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Abstract
This article asks under what historical conditions people who consider themselves as
belonging to the ingroup resort to collective violence against free labour migrants.
Based on cases in the North Atlantic, and largely limited to the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, it offers a starting point for a more global approach. By using the concept of
boundary work, I conclude that once ethnic boundaries are in place they need mainte-
nance, through discourse, legislation, and surveillance. Migrants defined as outsiders,
who did not accept their inferior role and thus became direct competitors for such key
resources as jobs and houses, were bound to evoke irritation, protest, and, in extreme
cases, mob violence. The latter occurred a number of times in early modern England,
but such incidents occurred especially in the period 1860–1880 (US and Australia),
1880–1900 (Western Europe), and on both sides of the Atlantic around World War I.
In all these cases, boundary-making (through heightened nationalism, imperialism,
and embedded racial hierarchies) was prominent, while, at the same time, the state was
unable or unwilling to protect its citizens against competition on the labour market
and to provide a welfare safety net. This lack of actual boundary maintenance could
lead to mob violence, especially when authorities were unwilling or unable to intervene.
Moreover, it is striking that violence was directed especially against outsiders who were
considered racially or culturally inferior. These included the Chinese and African-
American internal migrants in the United States and colonial migrants in the United
Kingdom.
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History), where I presented an earlier version on 11 June 2020. I also profited greatly from critique by
referees and members of the IRSH Editorial Committee. The views expressed in this article, however,
are my own, and not necessarily those of the IRSH Editorial Committee.
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Introduction

In September 2019, at least twelve African immigrants, most of them from Nigeria,
were killed in South African townships after mobs1 attacked their shops in
Johannesburg and Pretoria.2 This was not an isolated case of collective xenophobic
violence, but one in a long series of disturbing attacks and brutal killings that had
been going on since the end of the 1990s.3 Notorious is the incident in September
1998 when two Senegalese and a Mozambican were thrown off a train by a group
of people who had been fired up at a rally of the “Unemployed Masses of South
Africa” (UMSA), where speakers blamed foreigners for high levels of unemployment,
crime, and the spread of AIDS.4 According to the African Centre for Migration and
Society of the University of Witwatersrand, between 1994 and 2018 there were at least
529 incidents in Johannesburg, which left 309 people dead, over 2,000 shops looted,
and more than 100,000 migrants displaced.5

Although discrimination towards and violence against migrants, as well as people
associated with them, have been documented in South Africa from the end of the
nineteenth century onwards,6 the number of violent collective outbursts against
migrant workers increased considerably after the end of Apartheid and the start of
majority rule by the ANC in 1994. Xenophobic mob violence, as a result of migrants
being portrayed as a threat to resources, jobs, and safety, also occurred in other parts
of Africa, including Ghana, Nigeria, Zambia, Ivory Coast, Kenya, and Zimbabwe.7

1Given the nature of the violence, I use the word “mob” instead of “crowd” as defined by George Rudé,
The Crowd in History: A Study of Popular Disturbances in France and England, 1730–1848 (New York,
1959), following McLaughlin, with the argument that “the particular pathological qualities of the riot
group […] indicate that ‘mob’ can be a useful term to distinguish particularly brutal elements at the
core of the riot from the general ‘crowd’”. Malcolm McLaughlin, “Reconsidering the East St Louis Race
Riot of 1917”, International Review of Social History, 47:2 (2002), pp. 187–212, 188.

2https://qz.com/africa/1708814/what-is-behind-south-africas-xenophobic-attacks-on-foreigners/; last accessed
20 January 2022.

3Refugees from Mozambique and Congo had experienced hostile reactions since the mid-1980s: Jonny
Steinberg, A Mixed Reception: Mozambican and Congolese Refugees in South Africa (Pretoria, 2005). See
also Kyle Farmbry, Migration and Xenophobia: A Three Country Exploration (Lanham, MD, 2019).

4Nahla Valji, “Creating the Nation: The Rise of Violent Xenophobia in the New South Africa” (MA the-
sis, York University, 2003).

5Silindile Mlilo and Jean Pierre Misago, Xenophobic Violence in South Africa: 1994–2018: An Overview
(Johannesburg, 2019). See also https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-47800718, 2 October 2019.
According to https://www.xenowatch.ac.za/, between 1 January 2019 and October of that year another
eighteen people were murdered.

6John Kent McNamara, “Brothers and Work Mates: Home Friend Networks in the Social Life of Black
Migrant Workers in a Gold Mine Hostel”, in P. Mayer (ed.), Black Villagers in an Industrial Society:
Anthropological Perspectives on Labour Migration in South Africa (Cape Town, 1980), pp. 305–340; and
John Kent McNamara, “Black Worker Conflicts on South African Gold Mines: 1973–1982” (Ph.D.,
University of Witwatersrand, 1985), pp. 71–91; Maxim Bolt and Dinah Rajak, “Labour, Insecurity and
Violence in South Africa”, Journal of Southern African Studies, 42:5 (2016), pp. 797–813, 798–800.

7Adeoye O. Akinola, The Political Economy of Xenophobia in Africa (Cham, 2018); Morten Bøås and
Kevin C. Dunn, Politics of Origin in Africa: Autochthony, Citizenship and Conflict (London, 2013). A
good example is Stuart Notholt, Fields of Fire: An Atlas of Ethnic Conflict (London, 2010). See also
Peter Geschiere, The Perils of Belonging: Autochthony, Citizenship, and Exclusion in Africa and Europe
(Chicago, IL, 2009).
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The South African case is a good starting point for a broader exploration of the
causes of mob violence against free labour migrants – both wage workers and self-
employed – since the rise of the nation state. In this article, I limit myself predomi-
nantly to the North Atlantic region, but I also want to discuss to what extent the
mechanisms that we find here may have a larger, global, reach. I follow Tilly’s “uni-
versalising and variation-finding”8 comparative method to help uncover broader
mechanisms that allow us to understand under what conditions such mob violence
occurs, and what factors prevent it.

Although most research has concentrated on Europe and North America, mob
violence against labour migrants is not limited to this part of the world, as the
South African case shows. After discussing the North Atlantic experience, I will
therefore also look at cases in Africa and Asia as a stepping stone for a more global
approach in the future.

Core Question, Concepts, and Theoretical Considerations

I will first define the core concepts used in this article, starting with “mob violence”.
This refers to openly displayed physical violence against persons and their possessions
(including houses), perpetrated by a group of people that goes beyond a particular
intimate face-to-face group of friends or family, and, as a rule of thumb, consists of
at least fifty people, who are convinced that their collective violent behaviour is morally
justified. “Free labour migrants” are defined as workers and small self-employed entre-
preneurs who are born abroad or are internal migrants, perceived as an outgroup,
mostly on ethnic/racial/religious grounds, and who migrated voluntarily. Although
mob violence can appear to resemble pogrom-like violence against settled minorities,
such as Jews or Chinese, including them would dull our analytical razor. The same
goes for widening the net to include coerced (and enslaved) migrant labour.
Employers and authorities expose them to constant systemic and infrastructural
violence,9 but they are seldom the target of mob violence, most likely because they
are not considered to be competing directly for jobs and housing with native workers.

The core question, then, can be formulated as: What are the historical conditions
under which people who consider themselves as belonging to an ingroup can be found
to resort to collective violence against free labour migrants? My comparative approach
is inspired both by Dik van Arkel’s quest to find common factors that explain virulent
expressions of antisemitism, and by a recent universalist call from the anthropologist
Christoph Antweiler to look for general mechanisms, while rejecting the notion of
primitive behaviour.10 Like the sociologist Andreas Wimmer, he asks the larger, pre-
liminary question of why, in some cases, ethnic boundaries and group identities are
much more entrenched than in other cases.11

8Charles Tilly, Big Structures, Large Processes, Huge Comparisons (New York, 1984), ch. 6.
9Michael Mann, “The Autonomous Power of the State: Its Origins, Mechanisms and Results”, European

Journal of Sociology, 25:2 (1984), pp. 185–213.
10Dik van Arkel, “The Growth of the Anti-Jewish Stereotype: An Attempt at a Hypothetical-Deductive

Method of Historical Research”, International Review of Social History, 30:3 (1985), pp. 270–306; Christoph
Antweiler, Our Common Denominator: Human Universals Revisited (New York [etc.], 2016).

11Andreas Wimmer, Ethnic Boundary Making: Institutions, Power, Networks (New York, 2013).
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Explanations for ethnic antagonisms

There are a number of analytical tools and theoretical insights that can help us in our
comparative endeavour. The question of why ingroups resent – and, in extreme cases,
resort to violence against – labour migrants is not new and has often been cast in
terms of ethnic competition for jobs and other resources. Highly influential in this
respect is Edna Bonacich’s seminal 1972 paper on split labour markets, in which
she stresses the importance of direct competition between ethnic groups for the
same jobs, often leading to a “split labour market”, in which immigrants accept
lower wages and poorer working conditions, resulting in mutual antagonism and
violence.12 Only when the ingroup is strong enough to resist competition are employers
forced to accept the exclusion of foreign workers – as was the case in Australia and
other parts of the British Empire after the end of the nineteenth century13 – or to
create a caste system with a privileged position for native workers in a dual labour
market setting – as in South Africa under Apartheid, and the Gulf States since the
1960s. Similarly, niche competition can occur when minorities specialize in certain
middlemen occupations (traders, brokers, shopkeepers), which may threaten job
monopolies employed by dominant groups.14 Studying conflicts and violence
between ethnic groups in eighty-one American cities between 1880 and 1914,
Susan Olzak built on Bonacich’s insights15 and concluded that the size and visibility
of immigrants largely explains the intensity of conflicts. Violence is likely to occur not
so much due to racism, but when dominant groups see themselves forced to compete
for the same resources.16

As Michael Hechter noted in 1994, the problem with the split labour market the-
ory is that it cannot explain conflicts and violence between ingroups and outgroups in
situations where competition is lacking. Moreover, he argues that we should not take
ethnic boundaries and categories as given, nor consider resources as finite.17 More
important for our problematic is that Bonacich more or less takes ethnic boundaries
as a given and does not explain how they came about, let alone how boundary main-
tenance is linked to prevailing negative ideas about certain groups of migrant
workers, and ultimately mob violence. These questions are crucial for a long-term
analysis and make it necessary to analyse the emergence of ethnic and racial hierarchies
and how they impact the construction of membership of communities – both real

12Edna Bonacich, “A Theory of Ethnic Antagonism: The Split Labor Market”, American Sociological
Review, 37:5 (1972), pp. 547–559.

