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1.  HOMInG,  our  research  project,  investigates  the  experience  of  home  in  the  life
conditions  and  trajectories  of  migrants  and  refugees.  This  involves  their  housing
arrangements,  as  well  as  questions  of  attachment,  belonging  and  everyday  place-
making: the changing ways in which home is viewed, felt and practiced across different
ethno-national, socio-cultural, institutional and environmental backgrounds. Does the
notion of home have any meaningful resonance with your own research agendas and
interests?  What  does  'home'  mean  to  you,  in  view  of  your  work  and  disciplinary
approach?

I have to start with confessing that the notion of “home” has not played any important role in
my  work.  My  focus  has  been  very  much  on  macro  level  phenomena  and  institutions,
specifically political borders, legal statuses and rights, and on normative questions how these
should respond to increased diversity and mobility. More specifically, I have coordinated a
lot  of  comparative  research  on  citizenship  laws and policies  and I  have  written  political
theory essays on questions of democracy in migration contexts. Since my early postdoc years,
I have not been involved in fieldwork with migrant communities. 

But it is impossible to reflect on my research questions without a conception of migrants’
subjective  experience  and  their  relations  to  places  and  countries.  Today  there  is  an
unfortunate division between literatures that look at citizenship as an institution and those
that  consider  it  as  a  practice.  There  is  a  similar  division  between  statist  perspectives  in
comparative  political  science  approaches  to  migration  and  subjectivist  perspectives  in
sociology and cultural anthropology aiming to describe migrants’ individual and communal
experiences. I have suggested in my work that these two perspectives cannot be combined in
a single coherent approach, but that migration researchers need to go back and forth between
them. It is like with the ambiguous image of the duck and the rabbit. You cannot see both
shapes simultaneously but you can train your mind to alternate between them. Applied to
migration this means that we need to see it both from the perspective of states with relatively
stable borders and sedentary populations who experience migrants as leaving or entering their
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territories and from the perspective of migrants’ life courses, in which it is states that leave
and enter migrants’ biographies.

The notion of home straddles this distinction in interesting ways. It is usually associated with
the  sedentary  perspective  of  a  stable  territory  and  population  that  develops  a  sense  of
belonging to this place. Migrants are then seen as people who have left their home, who are
not yet fully at home where they have taken up residence, and who are thus perceived in an
enlarged sense as “homeless” by sedentary natives. Yet if we switch to the perspective of
migrants and their life courses, we understand how people can have multiple homes either
successively during different stages of their lives or simultaneously in expanded notions of
home across territorial borders. 

2.  In  a  sociological  perspective  we  see  home  (in  fact,  homing)  less  as  one  place  in
particular than as a special kind of relationship with place - one that makes that place
more  "personal",  "secure"  and  "exclusive"  than  the  outer  world.  This  potentially
involves  domestic  environments  as  well  as  larger  scales  of  reference  such  as
neighbourhoods, cities or even states. How do you see the connections between these
dimensions of home? What kind of relationships do you identify between these spaces of
attachment?

One of the most important aspects of my own work on citizenship is to differentiate between
different scales and levels. I have proposed a general principle of “citizenship stakeholding”.
It  says  that  all  those  and  only  those  should  be  included  as  members  of  a  polity  whose
individual  autonomy  and  well-being  depend  on  the  collective  self-government  and
flourishing of a particular polity. This is in a way a conception of democracies as political
“homes”.  It suggests that membership in democracies is not merely a question of who is
affected by political decisions or who is subjected to the laws (the principles favoured by
most political theorists today), but also who has a genuine link to the polity in a way that
affects her life. 

The second aspect of this theory is that membership criteria should be different for different
types and levels of polities depending on the conditions of their self-government. At the local
level, municipalities are open for immigration and have to provide public services too all
residents.  Local  citizenship  (including  voting  rights)  should  therefore  depend  only  on
residence, not on place of birth or descent. Municipalities and specifically cities should thus
be regarded as political “homes” where mobile populations of diverse origins can develop a
sense of collective autonomy and belonging through participation and representation in local
self-government. By contrast, independent states have immigration control powers and need a
stronger sense of intergenerational continuity in their population. This is why their citizenship
is acquired at birth and normally retained for life even after leaving and taking up residence
in another country. 

These two levels of political membership are generally complementary, but sometimes clash
with each other. Sanctuary cities for irregular  migrants in the US and Europe provide an
illustration. At the level of the state, security of residence, which you rightly associate with
“home”, is provided only by national citizenship or a permanent residence status recognized
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by the state, while at the level of the local community, migrants who lack these statuses are
often perceived as belonging and being at home there. 

There are also meaningful conceptions of home at scales that do not correspond to political
boundaries, such as neighbourhoods or geographic areas marked by a particular landscape.
These can play an important role in individuals’ subjective imaginaries of home and they can
play these roles also when people do not reside there but have lived there during childhood or
extended periods of their biographies. So I do not claim that all spaces of home correspond to
political territories. I only suggest that political territories that are governed democratically
need to develop a political conception of home. 

