indeed, in some places, it leads to analyses in which 
securitization seems more like a minor theme than a central force, and that 
is exactly what is valuable about deriving an understanding of the securiti-
zation of the Roma from the analysis of the multiple processes of gover-
nance and modes of representation and diffusion that are irreducible to 
security.

Combined with multiplying securitizations, this sideways approach to 
securitization contributes to a fracturing analysis of the securitization of 
the Roma and the discrimination, violence and stereotyping to which they 
are subjected. Rather than pulling all the chapters together into an aggre-
gated statement at a macro-level on the process of securitization of the 
Roma, which does not really exist, the volume preserves a fractured land-
scape of securitizations, with the chapters, between them, allowing the 
reader to glimpse resonances across various sites and processes that do 
indeed imply a securitization of the Roma in Europe. In my understand-
ing, this is a more accurate, but also more politically astute, approach to 
securitizations than tracing processes of securitization as such.

A related but distinct method of avoiding reifications of security is to 
move away from the understanding that securitization is depoliticizing, 
with depoliticizing understood as a technological or technocratic gov-
erning practice or an exceptionalist political practice. Several chapters do 
emphasize that insecurities and security practices always exist in contes-
tations of rights, disputes over the right to have rights, claims of auton-
omy, protests, resistance and so on. However, in most of the chapters the 
bulk of the analysis remains focused on governing processes and modes 
of representation of the Roma. This is partly because security is primarily 
understood as securitization rather than as a politics of insecurity. Taking 
securitization as the driving analytical approach draws attention, in the 
first instance, to the social, cultural and political forces which structure 
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situations into security situations. The place of disputes, conflicts, 
c ontestations, and appropriations of rights, identities, conceptions of 
acceptable practices and autonomy that are equally defining of the situa-
tion, but in a continuously changing rather than an entrenching way, 
then tend to be ignored, become an afterthought or are given only sec-
ondary attention. Embedding the study of securitizations within an anal-
ysis of the politics of insecurity gives these elements a front-row seat in 
the analysis. It foregrounds categories and methodologies that approach 
politicizations as fractured and multiple becomings which simultane-
ously configure and challenge the enactment of insecurities and their 
consequences. The disruptive claims to rights of the Roma, counter-
cultures, appropriations in everyday life, mobilizations of understand-
ings that rupture reproduced imaginaries and so on then become crucial 
practices for understanding the renditions of insecurities in relation to 
the Roma in Europe today. It does not necessarily produce a less depress-
ing picture of the way the Roma are governed and understood, or of the 
subjugations they experience; it does, however, open towards a world 
with more possibilities. It introduces an understanding that situations of 
securitization are not shaped by processes but by disputes, controversies, 
contestations, struggles and misappropriations, which continuously cre-
ate new possibilities.

The distinct approach to securitization that this book expresses matters 
politically. It emphasizes the heterogeneity and multiplicity of securitizing 
practices, and how discriminations and subordinations are produced at 
interstices between securitizing practices and various processes that are not 
reducible to security. If the discriminating processes are inherently frac-
tured, and connect more through resonances than systemic aggregations, 
then the fractured political acts and possible resonances between them are 
key to creating possibilities in specific sites for changing the precarious 
situation of many Roma in Europe today. Such an approach to the securi-
tization of the Roma gives value to minor practices which, from the aggre-
gated level of the state or the EU, appear as insignificant, as not having any 
bearing on the political process. In doing so, the book opens towards the 
valuing of a broad array of political actions for challenging securitization 
and the continuing marginalization, silence and subjugation to which the 
Roma are subjected in Europe. Combined with the book’s distinct 
approach to the study of securitization, this makes for a great and timely 
contribution to both security studies and Roma politics. It sets an example 
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of how to assemble a study of securitization which captures its fractured 
but highly consequential reality by drawing together a group of research-
ers working, from multiple disciplinary angles, on how the lives of a par-
ticular group of people are rendered precarious today.