13Jonathan Hyslop, “The Imperial Working Class Makes Itself ‘White’: White Labourism in Britain,
Australia, and South Africa before the First World War”, Journal of Historical Sociology, 12:4 (1999),
pp. 398–421.

14Edna Bonacich, “A Theory of Middleman Minorities”, American Sociological Review, 38:5 (1973),
pp. 583–594; Ivan Light and Edna Bonacich, Immigrant Entrepreneurs: Koreans in Los Angeles, 1965–
1982 (Berkeley, CA, 1991).

15Susan Olzak, The Dynamics of Ethnic Competition and Conflict (Stanford, CA, 1992), p. 23.
16Idem, “Labor Unrest, Immigration, and Ethnic Conflict in Urban America, 1880–1914”, American

Journal of Sociology, 94:6 (1989), pp. 1303–1333; and idem, “Competition Theory of Ethnic/Racial
Conflict and Protest”, in David Snow et al. (eds), The Wiley-Blackwell Encyclopedia of Social and
Political Movements (Oxford, 2013), pp. 1–3.

17Michael Hechter, “Reviewed Work: The Dynamics of Ethnic Competition and Conflict by Susan
Olzak”, European Sociological Review, 10:1 (1994), pp. 96–98.
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and imagined.18 This may occur at different levels: locally; nationally; or even supra-
nationally, as in the case of the European Union with its common external border
regime.19 In studying and comparing forms of xenophobia20 against free labour
migrants, we can distinguish three different stadia of boundary work.21

First, Boundary making: the social construction of group boundaries by imple-
menting a “master status” or inferiority22 of the other, on the basis of religious, eth-
nic, or social criteria. Such a master status reduces the other to their religion,
nationality, “race”, or ethnicity, ignoring all other aspects of a person’s identity –
irrespective of the context.23 The identity of the other is reduced to these primordial
and one-dimensional categories in order to align members of the ingroup, especially
because their interests often conflict in other domains, such as income and wealth.24

Second, Boundary maintenance. Once put in place, these boundaries need to be
maintained and guarded by confirming existing inequalities, either by law, or infor-
mally, through discrimination on the labour and housing market, and through, inter
alia, racial profiling, social distancing, or name calling. Creating different social
spheres in the workplace, residential areas, and the public space buttresses the prevail-
ing master status and leads to what Rogers Brubaker has dubbed “groupism”.25 Such
boundaries often prove resilient and can easily be activated, with “Jews”, “Gypsies”,26

and “Blacks” as the most deeply rooted master statuses in the Western hemisphere,
and various kinds of caste-like “untouchables” (“Dalit”, “Burakumin”) in India and
Japan. The formal boundary maintenance may involve structural physical and psy-
chological violence, as under Apartheid in South Africa, but as long as the outgroup

18Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism
(London, 1983); see also Maarten Prak on forms of urban citizenship in the early modern period:
Citizens Without Nations: Urban Citizenship in Europe and the World, c.1000–1789 (Cambridge, 2018);
and Leo Lucassen, “Population and Migration”, in Peter Clark (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Cities in
World History (Oxford, 2013), pp. 664–682.

19Seyla Benhabib, The Rights of Others: Aliens, Residents, and Citizens (Cambridge, 2004); Ulbe Bosma,
Gijs Kessler, and Leo Lucassen (eds), Migration and Membership Regimes in Global and Historical
Perspective (Leiden and Boston, MA, 2013); Leo Lucassen, “Peeling an Onion: The ‘Refugee Crisis’ from
a Historical Perspective”, Ethnic and Racial Studies, 41:3 (2018), pp. 383–410; David Scott Fitzgerald,
Refuge Beyond Reach: How Rich Democracies Repel Asylum Seekers (Oxford, 2019). For earlier transnational
forms of xenophobia, see the work of Adam McKeown on the “Asian threat” in the nineteenth and early
twentieth century: Melancholy Order: Asian Migration and the Globalization of Borders (New York, 2008).

20The term “xenophobia” as such emerged at the end of the nineteenth century and was initially used to
label anti-Western agitation, starting with the Boxer Rebellion in China: George Makari, Of Fear and
Strangers: A History of Xenophobia (New York and New Haven, CT, 2021).

21See Fredrik Barth on the boundary concept: “Introduction”, in Fredrik Barth (ed.), Ethnic Groups and
Boundaries: The Social Organization of Culture Difference (London, 1969), pp. 9–38.

22Everett C. Hughes, “Dilemmas and Contradictions of Status”, American Journal of Sociology, 50:5
(1945), pp. 353–359.

23Ibid., p. 357 (“It tends to overpower, in most crucial situations, any other characteristics which might
run counter to it”).

24Ibid.; see also Sydney Tarrow, Power in Movement: Social Movements and Contentious Politics
(Cambridge, 1994).

25Barth, “Introduction”.
26For “Gypsies”, see Leo Lucassen, Wim Willems, and Annemarie Cottaar, Gypsies and Other Itinerant

Groups: A Socio-Historical Approach (London and New York, 1998), and Wim Willems, In Search of the
True Gypsy: From Enlightenment to Final Solution (London, 1997).
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accepts its inferior position as a (regrettable) status quo, mob violence against them
will be exceptional. The threat of violence in itself is already highly effective.

Thirdly, Boundary defence: this occurs when the boundary is under threat, or the
perceived threat, of eroding. This can occur either because dissenting members of the
ingroup start to oppose discrimination, or because members of the outgroup try to
blur or shift the boundary, often in combination with opposition from within the
ingroup.27 In this stage, dominant segments of the ingroup will scale up the boundary
maintenance and spread the message that the ingroup is under threat. Crucial for vio-
lence to erupt is the role of the state that actually may be unable to guarantee public
order, but more often turns a blind eye to vigilantism, or even joins in with or leads
the attackers. This may range from lynching individuals and police violence against
outgroups,28 to murderous mob violence.

This process of boundary work is highly dynamic and often pits different out-
groups against each other, as is illustrated by the history of immigration to the
United States in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In the era of mass migration,
European immigrants whose insider status was ambiguous, repeatedly joined collec-
tive violence against African Americans in order to demarcate a black–white boundary
and thus to emphasize their membership of the ingroup. Also, the “lynching as access
card” mechanism forced bystanders, who were afraid to become tarnished by the
stigma, to participate or at least not oppose “Judge Lynch”. Lynching thus functioned
as a social ritual that affirmed the colour line.29 In the words of Beck and Tolnay:
“Poor whites, suffering from reduced incomes, perceived neighboring blacks to be
competitors for a shrunken economic ‘pie’, as well as a challenge to their superior
social station that was ‘guaranteed’ by the caste system.”30

Testing the Water: Violence Against Labour Migrants in the North Atlantic Since
the Middle Ages

Although the vast secondary literature on the history of migration might suggest that
mob violence against labour migrants is predominantly a modern phenomenon, there
are good reasons to look at earlier periods as well.31 Firstly, we know of xenophobic
incidents against labour migrants that occurred in England as early as the Middle
Ages, offering us an opportunity to compare with the modern period. Secondly,

27On boundary blurring and shifting, see Richard Alba and Victor Nee, Remaking the American
Mainstream: Assimilation and Contemporary Immigration (Cambridge, MA, 2003).

28Noel A. Cazenave, Killing African Americans: Police and Vigilante Violence as a Racial Control
Mechanism (Abingdon, 2018). See also Ivan Evans, Cultures of Violence: Lynching and Racial Killing in
South Africa and the American South (Manchester, 2009).

29William Fitzhugh Brundage, Lynching in the New South: Georgia and Virginia, 1880–1930 (Urbana
and Chicago, IL, 1993); Cynthia Skove Nevels, Lynching to Belong: Claiming Whiteness Through Racial
Violence (College Station, TX, 2007).

30E.M. Beck and Stewart E. Tolnay, “The Killing Fields of the Deep South: The Market for Cotton and
the Lynching of Blacks, 1882–1930”, American Sociological Review, 55:4 (1990), pp. 526–539, 527.

31For a very long-term perspective, see Douglas P. Fry and Patrik Söderberg, “Lethal Aggression in
Mobile Forager Bands and Implications for the Origins of War”, Science, 341 (2013), pp. 270–273, and
Patrick Manning, Migration in World History (Abingdon and New York, 2013).
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the period of “thin globalization”32 following the opening of sea routes to Asia and
Columbus’s arrival in the Americas around 1500, created an entirely new opportunity
structure for European states to exploit and dehumanize both the Amerindian popu-
lations as well as some 12.5 million enslaved Africans. This had long-lasting conse-
quences for the emergence of racial hierarchies and outgroup-making in the
Atlantic and the Indian Ocean world. For both arguments we have to take a closer
look at Europe before the rise of the nation state.