3. A fascinating aspect of home, as a (not unproblematic) concept, involves precisely its
relevance at multiple levels. One of them is the metaphorical one. In a non-literal sense,
home is often used to define the national context of origin, membership or belonging - in
short, the homeland. As a matter of fact, the conflation of 'home' and 'homeland' as
supposedly  synonyms  is  quite  common  in  the  public  discourse,  including  among
migrants themselves. Yet, it has not gone unchallenged in the scientific literature. Do
you see any benefit, and/or risk, in framing migrants' countries of origin as "home" for
them? And in a parallel guise, in framing the "homeland" of the natives as "home" for
the latter?

The notion of “home” need not be fixed to particular territories, but “homeland” adds the idea
that a politically demarcated land can be imagined as home. In this context, “land” is not
simply a geographical space (which could be the land I own as real estate or the landscape in
which I have grown up) but nearly always as a political one. As I explained above, the notion
of homeland can in principle be filled with democratic content if it refers to the territory in
which I am recognized as a citizen and where my voice and vote counts. In that sense, it need
not be restricted to the territory of a nation-state, but could also refer to a city, a province, or a
supranational polity like the EU. In fact, however, nationalism’s strong emphasis on territory
has meant that today “homeland” generally refers to independent states or sub-state regions
that claim to be distinct nations. 

In migration contexts, the notion of homeland becomes particularly problematic when, as you
say, natives claim exclusive ownership over a national territory and derive from this the right
to  either  exclude  or  relegate  to  second-class  citizenship  migrants  whose  “homeland”  is
supposed to be somewhere else. As political and legal theorists like Anna Stilz or Ayelet
Shachar have pointed out,  “ownership” as legal  concept  consists  of a fungible  bundle of
rights and duties and the frequent analogy between individuals owning a house from which
they can exclude foreigners and natives owning the state territory is simply question begging.
From a democratic perspective, the state territory is a public good and the right to control
admissions  and  to  exclude  immigrants  from  the  territory  needs  to  be  justified  on  other
grounds than ownership. 

4.  One  of  your  many  areas  of  publication  has  involved  migrant  transnationalism,
particularly in a political  domain. It  is  not uncommon, in this research area, to see
migrants' countries of origin appealing to their "diasporas" as still part and parcel of
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the (national) home. In your view, does the moral and emotional register of home add
anything  to  such  appeals?  Put  differently:  would  you  see  it  as  a  matter  worth
investigating, or as a mere rhetorical device?

What we have just discussed also applies to migrants’ “external homelands”.  There is no
ownership  over  these  lands  that  follows  from their  sense  of  cultural  belonging.  We can
assume that most migrants retain emotional attachments and social ties to places and people
in their countries of origin, but these countries play a legal and political role as a “homeland”
only as long as migrants remain citizens and enjoy effective protection and readmission rights
there. I have therefore distinguished the “cold” institution of transnational citizenship, which
provides migrants with status and rights in their states of origin, from the “hot” emotions and
practices of diaspora that mobilize a sense of belonging to a distant homeland. 

5. Again on migrant transnationalism: one of the claims that has emerged across this
scholarship involves the unprecedented potential for migrants to have "more homes" in
different  countries,  or  to  "call  home",  or  feel  simultaneously  at  home,  in  different
countries.  What  is  your  view,  as  a  scholar,  of  this  cosmopolitan  turn  in  migration
studies, and of its analytical and practical significance?

I distinguish between transnationalism and cosmopolitanism. One can feel simultaneously at
home in places separated by international borders; one can also simultaneously be a citizen of
several countries and even vote in elections in each of them. These are the phenomena of
social and political transnationalism. Feeling at home in the world and being a global citizen
are quite different  ideas. 

Cosmopolitanism has three different meanings. Moral cosmopolitanism is a commitment to
the equal moral worth and dignity of human beings. It has implications for migration control,
as  spelled  out  by  Immanuel  Kant  when  he  proclaimed  a  principle  of  hospitality  (or
hospitability) as the third pillar for perpetual piece (alongside republican constitutions and a
global confederation of republics).  Such moral  cosmopolitanism need not be grounded in
migration experience. After all, Kant lived all his life in Königsberg. 

The  second  meaning  of  cosmopolitanism  is  sociological.  It  is  well  captured  by  Craig
Calhoun’s  quip that  cosmopolitanism is  the class consciousness  of the frequent  traveller.
Here  cosmopolitanism  refers  to  a  lifestyle  and  to  hypermobility  rather  than  migration.
Cosmopolitans of this kind feel at home in the world because they have carved out niches for
themselves (airports, hotel chains and condominiums, restaurants, etc.) that are everywhere
much the same.  Some may even feel  at  home in  these  places  because  to  them they are
familiar.  But  less  privileged  migrants  normally  experience  hypermobility  in  the  form of
temporary migration between multiple destinations as a burden and long for future lives in
which they can build homes that they share with people who are not constantly on the move. 