Queen Mary University of London Jef Huysmans
London, UK
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CHAPTER 1

The European Roma and Their 
Securitization: Contexts, Junctures, 

Challenges

Huub van Baar, Ana Ivasiuc, and Regina Kreide

Events and transformations in and of the world—terrorist attacks, the 
movements of migrants and refugees, violent conflicts in Ukraine, Syria, 
and elsewhere, climate change, and a changing world order beyond the 
bipolarity of the Cold War—are all, in one way or another, framed in terms 
of security and insecurity these days. We live in a world where threats to 
security are constant—at least, this is what the prevalent public and politi-
cal discourses on security seem to want us to believe. But, as the diversity 
of the examples indicates, the question of whose security needs to be 
defended and guaranteed is not unambiguous. For some groups—minori-
ties and migrants in particular—security discourses and practices have 
themselves turned into a kind of threat, as they have often become the 
targets and the objects of measures which—allegedly—are designed to 
bring about ‘more security’. Security and its impact on minorities and 
migrants, and on the Roma in Europe in particular, are the central focus 
of this volume.
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During the Cold War and in traditional security studies, the term ‘secu-
rity’ referred mostly to national security and the guaranteeing of the bor-
ders of territorialized nation states; hence, minorities were not a specific 
concern of these analyses. With the emergence of critical security stud-
ies in the 1990s, the alleged neutrality and objectivity of security and its 
conditions of possibility, as well as the methodological nationalism of tra-
ditional security analyses, have explicitly been questioned. Over the last 
two decades, a series of studies inspired by the linguistic and post- 
structuralist turns in modern philosophy has sought to understand why 
and how security discourses and mechanisms are created, and what the 
effects of the subsequent policy measures are on human lives. Among 
these studies are those pertaining to the ‘Copenhagen School’ (Buzan 
et  al. 1998) and the ‘Paris School’ (Bigo et  al. 2010; Bigo and Guild 
2005; Huysmans 2006; Huysmans et al. 2006) of securitization.

For the Copenhagen School, speech acts uttered by political elites per-
form security with ‘words’ in a process called securitization. Speech acts 
invoke a semantic repertoire, a ‘grammar of security’ (Buzan et al. 1998: 
33) through which a societal affair can be performed as a security ‘prob-
lem’. Here, securitization involves defining something as a security prob-
lem, and thus triggering exceptional political measures to deal with it.

This approach has been criticized, most notably for its one-sided focus on 
the discursive dimension of securitization. The representatives of the Paris 
School, in particular, consider the speech-act approach to be too narrow, as 
it neglects both non-discursive practices of securitization and the ways in 
which a process of normalizing securitization is always already underway, for 
instance, through the practices and technologies used by security profes-
sionals which go beyond publicly uttered speech acts (profiling, satellite 
techniques, risk assessments, or the activities of Frontex). By asking who 
accepts the discourses on security, their approach focuses on the relationship 
between security measures, the actors discursively and non-discursively artic-
ulating security threats, and audiences who are, or are not, responsive to 
these threat renditions (Balzacq 2011). Understood in this way, securitiza-
tion encompasses discursive and non-discursive ways of creating knowledge 
about the security techniques which change the governance of social, politi-
cal, economic, cultural, and military affairs. Moreover, in this approach, 
practices of securitization come to the fore in a dialectical relationship in 
which the formation of security does not bring about a more secure world 
but only produces more insecurity (Ivasiuc, Chap. 11,  this volume; 
Kreide,  Chap. 3, this volume) through practices of normalization which 
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distinguish, for example, between ‘regular’ citizens and migrants, and those 
who are rendered ‘irregular’ such as minorities and illegalized migrants. This 
dialectical, Foucault-based approach includes not only a reflection on the 
processes of discursive representation and construction but also a critical 
interrogation of the techniques and forms of expertise and knowledge for-
mation involved in enacting, maintaining, reinforcing, or challenging aspects 
such as migration-related processes of securitization (Bigo et  al. 2013; 
Huysmans 2006; van Baar 2011a, 2015).

Uniquely, this volume links critical security studies with minority stud-
ies and focuses on the Roma as a much discriminated-against, ‘irregular-
ized’ transnational minority in Europe from the perspective of various 
intersections of security. The chapters in this book shed light on the ques-
tion of what is implied by securitization, both conceptually and in practice, 
combining the approaches of both the ‘schools’ discussed. The authors 
illustrate—from a variety of perspectives—the process of securitization as 
a mechanism of exclusion: from territories, residence, citizenship, public 
services, humanity, and the egalitarian promise of citizenship.