Xenophobia in Europe before the rise of the nation state

In early modern Europe, violence against outgroups occurred frequently, but was
mostly limited to social minorities such as Jews, “Gypsies”, “vagrants”, and, later,
religious minorities, be they Jewish, Muslim, Protestant, or Catholic.33 Few of
them were migrants, and they were rarely perceived as a threat to the position of
insiders in the labour market. The obsession with religious group identities in
early modern Europe may partly explain why antagonism against labour migrants
as such remained limited. But more important to explain this scarcity are the fol-
lowing three factors.

First, demographic-economic. Labour migration, both within and between territorial
states, was a widespread and systemic feature of early modern societies, within Europe
and elsewhere.34 Especially those with sought after skills were regarded as an asset to
the urban economy, but less skilled workers were often also welcomed, not least because
until the nineteenth century urban mortality was so high that cities constantly needed
immigrants to maintain their population size, let alone to grow.35 Urban elites were well
aware that migrants constituted the “linchpin of the urban economy and regulator of
urban growth”,36 whereas endemic warfare in Europe as a result of state fragmentation
after the fall of Charlemagne’s empire promoted continuous rural–urban migration and
made cities the centres of highly mobile artisanal activity.37 Moreover, port cities (like

32David Held et al., Global Transformations: Politics, Economics and Culture (Cambridge, 1999). See also
Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, “Globalization: What’s New? What’s Not? (and So What?)”, Foreign
Policy, 118 (Spring 2000), pp. 104–119.

33Benjamin Kaplan et al. (eds), Catholic Communities in Protestant States: Britain and the Netherlands
c.1570–1720 (Manchester, 2016).

34Dirk Hoerder, Cultures in Contact: World Migrations in the Second Millennium (Durham, NC, and
London, 2002); Leslie Page Moch, Moving Europeans: Migration in Western Europe since 1650
(Bloomington, IN, 2003); Manning, Migration in World History; Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen (eds),
Globalising Migration History: The Eurasian Experience (16th–21st Centuries) (Leiden and Boston, MA,
2014).

35Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen, “The Mobility Transition Revisited, 1500–1900: What the Case of
Europe can Offer to Global History”, The Journal of Global History, 4:3 (2009), pp. 347–377.

36Jan de Vries, European Urbanization, 1500–1800 (London, 1984), p. 222. See also Mark Dincecco and
Massimiliano Gaetano Onorato (eds), From Warfare to Wealth: The Military Origins of Urban Prosperity in
Europe (Cambridge, 2018).

37Dincecco and Ornato, From Warfare to Wealth, p. 11; Jean-Laurent Rosenthal and R. Bin Wong,
Before and Beyond Divergence: The Politics of Economic Change in China and Europe (Cambridge, MA,
2011), pp. 99–128.
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Amsterdam) attracted constant immigrants and trans-immigrants as recruits for the
merchant navy.38

Second, religious. A second reason why labour migrants were generally not per-
ceived as a threat is the socio-political religious context. Expelled religious minor-
ities such as the Flemish Protestants in the sixteenth century and the Huguenots a
century later, were predominantly welcomed and supported by coreligionists.39

Moreover, in some states institutional arrangements allowed for religious differ-
ence and peaceful coexistence, which explains why most Iberian Jews chose to set-
tle in the Ottoman Empire, with its “millet” system, and others in the “tolerant”
Dutch Republic, where Jews and Catholics, although treated as second-rate citi-
zens, were tolerated and protected for economic as well as political-administrative
reasons.40

Third, political. The absence of national citizenship based on mutually enforceable
rights between rulers and ruled constitutes the third pillar of the early modern lack of
antagonism against labour migrants. Because societies were highly layered and char-
acterized by structural and ideologically legitimized inequalities, both at the national
and the local level,41 it was difficult to mobilize nativist sentiments against migrants.
The lack of a democratic system explains the absence of political entrepreneurs to
serve their populist agenda. Although there was a substrate of protonational feeling,42

these seem largely confined to the arts and literature and did not nourish urban inclu-
sion and exclusion mechanisms.43 As a result, the fault line between indigenous inhab-
itants of cities (let alone states) and foreigners was vague at best.44 In these “ternary
societies”45 most urban dwellers, irrespective of their national allegiance, lacked full
citizenship and could only gradually and partially become members of urban

38Jelle van Lottum, Jan Lucassen, and Lex Heerma van Voss, “Sailors, National and International Labour
Markets and National Identity, 1600–1850”, in Richard W. Unger (ed.), Shipping and Economic Growth
1350–1850 (Leiden, 2001), pp. 309–351.

39Carolyn Chappell Lougee, Facing the Revocation: Huguenot Families, Faith, and the King’s Will
(Oxford, 2016); Geert Janssen, “The Republic of the Refugees: Early Modern Migrations and the Dutch
Experience”, The Historical Journal, 60:1 (2017), pp. 233–252.

40Fikret Adanir, “Religious Communities and Ethnic Groups under Imperial Sway: Ottoman and
Habsburg Lands in Comparison”, in Dirk Hoerder, Christiane Harzig, and Adrian Shubert (eds), The
Historical Practice of Diversity: Transcultural Interactions from the Early Modern Mediterranean to the
Postcolonial World (New York and London, 2003), pp. 54–86; Charles H. Parker, “Paying for the
Privilege: The Management of Public Order and Religious Pluralism in Two Early Modern Societies”,
The Journal of World History, 17:3 (2006), pp. 267–296; and Benjamin Kaplan, Divided by Faith:
Religious Conflict and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, MA, 2007).

41Thomas Piketty, Capital and Ideology (Cambridge, MA, and London, 2020), pp. 51–64; see also Prak,
Citizens Without Nations.

42David A. Bell, The Cult of the Nation in France: Inventing Nationalism, 1680–1800 (Cambridge, MA,
2001); Robert Stein and Judith Pollmann (eds), Networks, Regions and Nations: Shaping Identities in the
Low Countries, 1300–1650 (Leiden, 2010).

43Prak, Citizens Without Nations, p. 305.
44The only exception being travelling groups who were labelled “gypsies”, “gitanos”, or “Zigeuner”, and,

in the course of the eighteenth century, they were increasingly defined in ethnic terms and became a target
for police surveillance, repression, and outright persecution: Leo Lucassen, Zigeuner. Die Geschichte eines
polizeilichen Ordnungsbegriffes in Deutschland 1700–1945 (Cologne, 1996).

45Piketty, Ideology and Capital, pp. 51–64.
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communities.46 Poor relief systems were organized at the urban level, along religious
and occupational lines (through guilds), and in the event of unemployment or sick-
ness in parts of Europe (especially England, the Low Countries, and German states)
sending communities could be asked to share in the costs or accept their migrated
members being repatriated.47 Migration was predominantly regulated at the level of
cities, not states, and for most urban elites “foreignness” was an undifferentiated cat-
egory that started beyond the city gates.48 Although these observations are all based
on the European experience, at first glance the Ottoman, Chinese, and Indian empires
seem not to have differed fundamentally in this respect.49

These three prophylactic factors may explain the absence of mob violence against
labour migrants in most of early modern Europe (and possibly in other continents as
well), but not all regions were equally immune. Some regions seem to foreshadow a
different national opportunity structure that emerged on a worldwide scale in the
nineteenth century. This seems to have been the case especially in the South of
England, with London as a hotspot, where collective violence against foreign labour
migrants can be traced back to the thirteenth century. The available historiography
suggests there are at least eight incidences of mob violence against labour migrants
that predate the rise of the modern nation state (Table 1), all of them in England.
Further systematic research may render more examples, but crucial for my argument
is the fact that they occurred so long before the rise of the nation state, which may
help us to better understand the mechanism behind this collective violence.

Although, in general, immigrants from the continent were well received in England, a
number of conspicuous incidents of violence against “strangers” (especially Flemings and
Italians) have been documented. The most well-known is the Peasants Revolt in 1381, by
far the most lethal, with the bodies of dozens of murdered foreigners piled up in the
streets of London. What seems crucial is the relatively early national demarcation between
natives and foreigners, whereby the latter were being accused by English craftsmen, jour-
neymen, and tradesmen of taking their jobs and being favoured by the Crown.

These examples suggest that early state centralization in England – strengthened
by its insular geography – stimulated a relatively strong national identity long before
the rise of the modern nation state. A pivotal role was played by the Crown, advised
by the Privy Council, which could trump the autonomous authority of urban

46Prak, Citizens Without Nations; Leo Lucassen, “Cities, States and Migration Control in Western
Europe: Comparing Then and Now”, in Bert De Munck and Anne Winter (eds), Gated Communities?
Regulating Migration in Early Modern Cities (Aldershot, 2012), pp. 217–240.

47K.D.M. Snell, Annals of the Labouring Poor: Social Change and Agrarian England, 1660–1900
(Cambridge, 1985); Anne Winter, “Caught Between Law and Practice: Migrants and Settlement
Legislation in the Southern Low Countries in a Comparative Perspective, c. 1700–1900”, Rural History,
19:2 (2008), pp. 137–162; Steven King and Anne Winter (eds), Migration, Settlement and Belonging in
Europe 1500–1930s: Comparative Perspectives (New York and Oxford, 2013).