The third meaning of cosmopolitanism is political. It consists in visions of global democracy
that would turn global citizenship into an institutional reality. Some cosmopolitans imagine a
federal world state whereas others like myself  are more pluralistically minded and would
prefer a world of open borders between independent states that delegate substantial power to
global  governance  institutions  in  order  to  address  global  collective  action  problems  like
pandemics and the climate crisis. 
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6.  One  of  the  recent  ways  to  redefine  citizenship  along  cultural  and  affective  lines
involves precisely the expectation that people, and particularly migrants, should feel at
home in the country of settlement, and possibly call it home, in order to be eligible as
"proper citizens". What do you think, as a citizenship scholar, of these ways to use the
notion of home (and of the broader apparatus of "domopolitics"), as a political strategy
or device? 

The concept  of “domopolitics” is  new to me,  but  I  find it  very suggestive.  As I  already
explained above, access to citizenship should in my view depend on biographical ties (or
genuine links) between individuals and a particular polity. The rules that determine who has
and who hasn’t such links should depend on the nature and conditions for self-government of
the particular polity. At the local level residence is enough to demonstrate a genuine link to a
political  community  that  consists  essentially  of  co-residents.  At  the  level  of  independent
states, more is needed and the combination of birth right rules (ius sanguinis and ius soli)
with naturalisation (i.e. a possibility of those who have not been born as citizens to acquire
citizenship status) are appropriate to confirm a genuine link. 

The main dispute is about what additional criteria – apart from voluntary application – can be
used for eligibility for citizenship. My view is that all criteria except residence (which should
not have to be longer than five years) are suspect. Requirements of economic self-sufficiency,
mastery of a national language at a higher level than needed for ordinary communication in
daily life, knowledge of the constitution and history of the country, a verbal commitment to
its public values, or any test how much people feel at home should be abolished or kept at a
level  where they provide incentives  rather  than serve to  exclude.  This  goes even for  the
requirement  of  a  clean  criminal  record.  After  serving  a  sentence  or  paying  a  fine,  no
permanent  resident  should  be  permanently  excluded  from  citizenship.  Perhaps  most
importantly, a domopolitics of citizenship serves to justify requiring immigrants to renounce
their citizenship of origin when applying for naturalisation and to deprive emigrants of their
citizenship of origin when they acquire that of their host country. This notion of citizenship
monogamy is deeply at odds with the principle that citizenship should reflect genuine links,
since transnational migrants have, by default, such links to two countries. 

8. Your scholarship has long spanned across different languages and disciplines. Would
you see any meaningful difference in the ways to use the notion of home across them?
How does linguistic and disciplinary translation affect, in your view, the meanings and
implications of what scholars (and "ordinary people") understand as home?

My academic work is in German and English, so I can confidently speak only about these
two  languages.  In  English,  home  and  homeland  can  be  distinguished  as  I  suggested  in
response  to  an earlier  question above.  In  German,  there  are  however  three  terms:  Heim,
Heimat, Heimatland. Heim and Heimatland are more or less used in the same way as home
and homeland – except when referring to migrants it is much more common to speak of their
Herkunftsland (country of origin) than of their Heimatland. The mid-level concept of Heimat
is  the  most  tricky one,  as  it  carries  the  greatest  historical  baggage  and can  refer  to  any
territorial scale. For some time after the Nazi period, anything associated with Heimat had a
rather bad smell, including a certain type of popular music or folk customs. The term has,
however, recently been recaptured by the ecological and cosmopolitan left to a certain extent.
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For example, Alexander van der Bellen, the Green Party candidate elected as Austrian federal
president in 2017, used the term a lot in order to portray himself as a rooted politician (he
grew up as the child of ethnic German/Dutch expellees in a Tyrolean mountain valley). The
reclaiming of Heimat by parts of the left has a lot to do with environmentalist movements but
also with migration and the idea that Germany and Austria had to change and reinvent their
own identities in order to make migrants feel at home. 

9. If we may ask you: is there any place or thing in particular you would call home, or
that makes you feel at home - as a scholar, as a citizen, as a person? How are these
different understandings and emotions about home aligned with each other?

As a person I do feel a sentimental attachment to the rolling hills and farmlands of Innviertel,
my Upper Austrian native region, which is less spectacular in terms of scenic beauty than
many other parts of the country. I also like the local dialect which I don’t speak well but
practice  a  bit  when  spending  time  in  a  weekend  cottage  there.  When  I  left  my  small
hometown to study in Vienna, I was sure that I would never return to live there. As a citizen,
my  home  has  been  Vienna  whose  transformation  from a  culturally  stifling  place  at  the
periphery of Cold War Europe into a culturally diverse and vibrant city since the 1970s I have
witnessed and cherished. However, as a scholar I never felt so much at home in Vienna where
academia  was  still  fairly  parochial  until  the  late  1990s.  I  spent  several  years  as  various
universities in the UK and US and got quite immersed in Anglo-American academic culture,
but the only place I would call my scholarly home is in Florence. I never learned enough
Italian to feel that I could claim citizenship in this country, but I felt fully at home at the
European  University  Institute  where  I  spent  nearly  12  years  of  my  life  in  the  most
intellectually stimulating and collegial  environment  I have ever experienced. So the short
answer to your question is that I have a landscape, a city and a university as my three homes.
I am also a citizen of Austria and since my return from Florence to Vienna I try to be a good
citizen by contributing to public debates about how this country should reimagine itself as a
(post)immigration society.
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