The contributors discuss the position of the European Roma from the 
angle of how they and their practices have been considered to be a threat 
to public, social, or even national security or to themselves—the latter 
mostly in the context of human security—in various national and European 
contexts. While research regarding the securitization of the Roma has so 
far primarily focused on the nexus of security and mobility in the context 
of Roma migration from Central and Eastern to Western Europe, and in 
that of ‘free movement’ in an enlarging European Union (EU), this vol-
ume offers a notably more comprehensive approach: it situates Roma- 
related concepts, discourses, and practices of securitization in the broader 
context of their mutual interactions and intersections with mobility, devel-
opment, marketization, and visuality. In so doing, we show not only how 
the processes and mechanisms of securitization significantly impact the 
everyday lives of the Roma throughout Europe but also how several pro-
grammes presented as solutions to ‘their problems’ are ambiguously 
related to the ways in which the Roma have been problematized as security 
threats. We do not understand securitization as a kind of master narrative 
or frame through which we can comprehensively understand the situation 
of the Roma in Europe; rather, we adopt it as an analytical tool which can 
illuminate the processes to which the European Roma are subjected, but 
always at the intersection with regimes of mobility,  marketization, devel-
opment, and visuality. Thus, we take a ‘fractured’ look at securitization 
(Huysmans, Foreword, this volume).
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The book also sheds new light on how the securitization of the Roma 
and their practices can be questioned and challenged. Normatively, con-
ceptually and empirically, this is not simply a matter of reframing or 
approaching them in the ‘non-security’ terms of human and minority 
rights, empowerment, inclusion, participation, or development more gen-
erally. In fact, our volume shows that this reframing and the correlated 
political interventions are often also problematic in different respects. The 
contributions to The Securitization of the Roma in Europe imply that any 
serious attempt at ‘de-securitization’ should thoroughly reflect on how 
the prevalent securitization of the Roma and their practices largely over-
laps with regimes of mobility, marketization, development, and visuality. 
De-securitization is always linked to securitization and vice versa. Thus, 
there is no de-securitization without pre-existing securitization, and any 
process of securitization explicitly or implicitly has the potential to be 
unmasked, offset, and overcome.

In critical security studies, de-securitization has generally been concep-
tualized in binary opposition to securitization and as its normatively 
‘good’ and ‘desirable’ counterpart (Aradau 2004; Hansen 2011a). Indeed, 
overly dramatized and exceptionalized issues can be brought back into the 
realm of ‘politics as usual’ through de-securitization. Following critiques 
of this view (e.g. Austin and Beaulieu-Brossard 2018), in this volume, we 
question both this binary opposition and the qualification of de- 
securitization as inherently normatively ‘good’. In the case of the Roma, 
also given the historical continuity of their problematization as a threat, 
de-securitization is possible but not always easy to pinpoint empirically. 
While it often remains ambiguously interwoven with practices of securiti-
zation (Dalbello, Chap. 13, this volume), it can sometimes involve open-
ings and alternative narratives. The power of de-securitization does not 
merely stem from an objective or normative strategy to reveal securitizing 
measures but, rather, from creative political counter-narratives to securi-
tizing practices on an everyday basis requiring a micro-lens on tactics and 
the ordinary (Legros and Lièvre, Chap. 4, this volume). These creative 
‘counter-narratives’ can become part of the orchestrated ways of political 
movements and resistance (Kreide, Chap. 3, this volume).

This book is structured in four parts, which discuss the securitization of 
Roma minorities in terms of mobility, development, marketization, and 
visuality. Discussing these intersections separately does not imply that they 
are separated from one another: these intersections form a continuum and 
mutually constitute one another.
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Mobility

Since the fall of communism, the mobility of the Roma has primarily been 
approached in academic contexts and circles—but also and most exten-
sively in political, public, and policy debates—in terms of their migration 
from Eastern to Western Europe rather than as socioeconomic mobility 
(but see Ivasiuc 2018; van Baar 2012). In most European countries, the 
migration of the Roma has been framed in terms of a problem of—or even 
a threat to—public order, public health, or the social security systems of 
the host countries. This problematization has led to the introduction of 
radical measures, such as stop-and-search practices, surveillance, police 
raids, eviction, and deportation. The reasons for this prevailing focus on 
the migration of the Roma as a threat are highly ambiguous. They relate, 
firstly, to the racializing subtext of the distinction between mobility and 
migration, secondly to the legacies of excluding the Roma through the 
irregularization of their mobility, and thirdly, to the often neglected role 
of the Roma’s agency in debates about their mobility.