48Lucassen, “Cities, States and Migration Control”.
49Prak, Citizens Without Nations. See furthermore the chapters by Ebru Boyar (“The Ottoman City:

1500–1800”), Hilde de Weerdt (“China: 600–1300”), and William T. Rowe (“China: 1300–1900”) in
Clark, The Oxford Handbook of Cities in World History, pp. 275–291, 292–309, 310–327, respectively.
See also Ulrike Freitag et al. (eds), The City in the Ottoman Empire: Migration and the Making of
Urban Modernity (London, 2011); and Rowe, “China 1300–1900”, who explicitly stresses the common fea-
tures of early modern “urbanism, as a Eurasian, if not global, phenomenon” (p. 325).
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Table 1. Eight incidents of mob violence against labour migrants in England (thirteenth to eighteenth centuries)

Location Target Occupation Date Violence Culprits

London50 Foreign artisans and
merchants

Weavers, merchants 1261 Disturbances Apprentices

Yarmouth,
London51

Flemings Textile workers (?) 1381 (Peasants
Revolt)

Dozens of deaths Peasants, weavers

London52 Italians Merchants 1456/1457 Looting and plunder Servants of
merchants

London53 Italians and other aliens Merchants and workers 1517 (Ill May Day) Looting and plunder Apprentices

London54 Strangers Workers 1563 Riots narrowly
averted

Artisans

Norwich55 Strangers Workers 1571 Riots narrowly
averted

Artisans

London56 Flemings, French Workers 1593 Riots narrowly
averted

Artisans,
apprentices

London57 (Alien) (Irish) Catholics Merchants, diplomats,
workers

1780 300–700 deaths Various

50J. Arnold Fleming, Flemish Influence in Britain (Glasgow, 1930), p. 164; W.H. Bidwell, The Eclectic Magazine of Foreign Literature, Science, and Art (New York, 1864), p. 62.
51Fleming, Flemish Influence; Erik Spindler, “Flemings in the Peasants’ Revolt, 1381”, in Hannah Skoda, Patrick Lantschner, and R.L.J. Shaw (eds), Contact and Exchange

in Later Medieval Europe: Essays in Honour of Malcolm Vale (Woodbridge, 2012), pp. 59–78.
52Anne F. Sutton, The Mercery of London: Trade, Goods and People, 1130–1578 (Aldershot, 2005), pp. 230–231; Robert Winder, Bloody Foreigners: The Story of

Immigration to Britain (London, 2004), p. 56.
53Sutton, The Mercery of London, p. 355.
54Lien Bich Luu, Immigrants and the Industries of London, 1500–1700 (Aldershot, 2005), p. 141.
55Ibid., p. 141.
56Ibid., p. 147.
57Ian Haywood and John Seed (eds), The Gordon Riots: Politics, Culture and Insurrection in Late Eighteenth-Century Britain (Cambridge, 2012).
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authorities, mostly in London.58 Especially the granting of privileges to foreign crafts-
men and merchants,59 which overruled urban elites, in order to stimulate the national
economy, was frowned upon. This strengthened the xenophobic nationalist feelings
among English apprentices and merchants, supported by urban authorities. A good
example is the complaint of the Lord Mayor of London in 1563, who opposed the
liberal immigration regime of Queen Elizabeth because it would lead to native impov-
erishment and burden the poor relief: “Her majesty subjects […] are eaten out by
strangers artificers, to their undoing and our burden and the unnatural hardness
to our own country, whereas none of her majesties subjects can be suffered [sic,
LL] (be they never so excellent in any art) in their country too live by their work.”60

Incidents of mob violence may have been few in number, they nonetheless contain
crucial elements of modern violent xenophobia. All occurred in the context of a rela-
tively homogenized state that defined migrant workers, manufacturers, and mer-
chants from other states as “foreign” and “alien”, which stimulated competition for
resources along national lines. It is no coincidence that recruitment for the army
and the Royal Navy followed this protonationalist pattern, framed as the “great pa-
triotic enterprise”,61 based on the Navigation Act of 1651 introduced by Cromwell.62

Especially in London, this anti-alien stance concurred with the policy of urban guilds,
which excluded foreign artisans and merchants. Thanks to the vigilant measures
taken by the urban authorities, serious riots by urban crowds of workers against
immigrants were narrowly averted in London in 1563 and in Norwich in 1571.63

At the end of the eighteenth century, the nature of mob violence in England con-
verged with the general rise of nationalism, which stressed cultural differences
between citizens of different states. Throughout Europe, territorial states became
prone to mobilize their subjects along national lines, especially in periods of inter-
national tensions, with nationhood (often overlapping with a specific religion) defin-
ing the boundary.64 A good illustration is the so-called Gordon riots in 1780, when
London mobs turned against Catholics in Great Britain, most of whom were seen
as being as foreign as the Irish and the French. As a protest against the passing of
the “Papist acts” of 1778, meant to reduce discrimination against Catholics (and
allow them to join the army), widespread looting and rioting gripped London for
days and cost the lives of some 300–700 people, including those of many rioters.65

58See also Prak, Citizens Without Nations, p. 210.
59Except for the 1260s, when the Crown followed an isolationist course, forbidding the export of English

wool and the import of goods to work wool, such as woad for dyeing: Bidwell, The Eclectic Magazine, p. 62.
60Luu, Immigrants and the Industries of London, p. 146.
61Isaac Land, War, Nationalism, and the British Sailor, 1750–1850 (Houndmills, 2009), p. 55.
62Only in the 1790s, when the size of the English fleet dramatically expanded (from 17,000 men in 1792

to 130,000 in 1801), did foreigners enter the ranks, albeit remaining a small minority of between five and
ten per cent: Jeremiah Ross Dancy, The Myth of the Press Gang: Volunteers, Impressment and the Naval
Manpower in the Late Eighteenth Century (Woodbridge, 2015), p. 52. See also van Lottum et al.,
“Sailors”, p. 312.

63Luu, Immigrants and the Industries of London, p. 141.
64Bell, The Cult of the Nation.
65Donald L. Horowitz, The Deadly Ethnic Riot (Berkeley, CA, 2001), p. 78; Haywood and Seed, The

Gordon Riots.
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These “Gordon riots” have been interpreted in various ways. A classic Marxist
account can be found in George Rudé’s famous book The Crowd in History, from
1959, in which he stressed that poverty and economic inequality were the key for
many people to revolt. Without arguing that economic factors are irrelevant, however,
I think that Rudé too easily dismissed the deeply rooted anti-Catholicism among the
urban masses that inspired tens of thousands in London to revolt.66 Although pre-
dominantly aimed at rich native Catholics and foreign embassies, the poor Irish
migrant neighbourhood Moorfields was targeted as well.67

Persecuting societies, globalization, and new racial hierarchies

The second reason why the early modern period is crucial to understand mob vio-
lence against migrants, including labour migrants, in the past two centuries is the
medieval and early modern roots of modern racism and ethnicity. Building on R.I.
Moore’s Formation of a Persecuting Society, Geraldine Heng has recently argued
that the persecution and expulsion of internal religious “enemies” in Europe during
the High Middle Ages, especially Jews and Muslims, lay the foundation for the
notions of a superior “homo europaeus”.68 Religion may have been the dominant cat-
egory to define outgroups in early modern Europe, but notions of territorialized
ethnicity,69 race, and blood developed alongside. A good illustration is the suspicion
of Jewish and Moorish converts (New Christians) in late medieval Spain. Converted
Jews (Marranos) and Muslims (Moriscos) were never accepted as full members of
Spanish society, and notions about heredity and genealogy gave rise to an obsession
with blood purity (“limpieza de sangre”). This ideology of “blood and faith” was per-
meated with religion, but unmistakably also contained racist ingredients that would
become more entrenched at the end of the eighteenth century.70

With the more extensive travels of seafaring Europeans in the Atlantic and the Indian
Ocean, these notions, mixed with white Christian superiority, increasingly gained influ-
ence and became visible in the new world from the end of the fifteenth century onwards.
In the Atlantic, the main outgroups were enslaved African (forced) migrants and the
native Amerindian population. Their dehumanization legitimized the system of land
grabbing, and slavery enabled the plantation system and other forms of coerced labour.71

At first the Spanish and Portuguese tried to compel the indigenous population of South

66Rudé, The Crowd in History; Paul Monod, Jacobitism and the English People, 1688–1788 (Cambridge,
1993), p. 163.

67Christopher Hibbert, King Mob: The Story of Lord George Gordon and the Riots of 1780 (London, 1958),
pp. 66–71; Lynn Hollen Lees, Exiles of Erin: Irish Migrants in Victorian London (Manchester, 1979), p. 45 (by
the 1770s, one in eleven married persons treated at the Westminster Dispensary came from Ireland). See also
Clive Bloom, Violent London: 2000 Years of Riots, Rebels and Revolts (Houndmills, 2010), ch. 7.

68Geraldine Heng, The Invention of Race in the European Middle Ages (Cambridge, 2018); Robert Ian
Moore, The Formation of a Persecuting Society: Authority and Deviance in Western Europe, 950–1250
(Oxford, 1987).