First, the shift of the debate from broader issues of mobility to a narrow 
focus on migration is problematic because of the way in which migration 
since the 1980s has increasingly become securitized (Huysmans 2006). 
According to one of the key principles of the EU, all EU citizens have the 
right of free movement within the Union, usually qualified as the mobility 
of EU citizens; indeed, its encouragement could even be considered to be 
one of the main driving forces behind the EU political project. But when 
it comes to those forms of intra-EU mobility that are considered problem-
atic—such as the mobility of the Roma or that of Central and Eastern 
European citizens more generally—the EU citizens involved are consid-
ered to be migrants or even ‘poverty migrants’ or ‘social tourists’. These 
discursive frames suggest that, in such cases, these ‘migrant’ EU citizens 
should be governed differently to their fellow EU citizens. This can be 
seen in the all too familiar cases of non-EU migrants deemed unwelcome 
in Europe, but who, in many cases, are nonetheless differentially included 
on the basis of ambiguous and often precarious and exploitative arrange-
ments in the labour and housing markets, or even in detention centres 
across Europe (Jansen et al. 2015).

Meanwhile, unorthodox technologies of citizenship (Walters 2010; van 
Baar 2017a) such as those of surveillance, profiling, detention, eviction, 
and deportation are deemed to be prerequisites for dealing with the ten-
sions in public opinion regarding migrants. Consequently, these technolo-
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gies have rendered technical and normal the policy responses to non-EU 
migrants, as well as to European citizens such as the Roma. The fact that 
Romanian and Bulgarian Roma citizens who have ‘migrated’ to France 
continue to be deported back to their countries of origin is telling, not only 
of the limitations of EU citizenship but also of the normalization of illegiti-
mate practices through populist politicization, administrative regulariza-
tion, and public consent. The law plays an ambivalent role in this context: 
through an inscription of these practices into national legislation, the law 
usually functions against the Roma (Kreide, Chap. 3, this volume).

At the same time, the ‘migrantization’ (New Keywords Collective 2016: 
29) and ‘irregularization of migration’ (Jansen et al. 2015) in contemporary 
Europe, in which the mobility of particular citizens is rendered ‘naturally’ 
irregular or illegal, reveal the neoliberal conditions under which mobility 
regimes in and at the borders of Europe have begun to function. This has 
become prominent in the recent contexts of the financial- economic crisis, 
the ‘migrant’/‘refugee’ crisis, and, more generally, crisis- driven neoliberal-
ization (Brenner et al. 2010; New Keywords Collective 2016; Walby 2015).

The securitization of mobility has thus gone hand in hand with new 
forms of racialization that qualify some forms of mobility in Europe as less 
desirable than others. Moreover, as the example of the ongoing deporta-
tions of Roma from France makes clear, we are dealing not only with a 
disqualification regarding the supposedly general EU right to mobility but 
also with regard to social, civil, human, and minority rights (Kreide, Chap. 3, 
this volume) and to those rights which Sandro Mezzadra (2004) brought 
together in his idea of ‘the right to escape’. He uses this concept ‘to high-
light the elements of subjectivity which permeate the migratory move-
ments and which must be kept in mind if one wants to produce an image 
of these movements as social movements in the full sense’ (2004: 270). 
This is not meant to disregard the objective background to why people 
migrate but rather to ‘underline the fact that for these migrations to exist, 
there must be an individual motion… of desertion from the field where 
those “objective causes” operate, a reclaiming precisely of a “right to 
escape”’ (ibid.). The fact that many Roma who—for various objective and 
subjective reasons—have used their EU right to mobility have been faced 
with practices ranging from denial to removal implies that their right to 
escape has been seriously violated.

The second problem that we want to address with regard to the securi-
tization of the mobility of the Roma relates to the long history of prob-
lematizing the mobility of the Roma along the lines of a threat. The 
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various groups of Roma who live throughout Europe have often been 
portrayed as a people with a shared background of travelling through and 
beyond Europe (Mayall 2004; Willems 1997). They are characterized as 
being mobile by culture, a stereotype that has been so influential that 
some have suggested that ‘the Gypsy is a nomad even when not travelling’ 
(Liégeois 1986: 54). Yet the majority of people in Europe who are called 
or call themselves Roma1—particularly those who live in Central and 
Eastern Europe—have already lived sedentarily for a long time for various 
political and socioeconomic reasons, ranging from taxation policies in the 
Ottoman Empire and assimilation policies under Habsburg rule to 
renewed assimilation and labour-market policies in the former socialist 
states (see also Dalbello, Chap. 13, in this volume). Nevertheless, through 
a process of ‘nomadization’, they have often been stereotyped and differ-
entially governed as a nomadic people who have no strong ‘roots’ in, but 
only loose ‘routes’ through, European cultures and societies (van Baar 
2011b). For example, during the 1970s and 1980s, Western European 
states and European institutions frequently problematized their Roma 
citizens in terms of nomadism (Simhandl 2006).