69Claire Weeda, Ethnicity in Medieval Europe, 950–1250: Medicine, Power and Religion (York, 2021).
70Léon Poliakov, “Racism from the Enlightenment to the Age of Imperialism”, in Robert Ross (ed.),

Racism and Colonialism: Essays on Ideology and Social Structure (The Hague, 1982), pp. 55–64.
71Sven Beckert, Empire of Cotton: A Global History (New York, 2014); Ulbe Bosma, The Making of a

Periphery: How Island Southeast Asia Became a Mass Exporter of Labor (New York, 2019); Jan
Lucassen, The Story of Work: A New History of Humankind (New Haven and London, 2021), pp. 260 ff.
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America to work under a system of encomiendas. Where this failed, especially in the
Caribbean, native people were killed or expelled from their land, which was transformed
into a “terra nullius”, populated by enslaved Africans.

Structural violence against slaves was applied to prevent them from running away
and establishing marron communities in impenetrable uphill regions, or reaching the
territory of competing empires.72 This plantation system with imported coerced
labour was found in its most intensive form in the Caribbean, Brazil, and later on
in the southern part of the United States. In South and Southeast Asia, as well as
in South Africa, Europeans followed similar strategies, forcing millions of African
and Asian people to move and work.73

The ideas that legitimized slavery are highly relevant to understand how ethnic and
racial boundaries forged xenophobic notions antithetical to free labour migrants in
the modern era. From the end of the eighteenth century, until then partially fluid
categories in overseas regions became petrified and chiselled in scientifically approved
racial hierarchies, resulting in structural discrimination of former slaves and their
descendants in the Americas, Brazil, and South Africa.74 Furthermore, racist ideas
motivated the exclusion of Chinese and other Asian workers from the Western
hemisphere from the 1880s onwards.75 Finally, racist notions about Africans were
used to stigmatize Irish and “swarthy” eastern and southern Europeans migrants in
mid-nineteenth century North America.76

Mob Violence in the Era of Nation States

In the nineteenth century, these two early modern developments – the proto forma-
tion of nationhood and its concomitant xenophobia, and the developing racial hier-
archies following the rise of the “homo europaeus” – merged in the format and
ideology of the nation state, based on direct rule and the ideal of ethnically homogen-
ous populations, with citizenship regimes shifting from the level of cities to that of

72Also legally “free” workers, such as sailors and soldiers, often tried to escape oppressive labour rela-
tions: Leo Lucassen and Lex Heerma van Voss, “Introduction: Flight as Fight”, in Marcus Rediker, Titas
Chakraborty, and Matthias van Rossum (eds), A Global History of Runaways: Workers, Mobility, and
Capitalism, 1600–1850 (Berkeley, CA, 2019), pp. 1–21.

73For Asia, see Linda Mbeki and Matthias van Rossum, “Private Slave Trade in the Dutch Indian Ocean
World: A Study into the Networks and Backgrounds of the Slavers and the Enslaved in South Asia and
South Africa”, Slavery & Abolition, 38:1 (2017), pp. 95–116; Matthias van Rossum, “Labouring
Transformations of Amphibious Monsters: Exploring Early Modern Globalization, Diversity, and
Shifting Clusters of Labour Relations in the Context of the Dutch East India Company (1600–1800)”,
International Review of Social History, 64:SI27 (2019), pp. 19–42; Claude Chevaleyre, “The Abolition of
Slavery and the Status of Slaves in Late Imperial China”, in Gwyn Campbell and Alessandro Stanziani
(eds), The Palgrave Handbook of Bondage and Human Rights in Africa and Asia (Basingstoke, 2019),
pp. 57–82.

74Anthony Marx, Making Race and Nation: A Comparison of South Africa, the United States, and Brazil
(Cambridge, 1998).

75McKeown, Melancholy Order. See also Najia Aarim-Heriot, Chinese Immigrants, African Americans,
and Racial Anxiety in the United States, 1848–82 (Urbana and Chicago, IL, 2003), who shows how ideas
about African Americans structured anti-Chinese anxieties.

76Charles A. Gallagher, “In-between Racial Status, Mobility and the Promise of Assimilation: Irish,
Italians Yesterday, Latinos and Asians Today”, in Kathleen Odell Korgen (ed.), Multiracial Americans
and Social Class: The Influence of Social Class on Racial Identity (London, 2010), pp. 10–21, 15.
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states.77 The concomitant belief in hierarchically structured human races with
“whites” at the top and “blacks” at the bottom became widely accepted in science
and society, and legitimized the colonization policies of states like Great Britain,
France, Portugal, the Netherlands, and Japan. The countermovement, inspired by
the principles of brotherhood and equality of the French Revolution, led to the rise
of socialism and the abolition of slavery and proved strong as well. But with the out-
break of World War I in 1914, international solidarity encountered the bounded
membership regime of nation states, which prioritized rights and resources of its
own citizens.

To map the extent of xenophobic mob violence against free labour migrants
(both internal and international) in the modern era I have undertaken a search
through the secondary literature. Although far from complete, the results in
Table 2 suggest that this type of violence largely overlaps with what has been called
the first round of modern globalization, starting in the 1820s, but really getting
underway with the transport revolution – steamships and trains – in the mid-
nineteenth century.78 As Adam McKeown has demonstrated, globalization did
not end with World War I, but extended in large parts of Asia and Latin
America well into the 1930s.79 Finally, it also concurs with the “Great Migration”
of African Americans and poor whites from the south of the United States to the
west and the north of the United States, starting in World War I.80 After World
War II the number of incidents quickly decreased and became less lethal, only to
reappear since the 1990s, especially after regime changes in Russia and South
Africa, to which I will return later.

Although far from exhaustive, a common thread is that, in all cases listed here, vio-
lence was motivated by a mix of perceived cultural (identity) and socio-economic
(resources) threats to the position and status of members of the ingroup who consid-
ered themselves superior and more deserving.81

In the North Atlantic, the outgroup varied from African Americans and Chinese,
to West Indians, Italians, and Irish migrant workers.82 They were almost invariably
accused of working for too low wages and accepting subhuman (“coolie”) conditions.
Often, protests were framed in an anti-capitalist, pro-worker discourse, as in the
Denver anti-Chinese riot of 1880, which became part of the Democratic campaign
that accused Republicans of deliberately importing Chinese labour to weaken the
(“white”) working class.83 Such racial connotations were not limited to labour

77Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital, and European States, AD 990–1992 (Cambridge, 1990); Prak, Citizens
Without Nations, p. 305.

78Kevin H. O’Rourke and Jeffrey G. Williamson, “When Did Globalization Begin?”, European Review of
Economic History, 6:1 (2002), pp. 23–50.

79Adam McKeown, “Global Migration, 1846–1940”, Journal of World History, 15:2 (2004), pp. 155–189.
80James N. Gregory, The Southern Diaspora: How the Great Migrations of Black and White Southerners

Transformed America (Chapel Hill, NC, 2005).
81As in the case of North America and Australia, where European settler lashed out against (former)

enslaved or indigenous populations.
82Donna Gabaccia, “The ‘Yellow Peril’ and the ‘Chinese of Europe’: Global Perspectives on Race and

Labor, 1815–1930”, in Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen (eds), Migration, Migration History, History: Old
Paradigms and New Perspectives (Bern, 1997), pp. 177–196.

83Wortman, “Denver‘s Anti-Chinese Riot, 1880”.
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Table 2. Most infamous recorded incidents of collective xenophobic violence against (internal and foreign) labour migrants in the North Atlantic world (1844–1958)

Country/Place Year

Perceived threat to

Target DeathsIdentity Resources

US (Philadelphia)84 1844 Religion Jobs Irish 20

UK (Stockport)85 1852 Religion Jobs Irish 0 (54 wounded)

Australia (Lambing Flat)86 1861 Race Jobs Chinese 0 (many wounded)

US (New York)87 1863 Race Jobs and housing African Americans 11

UK (Wolverhampton and Birmingham)88 1867 Religion Jobs and housing Irish

US (Los Angeles)89 1871 Race Jobs Chinese 18

US (Antioch)90 1876 Race Jobs and housing Chinese/Mexicans/
Chileans

US (Denver)91 1880 Race Jobs Chinese 1

(Continued )

84Kenneth Milano, The Philadelphia Nativist Riots: Irish Kensington Erupts (Philadelphia, PA, 2013).
85Leo Lucassen, The Immigrant Threat: The integration of Old and New Migrants in Western Europe since 1850 (Urbana and Chicago, IL, 2005), p. 42.
86Ann Curthoys, “’Men of all Nations, Except Chinamen’: Europeans and Chinese on the Goldfields of New South Wales”, in Iain McCalman, Alexander Cook, and

Andrew Reeves (eds), Gold: Forgotten Histories and Lost Objects of Australia (New York, 2001), pp. 103–123, 113.
87Leslie M. Harris, In the Shadow of Slavery: African Americans in New York City, 1626–1863 (Chicago, IL, 2003), pp. 283–285.
88Lucassen, The Immigrant Threat, p. 43.
89Scott Zesch, The Chinatown War: Chinese Los Angeles and the Massacre of 1871 (Oxford, 2012).
90Jean Pfaelzer, Driven Out: The Forgotten War Against Chinese Americans (Berkeley, CA, 2007), pp. 20–22.
91Roy T. Wortman, “Denver’s Anti-Chinese Riot, 1880”, Colorado Magazine, 42:4 (1965), pp. 275–291; Liping Zhu, The Road to Chinese Exclusion: The Denver Riot, 1880

Election, and the Rise of the West (Lawrence, KS, 2013).
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Table 2. (Continued.)

Country/Place Year

Perceived threat to

Target DeathsIdentity Resources

France (Marseilles)92 1881 Nationality Jobs Italians ?

France (Drocourt)93 1892 Nationality Jobs Belgians 0 (some 900 chased
and expelled)

France (Aigues Mortes)94 1893 Nationality Jobs Italians 8-50

France (Lyon)95 1894 Nationality Italians ?

France (Liévin and Lens)96 1901 Nationality Jobs Belgians 1

US (Springfield)97 1908 Race Jobs and housing African Americans 9

US (St. Louis)98 1917 Race Jobs and housing African Americans 40-200

France (Brest, Dijon, Le Havre)99 1917 (Spring/
Summer)

Race Jobs and housing Colonial migrants
(esp. Moroccans)

20 (several
incidents)

92Gérard Noiriel, Une histoire populaire de la France. De la guerre de Cent Ans à nos jours (Marseilles, 2018), pp. 401–404.
93Firmin Lentacker, La frontière franco-belge. Etude géographique des effets d’une frontière internationale sur la vie de relations (Lille, 1974); Natsue Hirano, “Le retour des

immigrés belges à la suite des événements de Lens et Liévin en août-septembre 1892”, Revue Belge d’Histoire Contemporaine, 37:3–4 (2007), pp. 307–323.
94José Cubero, Nationalistes et étrangers. Le massacre d’Aigues-Mortes (Paris, 1996).
95Gérard Noiriel, Le creuset français. Histoire de l’immigration (XIXe–XXe siècle) (Paris, 1988), p. 260.
96Idem.
97James Krohe, Summer of Rage: The Springfield Race Riot of 1908 (Springfield, IL, 1973).
98Elliot Rudwick, Race Riot in East St. Louis, July 2, 1917 (Carbondale, IL, 1964); Malcolm McLaughlin, “Reconsidering the East St Louis Race Riot of 1917”, International

Review of Social History, 47:2 (2002), pp. 187–212.
99Tyler Stovall, The Rise of the Paris Red Belt (Berkeley, CA, 1998), pp. 754–756.
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UK (Cardiff, Liverpool, Glasgow)100 1919 Race Jobs and housing Yemeni, Somali and
Caribbean seamen

4

US (Chicago)101 1919 Race Jobs and housing African Americans 38

US (Tulsa)102 1921 Race Jobs and housing African Americans 100-300

US (Mobile, Alabama, Detroit et al.)103 1943 (May) Race Jobs African Americans

UK (Liverpool)104 1948 Race Jobs West Indians

UK (Notting Hill, London)105 1958 Race Jobs and housing West Indians

100Jacqueline Jenkinson, Colonial, Refugee and Allied Civilians after the First World War: Immigration Restriction and Mass Repatriation (Abingdon and New York, 2020).
101Rick Halpern, “Race, Ethnicity, and Union in the Chicago Stockyards, 1917–1922”, International Review of Social History, 37:1 (1992), pp. 25–58.
102Randy Krehbiel, Tulsa 1921: Reporting a Massacre (Norman, OK, 2019).
103Sparked by the promotion of twelve black men to skilled welding positions, and followed by similar attacks in Beaumont and Brownsville, Texas, as well as in Los

Angeles, Detroit, and Chicago. Available at: https://www.lawcha.org/2020/07/15/goldfield-roundtable-laws-votes-and-working-class-politics-in-the-jim-crow-south/; last
accessed 29 January 2022. Stephen Tuck, We Ain’t What We Ought To Be: The Black Freedom Struggle from Emancipation to Obama (Cambridge, MA, 2010), p. 213.

104Peter Fryer, Staying Power: The History of Black People in Britain (London, 1984), p. 367.
105Edward Pilkington, Beyond the Mother Country: West Indians and the Notting Hill White Riots (London, 1988), pp. 106–123.
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migrants from Asia or those with African roots. Irish and Italians, too, were often
framed as racially inferior.106

That anti-black sentiment became especially virulent in postbellum United States
need not come as surprise, because from then on African Americans gradually
became more mobile and started to work as free wage labourers. The presence of
black Americans in similar sectors and occupations as whites was perceived by the
latter as an insult and threat to their racial self-esteem. Violence against African
Americans was used to restore the colour line and to diminish direct competition
between blacks and whites. Especially the issue of miscegenation aroused violent sen-
timent and was the source of most lynchings.107

In Europe, Irish and Italian labour migrants were also confronted with mob
violence.108 Although accusations of wage debasement and breaking strikes were
recurrent elements, as in the United States these labour migrants were primarily con-
sidered a threat to the status and core identity of the native worker ingroup. When in
the course of the twentieth century Italian and Irish migrants gradually “became
white”,109 mob violence in North America and Western Europe increasingly targeted
Mexican, Asian (Chinese sailors),110 and African labour migrants, and racialized
internal migrants such as Afro-Americans in the US and Roma in Europe. This
shift is mirrored in the racial hierarchy of France’s leading demographer in the inter-
war period, George Mauco, who drew the line between Europeans and migrants from
African and Asian colonies.111 In Great Britain, we find similar colonial stereotypes,
which motivated various attacks on African and West Indian sailors in Cardiff and
Liverpool in June 1919. Although the number of fatal casualties was limited, it created
an atmosphere of terror, well described by a young sailor who arrived shortly after the
riots: “Suddenly you couldn’t go out. White people in groups started roaming and
anytime they saw a black man: ‘There’s a nigger, get him! Get him!’ They used to
come from all over to hunt black people to beat them up. It became a bit of fun
for them.”112

106L.P. Curtis, Apes and Angels: The Irishman in Victorian Caricature (Newton Abbot, 1971); Ioana
Panaitiu, “Apes and Anticitizens: Simianization and US National Identity Discourse”, Social Identities,
26:1 (2020), pp. 109–127.

107Peggy Pascoe, What Comes Naturally: Miscegenation Law and the Making of Race in America
(Oxford, 2009).

108John Higham, Strangers in the Land: Patterns of American Nativism, 1860–1925 (New Brunswick,
1955); Aristide Zolberg, A Nation by Design: Immigration Policy in the Fashioning of America
(New York and Cambridge, MA, 2005).

109David Roediger, Working toward Whiteness: How America’s Immigrants Became White: The Strange
Journey from Ellis Island to the Suburbs (New York, 2005); Thomas A. Guglielmo, White on Arrival:
Italians, Race, Color, and Power in Chicago, 1890–1945 (Oxford, 2003).

110Matthias van Rossum, “The ‘Yellow Danger’? Global Forces and Global Fears in the North Sea and
Beyond (1600–1950)”, International Journal of Maritime History, 27:4 (2015), pp. 743–754, 752.

111George Mauco, Les étrangers en France. Etude géographique sur leur rôle dans l’activité économique
(Paris, 1932), pp. 534, 558; Stovall, The Rise of the Paris Red Belt; Michael Goebel, Anti-Imperial
Metropolis: Interwar Paris and the Seeds of Third World Nationalism (Cambridge, 2015), p. 62; Clifford
Rosenberg, Policing Paris: The Origins of Modern Immigration Control Between the Wars (Ithaca, NY,
and London, 2006).

112Michael Rowe, “Sex, ‘Race’ and Riot in Liverpool, 1919”, Immigrants & Minorities, 19:2 (2000),
pp. 53–70, 55.
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Mob violence against labour migrants in Africa and Asia

Although most examples of mob violence against labour migrants in the literature
come from the North Atlantic, the more recent outbursts in South Africa show
that this phenomenon is not an exclusively Western one. Two earlier examples
make clear that a similar ingroup–outgroup mechanism may be at work in other con-
tinents, although further research is needed to find out whether this also holds for
other cases. The first case regards Indian labour migrants in interwar Burma.
Technically, they were internal migrants, but due to their ethnicity and religion
(partly Hindu, partly Muslim) they were considered an inferior and threatening out-
group by the native (Buddhist) Burmese population. In 1930 and 1938, this led to
widespread organized attacks on Indian workers, who were accused of unfair compe-
tition in the labour market, but also of imposing their religion and culture on the
native Buddhist Burmese.113 Furthermore, Muslims especially were targeted, because
nationalists regarded them as an existential threat to Burmese nationhood, not in the
least because a number of them married Burmese women.114 The violent outbursts
cost the lives of hundreds of Indian workers, predominantly Muslims.115

The second case at first sight seems an outlier in the sense that the violence was
much more encouraged from above.116 The mass killing of Korean migrants in
Japan in 1923 started after false rumours (not contradicted by the government)
were spread about Korean labour migrants immediately after the earthquake in the
Kantō region of Tokyo that killed between 100,000 and 140,000 people. Koreans, a
small minority of some 20,000 migrants, were accused of using the occasion to plun-
der and rob people, and poison the well water as part of a revolt against the Japanese
state.117 To suppress this putative uprising, the state mobilized the police and soldiers
under martial law and allowed vigilantes to participate in the murderous violence that
eventually cost 6,000 Koreans their lives.118 The main explanation for this bloodbath
is the impenetrable boundary between those who were considered Japanese and those
who were outsiders, who could never acquire membership. Or, as explained by Sonia
Ryang:

113Tin Htun, “Mixed Marriage in Colonial Burma: National Identity and Nationhood at Risk”, in Kristin
Celello and Hanan Kholoussy (eds), Domestic Tensions, National Anxieties: Global Perspectives on
Marriage, Crisis, and Nation (Oxford, 2016), pp. 89–109, 95; Michael Adas, The Burma Delta: Economic
Developments and Social Change on an Asian Rice Frontier, 1852–1941 (Madison, WI, 2011), p. 206.