Whereas post-war Western and Eastern European practices of governing 
through nomadization were initially used to regulate Roma minorities 
domestically, since 1989, they have increasingly been mobilized to manage 
newly emerged forms of mobility among the Roma within Europe’s con-
tested borders. Throughout Europe, this development has led to the emer-
gence of a heterogeneous, ramified ‘perpetual mobile machine of forced 
mobility’ (van Baar 2015) in which many migrating Roma are confronted 
with their ‘unwantedness’, and with policy measures intended to govern, and 
thus ‘nomadize’ them through practices of repeated expulsion (De Genova, 
Chap. 2, this volume; Legros and Lièvre, Chap. 4, this volume; van Baar, 
2011b, 2017a, Chap. 8, this volume; Vrăbiescu, Chap. 10, this volume).

A third aspect regarding the securitization of mobility addressed in this 
volume relates to the criminalization, victimization, or commodification 
of the Roma. If we suggest that all the mechanisms which have emerged 
to control and regulate their mobility have been successful in turning their 
subjects into ‘docile (im-)mobile bodies’, we overlook those practices that 
articulate the agency and subjectivity of the ‘right to escape’ and which—
in the debates about the autonomy of migration, for example—have been 
qualified as the migrants’ ‘practices of appropriation’ (Scheel 2015). The 
established regimes of migration and border control ‘aim at de- politicizing 

 THE EUROPEAN ROMA AND THEIR SECURITIZATION… 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77035-2_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77035-2_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77035-2_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77035-2_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77035-2_10


8 

migration’, something which is achieved ‘through reducing the migrants 
to their labour power, to needy victims, or to cunning criminals’ (ibid.: 4).

A consideration of the ‘subjective face’ (Bojadžijev and Karakayalı 
2007: 212) of mobilities, which is taken away through these reductions, 
helps to show both the limits of practices of securitization and the wider 
politics of security involved in the idea of the ‘efficient’ control and man-
agement of borders and migration. But this consideration also gives us an 
insight into how we could conceptualize practices of de-securitization, 
and thereby also those practices which question, disrupt, circumvent, or 
challenge the powerful dynamics of security involved in the securitization 
of the Roma. Practices of de-securitization relate to a variety of practices 
of appropriation and re-appropriation and politicization and re- 
politicization, and we should avoid understanding them too easily as bina-
ries of power versus resistance. Indeed, we have seen an entire spectrum of 
practices of resistance situated between, at one end of this spectrum, open 
activist and artistic acts of protest (Aradau et al. 2013; Çağlar and Mehling 
2013; van Baar 2013) and, at the other end, much more mundane, less 
visible, or even consciously invisibilized acts of appropriation which, 
because of the asymmetric power relations involved in managing mobilities, 
have to operate mostly by stealth (Legros and Lièvre, Chap. 4, this vol-
ume). All of the practices in this complex spectrum articulate that migra-
tion has to be acknowledged as an autonomous practice of resistance in the 
sense of a ‘right to escape’ or ‘egress’ (De Genova 2017; van Baar, Chap. 8, 
this volume). In the first part of this volume, we address the question of 
the ‘politicality’ of these practices of resistance: to what extent do these 
varied practices articulate important political moments, not only in 
addressing the limits of securitization but also in directing our societies 
and cultures towards alternative paths?

The three chapters in the first part of the book speak in various ways to 
the three discussed arguments that problematize the nexus of mobility and 
security. In Chap. 2, Nicholas De Genova takes up the debate about the 
Roma’s nomadization to make the original argument that the situation of 
the ‘stateless’ and ‘refugees’ discussed so prominently by Hannah Arendt 
in the 1940s and 1950s can be compared to that of the Roma, particularly 
when it comes to the new forms of nomadization imposed on them which 
characterize their position in Europe today. De Genova suggests a rela-
tional history in which he mobilizes Arendt’s work to examine the posi-
tion of the Roma. Inspired by her analysis of the deprivation of rights 
suffered by the refugees, De Genova examines to what extent the 
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