114Marietta Kesting, Affective Images: Post-Apartheid Documentary Perspectives (New York, 2017), p. 94.
For more in general on women as the symbolic carriers of the ingroup’s culture, see Nira Yuval-Davis,
Gender and Nation (Los Angeles, 1997), p. 61.

115Ian Brown, Burma’s Economy in the Twentieth Century (Cambridge, 2013), p. 57; Final Report of The
Riot Inquiry Committee (Rangoon, 1939); Adas, The Burma Delta, p. 207.

116Sonia Ryang, “The Great Kanto Earthquake and the Massacre of Koreans in 1923: Notes on Japan’s
Modern National Sovereignty”, Anthropological Quarterly, 76:4 (2003), pp. 731–748, 733; J. Charles
Schencking, The Great Kanto Earthquake and the Chimera of National Reconstruction in Japan
(New York, 2013).

117There are some interesting similarities with the lynching of Dutch and French migrants in London,
accused of being responsible for the Great Fire of London in September 1666, which was seen as a “Papist
plot”. I did not include this case in Table 1, because there is no clear link with labour migration.

118Not included are Koreans murdered and massacred in adjacent prefectures such as Saitama, Tochigi,
Chiba, and Gunma: Ryang, “The Great Kanto Earthquake”, p. 733.
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This pseudo- or fictive-blood myth as a national origin is important, as it works
to eternally and completely exclude anyone who cannot claim their descendancy
from the Sun Goddess from membership to the people called Japanese, that is,
the eternal banishment of the non-Japanese. Japan’s case, thus, is a classic case
of the national sovereignty granted to individuals according to their birth into
that nation. To this day, its nationality law, along with that of Germany’s,
bases its principle on jus sanguinis, that of blood.119

Apparently, the chaos and panic ignited a widespread fear of the breakdown of the
boundary between Japanese and foreigners and Koreans taking over. As members
of the outgroup they did not belong to the political order120 and were considered out-
casts, unworthy of basic human rights. This mass murder in 1923 may seem extreme
in its extent and cruelty, but it mirrors the ground rules of mob violence against
labour migrants in the North Atlantic; the only exception being that in this case
the state actively supported the violence.

The rise of universal human rights and the welfare state

Initially, the immediate post-war years seemed a continuation of the pre-war
situation. A telling example was the “race riots” in Liverpool in August 1948.
During the war thousands of “black” workers had been drawn from British colonies
in the Caribbean and Africa to man Britain’s navy and vital economic sectors, but as
soon as the war was over the National Union of Seamen demanded that “coloured”
seafarers be vetoed entrance to the country and those present be expelled. In this
atmosphere large crowds attacked houses and restaurants frequented by black
seamen.121

These temporary guests were soon joined by large numbers of postcolonial immi-
grants from the West and East Indies who came to stay. On arrival, most of them
became citizens, at least formally,122 which created tensions in the cities and neigh-
bourhoods where they settled down. Small-scale riots flared up and in the 1960s con-
servative politicians like Enoch Powell consciously mobilized the racism within
working-class neighbourhoods. His infamous “Rivers of Blood” speech in 1968, in
which he predicted that: “In this country in fifteen or twenty years’ time the black
man will have the whip hand over the white man”, shows that colonial racism was
far from dead.123

The highly incendiary language of Powell and others fuelled racism and discrim-
ination, but did not debouch into mob violence in general or against labour migrants
in particular. An important prophylactic factor, especially in Europe, was the

119Ibid., p. 741.
120This did not happen until 1939, but it was revoked in 1952.
121Fryer, Staying Power, pp. 367–368.
122Ulbe Bosma, Jan Lucassen, and Gert Oostindie (eds), Postcolonial Migrants and Identity Politics:

Europe, Russia, Japan and the United States in Comparison (New York, 2012); Andrea L. Smith (ed.),
Europe’s Invisible Migrants (Amsterdam, 2003).

123Arun Kundnani, “Disembowel Enoch Powell”, Dissent (18 April 2018). Available at https://www.dis-
sentmagazine.org/online_articles/enoch-powell-racism-neoliberalism-right-wing-populism-rivers-of-blood;
last accessed 15 February 2022; Frank Reeves, British Racial Discourse: A Study of British Political Discourse
About Race and Race-Related Matters (Cambridge, 2011), pp. 72–73.
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ponderous memory of the Holocaust, the rise of a human rights regime, and the
ideology of equality.124 Together with the Civil Rights Movement in the United
States, this gave rise to what we could call an “ethical revolution”, defined as the
broadly shared conviction that all kinds of discrimination and stigmatization should
be banned.125

A second crucial factor that explains the decrease and fading of mob violence in
Europe is the inclusion of labour migrants in fully fledged welfare states, which erased
wage differences for the same jobs, while channelling migrant workers into lower seg-
ments of the labour market where competition with native workers was limited. This
new regime explains the decline of mob violence against labour migrants in the North
Atlantic, while conversely its absence laid the foundation of new riots elsewhere. Most
conspicuous is the shift to Africa, Asia, and Russia after regime changes at the end of
the twentieth century, where a mix of nationalism and lack of state welfare has gen-
erated similar tensions between ingroups and outgroups and where migrants became
a direct competitor for resources to native workers. The long list of cases of xenopho-
bic violence against foreign migrants in Africa, especially South Africa,126 and in
Russia127 since the 1990s testifies to this shift.

Hitherto undiscussed are middlemen minorities (migrants as well as their descen-
dants) such as the Chinese in Southeast Asia (especially in Indonesia) and the
Caribbean.128 Due to their concentration in self-employment, they are perceived
less as a threat to jobs and housing, and resented more for exploiting their semi-
monopoly position by raising prices of basic foods and, in some cases, discriminating
against other outgroup minorities, including African Americans – ingredients that
fuelled the 1992 Los Angeles riots against Korean shopkeepers.129

124Steven L.B. Jensen, The Making of International Human Rights: The 1960s, Decolonization, and the
Reconstruction of Global Values (Cambridge, 2016); Mark Mazower, No Enchanted Palace: The End of
Empire and the Ideological Origins of the United Nations (Princeton, NJ, 2009); Saskia Bonjour, “The
Power and Morals of Policy Makers: Reassessing the Control Gap Debate”, International Migration
Review, 45:1 (2011), pp. 89–122.

125Leo Lucassen and Jan Lucassen, “The Strange Death of Dutch Tolerance: The Timing and Nature of
the Pessimist Turn in the Dutch Migration Debate”, The Journal of Modern History, 87:1 (2015), pp. 72–
101.

126Ogujiuba Kanayol, Patience Anjofui, and Nancy Stiegler, “Analysis of Ramifications of Migration and
Xenophobia in Africa: Review of Economic Potentials, Skills of Migrants and related Policies in South
Africa”, Journal of African Foreign Affairs, 6:3 (2019), pp. 65–85.

127Horowitz, The Deadly Ethnic Riot, pp. 178, 329. In post-Soviet Russia, violence is directed against
migrants from former Soviet republics in the Caucasus, see Lewis Siegelbaum and Leslie Page Moch,
Broad is My Native Land: Repertoires and Regimes of Migration in Russia’s Twentieth Century (Ithaca,
NY, and London, 2014); Matthew Light, Fragile Migration Rights: Freedom of Movement in Post-Soviet
Russia (London, 2016); Vladimir Mukomel, Xenophobia and Migrant-phobias in Russia: Origins and
Challenges (Florence, 2013); Jadwiga Rogoża, “Russian Nationalism: Between Imperialism and
Xenophobia”, European View, 13:1 (2014), pp. 79–87.

128Howard Johnson, “The Anti-Chinese Riots of 1918 in Jamaica”, Caribbean Quarterly, 28:3 (1982),
pp. 19–32; Samsu Rizal Panggabean and Benjamin Smith, “Explaining Anti-Chinese Riots in Late 20th
Century Indonesia”, World Development, 39:2 (2011), pp. 231–243, 234; James Mackie, The Chinese in
Indonesia: Five Essays (Melbourne, 1976), pp. 97 ff; Jemma Purdey, Anti-Chinese Violence in Indonesia:
1996–1999 (Singapore, 2006).

129Mikhail A. Alexseev, Immigration Phobia and the Security Dilemma: Russia, Europe, and the United
States (Cambridge, 2006), pp. 83–85.
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Barriers to mob violence and their erosion

Notwithstanding the ubiquity of migration in the globalizing world, xenophobic mob
violence is more the exception than the rule. This does not mean that migrants are
treated as equals or seen as unproblematic. Lower-skilled migrants especially are often
discriminated against and excluded from all kinds of social rights and citizenship,
both internal (China, within the European Union)130 and internationally. The difference
is that the infrastructural violence they encounter is not produced by the enraged native
population, as in South African townships, but by employers and state officials (police,
border guards).131 Collective mob violence is especially rare in autocratic polities, where
migrants are firmly locked into a secondary segment with few rights. A well-known
example is the strict segregation under Apartheid and under Jim Crow legislation, or
the Bracero system in the United States.132 And, more recently, the labour market apart-
heid in Gulf states like Qatar, where, currently, eighty-eight per cent of the total popu-
lation (2.8 million) are migrants, most of them from South Asia. In all these cases, the
“autochthonous” minority is so powerful and privileged that there are no grounds for
xenophobic mob violence.133 It is exactly this highly segmented vulnerable semi-
rightless position that explains the absence of collective violence, because the ingroup
is shielded from competition. Breaches in the wall that separates such segregated labour
markets, however, often immediately lead to reactions from the privileged group.

This happened regularly in South Africa, where employers, especially in the mining
sector, at times tried to incite white and black workers against each other. A telling
example is the “Rand Revolt” in 1922. Initially, it was fought among white workers,
some of whom refused to join the strike. Black workers, whom the mine owners
used to break the strike, were initially ignored and not seen as “scabs”, simply because
they were not considered as belonging to the community of labour, which was per-
ceived by definition as “white”. Only after two months, when the strike failed, was vio-
lence directed at blacks, who were indiscriminately hunted in the Johannesburg suburb
of Vredeburg, whereas others attacked compounds of black workers. According to
Jeremy Krikler: “It might be seen as displaced violence: a terrifying assertion of suprema-
cy over the symbolic (black) enemy at the moment when it became clear that the in-
finitely more formidable white enemy had defeated the rebels. For there appears to have
been a spate of racial killings in Johannesburg at the very moment of defeat.”134

A more positive prophylactic institutional arrangement is states that combine open
or regulated access for labour migrants with inclusive welfare arrangements and a

130Martin King Whyte, One Country, Two Societies: Rural–Urban Inequality in Contemporary China
(Cambridge, MA, 2010).

131Daniel Kanstroom, Deportation Nation: Outsiders in American History (Cambridge, MA, 2007);
McKeown, Melancholy Order, part III. For a recent example of violence by employers, see Anna
Carastathis, “Blood, Strawberries: Accumulation by Dispossession and Austere Violence against Migrant
Workers in Greece”, paper presented at the World Economics Association (WEA) Online Conference,
October–December 2014.

132Kitty Calavita, Inside the State: The Bracero Program, Immigration, and the I.N.S. (New York, 1992).
133Andrew Gardner, City of Strangers: Gulf Migration and the Indian Community in Bahrain (Ithaca,

NY, 2010).
134Jeremy Krikler, The Rand Revolt: The 1922 Insurrection and Racial Killings in South Africa, pp. 133–

137. For the relationship between white workers and employers more generally, see Evans, Cultures of
Violence, ch. 4.
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principal anti-discriminatory stance. Most early modern cities, as well as welfare
states during the “Trente Glorieuses”, to a large extent meet this criterion, distin-
guishing admittedly between citizens and foreigners, but offering clear pathways
for gradual inclusion. Since the 1980s, this inclusive welfare model, in which labour
migrants – supported by civil society organizations – have (or can successfully claim)
social and residency rights, has been under attack.135 When, in the course of the
1980s, the welfare state was challenged by the rise of neoliberal fiscal and social poli-
cies, ingroups increasingly felt threatened, especially when xenophobic politicians
became successful in obscuring the root causes of the growing social inequality
and in blaming immigrants for the erosion of the social contract. This new global
ideological opportunity structure stimulated what has more recently been termed
“welfare chauvinism”: the conviction among the native working class that the nation
state should protect its own (national/white) members when it comes to access to
jobs, social housing, and welfare. Part of the ingroup is drawn to radical right populist
anti-immigration parties, which mobilized this discontent and played in to what
Lipset called “working class authoritarianism”.136 Yet, as Crepaz in his comparison
of welfare and migration policies in the United States and Western Europe has
shown, this anti-immigrant stance can be contained and the more comprehensive
the welfare states are, the more tolerant natives tend to be of immigrants.137 That
this development has seldom led to mob violence against labour migrants is further-
more due to the upholding of the monopoly of violence by the state.138

Conclusion

To what extent does the tour d’horizon of mob violence against labour migrants in
the North Atlantic, and our brief exploration of cases in Asia, help us to understand
under what conditions people who regard themselves as natives (or aspire to belong
to the ingroup) resort to collective violence against free labour migrants? And to what
extent can the insights derived from North America and Western Europe have a
broader (more global) explanatory power? Before we return to the South African
case that we started our journey with, let us first summarize the most important
mechanisms behind the cases that have been listed in this article.

The first conclusion is that scholars like Edna Bonacich and others were right in
pointing to competition for resources between natives and migrants as an important
cause of violent xenophobia. What is largely missing in her analysis, however, is the

135James Hollifield, Immigrants, Markets, and States: The Political Economy of Postwar Europe
(Cambridge, MA, 1992), and idem, “The Emerging Migration State”, The International Migration
Review, 38:3 (2004), pp. 885–912.

136Seymour Martin Lipset, “Democracy and Working-Class Authoritarianism”, American Sociological
Review, 24:4 (1959), pp. 482–501. See also Jørgen Goul Andersen and Tor Bjørklund, “Structural
Changes and New Cleavages: The Progress Parties in Denmark and Norway”, Acta Sociologica, 33:3
(1990), pp. 195–217; Noam Gidron and Peter A. Hall, “The Politics of Social Status: Economic and
Cultural Roots of the Populist Right”, British Journal of Sociology, 68:S1 (2017), pp. 57–84.

137Markus Crepaz, Trust Beyond Borders: Immigration, the Welfare State, and Identity in Modern
Societies (Ann Arbor, MI, 2008).

138Except for occasional (arson) attacks on reception centres housing asylum seekers in countries such as
Germany and the Netherlands.
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preliminary question of how group boundaries came about and how they helped to
legitimate exclusion. In other words, she assumed too easily that this kind of violence
is closely linked to the rise of the nation state, which defined those outside the ideal-
ized homogenous core group (largely defined in ethnic or racial terms). Only in early
modern England did this boundary-making process start earlier, with a key role for
the Crown.

Once in place, such boundaries need maintenance, through discourse, legislation,
and surveillance. Migrants defined as outsiders who did not accept their inferior role
and thus became direct competitors for key resources such as jobs and houses were
bound to evoke irritation, protest, and in extreme cases mob violence. The latter
occurred a number of times in early modern England, but such incidents were espe-
cially visible in the period 1860–1880 (US and Australia), 1880–1900 (Western
Europe), and on both sides of the Atlantic around World War I.

In all these cases, boundary making (through heightened nationalism, imperialism,
and embedded racial hierarchies) was prominent, while at the same time the state was
unable or unwilling to protect its citizens against competition on the labour market
and to provide a welfare safety net. This lack of actual boundary maintenance and
thus a glaring contrast between ideology and practice could lead to major tensions,
and in some cases to mob violence – especially when the authorities were unwilling
or unable to intervene. Moreover, it is striking that violence was especially directed
against outsiders who were considered racially or culturally inferior, such as the
Chinese and African American internal migrants in the United States and colonial
migrants in the United Kingdom. But racialized Italians and Irish labour migrants
could, too, become a target.

These cases of boundary defence decreased from the 1930s onwards in the North
Atlantic. This can be explained by a mix of factors. First, the rise of welfare

Figure 1. Incidents of mob violence in the North Atlantic and Australia 1840–1942.
Source: Table 2.
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arrangements since World War I reduced the risks of unemployment and sickness
and made direct competition less threatening. Second, Asian workers, especially
Chinese, were largely excluded from the Atlantic (as well as from the western off-
shoots in Oceania). Third, part of the racialized others who were allowed in by
the state were channelled into specific (secondary) segments of the labour market
and moreover treated as temporary workers. Examples here include the Bracero
programme for Mexicans in the United States (1942–1964) and guest worker
schemes in Western Europe, which functioned as a segmented way of boundary
maintenance.

New tensions arose in Western Europe when, in the era of decolonization after
World War II, immigration from colonies or former colonies in the Caribbean,
South Asia, Southeast Asia, and Africa to the various “metropoles” took off. Mob vio-
lence was limited and largely averted due to the intervention of urban police forces
that upheld the monopoly of violence, but also because states deliberately framed
some of these newcomers as “belonging”. Hence the term “repatriates” for ethnically
mixed migrants from the former Dutch East Indies, most of whom had never been in
the Netherlands. Furthermore, the extensive welfare system and various forms of
labour (and housing) market segmentation shielded insiders from direct competition
for resources. And, finally, the 1960s were the era of an ethical revolution, when the
ideal of equality crowded out racist and discriminatory discourses, giving rise to a
period of “integration optimism” that lasted until the late 1980s.139

These prophylactic barriers were largely missing in the South African case that this
article began with. Although the post-Apartheid South African state clearly created a
hierarchical boundary between its citizens and foreigners and moreover raised great
expectations in the form of a social welfare contract, these promises were not kept.140

At the same time, while stigmatizing foreign workers the state refused to maintain the
boundary and created a situation of direct competition for jobs and houses.
Furthermore, the state left the ensuing boundary defence to the population in the
townships and thus largely relinquished the monopoly on violence.141 This example
calls for a more global comparison, which may show whether this recipe for mob vio-
lence against free labour migrants also worked outside the North Atlantic and former
colonized parts of the world.

139Bonjour, “The Power and Morals of Policy Makers”; Lucassen and Lucassen, “The Strange Death of
Dutch Tolerance”.

140Audie Klotz, “Borders and the Roots of Xenophobia in South Africa”, South African Historical
Journal, 68:2 (2016), pp. 180–194.

141Belinda Dodson, “Locating Xenophobia: Debate, Discourse, and Everyday Experience in Cape Town,
South Africa”, Africa Today, 56:3 (2010), pp. 2–22. Loren B. Landau, Exorcising the Demons Within:
Xenophobia, Violence and Statecraft in Contemporary South Africa (Johannesburg, 2012); Bethuel
S. Ngcamu and Evangelos Mantzaris, “Xenophobic Violence and Criminality in the KwaZulu-Natal
Townships”, The Journal for Transdisciplinary Research in Southern Africa, 15:1 ( 2019), pp. 1–8.
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