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This thesis critiques the dominant theorizationCainadian sanctuary as expressed by
Randy Lippert. Particularly, | contend that Lippeffoucaudian analysis offers an impoverished
understanding of sanctuary recipients by insistivey are political only insofar as they embrace
bare life and become a silent spectacle. To reeqnalize the political role of recipients, |
evoke Hannah Arendt and Jacques Ranciere’s notiah politics is constitutive of an
interruption. | suggest that, living in a bordeddmetween citizenship/non-citizenship, sanctuary
recipients draw critical attention to their own kstons and thus enact the political interruption
par excellence. However, Arendt and Ranciére’siktn that this interruption must be visible
also limits political efficacy for recipients for mecessitates that they must expose themselves as
helpless spectacles which implies a sovereign aagdiel argue that this uncontested
commitment to visibility is also dominantly expredsby theorists, such as Jenny Edkins, who
are concerned with agency for other abject sulw#iess. Troubling, this dedication to visibility
results in the same apolitical formulation of saacy recipients that Lippert offers. As an
alternative, | conclude that a type @f)visible interruptionoffers a more a fruitful way to
understand political agency for sanctuary recigiemnd indeed for other seemingly abject
figures.
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Introduction

As | step across the threshold into St.Gabrielh@et Church in Montréal | glimpse at
the frayed straw welcome mat that adorns the stoelpw my feet. For me, this humble
invitation stands only for a few hours. Yet for ingst Kader Belaouni, who has become a guest
here for two years in sanctuary, this welcome nmaplies a more complicated offer. For
Belaouni, this space has become a make-shift honge dountry that has refused to welcome
him. And Belaouni is but one of many illegal migitnwho must continually negotiate a
welcome which is as frayed as the straw mat itself.

Indeed, from 1983 to 2003 more than 200 illegalram¢s confronted with deportation
have taken sanctuary in Canadian churéh@sucially, the state has overwhelmingly respected
the tradition of sanctuary by permitting migrarasé¢main illegally in Canada while they reside
within the confines of a churchDespite this prolific practicethere has been little critical
research on this topic. The most comprehensiveysiti€@anadian sanctuary has been completed
by Randy Lippert in his tex$anctuary, Sovereignty, Sacrifice: Canadian Sangtliacidents,
Power and LawAlthough regaled as the most thorough analysisaoictsiary in Canada |
contend that Lippert’s understanding of the illegagrant’s political role is deeply limited. In
his reading, sanctuary providers are posed asiqabligents while migrants appear merely as
voiceless victims devoid of political life, or wh@iorgio Agamben terms bare lifeFor Lippert,
‘the’ illegal migrant may only act politically byisibly drawing attention to his body as a form of
bare life> Ultimately | contend that Lippert de-politicizeegal migrants by rendering them
visible only as abject victims to be savadan attempt to understand illegal migrants iweay

that does not simply reduce them to apolitical Hdeg | look to Hannah Arendt and Jacques



Ranciere. Through Arendt and Ranciére’s view oftjgslas a type of rupture or interruption the
illegal migrant living in sanctuary may be undeostan political terms. Existing in a sort of
borderland between citizenship/non-citizenship, cgsary recipients highlight and interrupt
violent exclusions within practices of citizenshighich are often left unseen. However, |
contend that while Arendt and Ranciére offer a legg to appreciate sanctuary recipients as
political agents they also risk situating illegaignants within the apolitical domain that Lippert
delineates due to their assumption that to acttipally one must become visible. As an
alternative to this approach, | attempt to re-cptealize sanctuary recipients in a way that does
not necessarily (and naturally) evoke visibilitytas condition of possibility for their political
subjectivity.

As a prelude to this primary concern | will commeny providing the dominant
historical narrative of sanctuary within Canadahalgh Canadian sanctuary is typically framed
as an extremely recent phenomenon, beginning i8,298ill situate this contemporary reading
within a more extensive ancient practice. In thistfchapter | will also consider the way in
which sanctuary has primarily, and troublingly, beequated with cases which are highly
publicized (known as ‘exposed sanctuary’) whileidients of ‘concealed sanctuary’ are entirely
eclipsed For the purpose of this thesis | will work withdamgainst this prevailing definition
and the problematic distinctions it engenders. Il work with this understanding in order to
elucidate how sanctuary has thus far been theorizachely, as a space which is inherently
spectacular. However, in and through this usagepkeho demonstrate what is excluded from
this discourse. In particular, 1 wish to criticaléxpose the problematic effect of denying that
which is concealed. By drawing attention to theealsge of ‘concealed sanctuary’ within the

typical telling of sanctuary | seek to de-stabilibe classical historical reading with an albeit



limited genealogy. In other words, | hope to illiatie how the dominant history of sanctuary is
indeed just one story which has been privileged avyalethora of others. This awareness enables
us to thus trouble a linear trajectory of sanctudrgeeks to challenge the starting point of this
very thesis - namely that the year 1983 is the &rdculation of Canadian sanctuary. | contend
that if sanctuary exists in other forms that aresimply reducible to exposed protection within a
church then perhaps 1983 is entirely an arbitraigiro Perhaps other forms of sanctuary which
have taken, and continue to take place under Isgdesconditions should be considered.
Following this brief geneaology | critically expbor Lippert's work, Sanctuary,
Sovereignty, Sacrifice: Canadian Sanctuary IncideRower and LawLippert's text has been
celebrated as the most exhaustive study on the tdfLanadian sanctuary and as such, it will be
investigated in depth. Lippert’'s conceptual applos largely inspired by the works of Michel
Foucault and | argue that the primary purpose af tet is to contribute to Foucauldian
scholarship - what he has to say about sanciergeis less nuanced. The central objective of
Lippert's work is to problematize the ways in whitte non-liberal rationalities that Foucault
offers (namely pastoral and sovereign power) haenbargely ignored as a consequence of the
liberal love-affair with governmentality. In ordey contest this move, Lippert utilizes sanctuary
as his pivotal case study to illustrate the contaany relevance of both pastoral and sovereign
power in relation to governmentality. He demonsahn various ways how we can understand
modern sanctuary as an instance of an overlap betak three liberal and non-liberal
rationalities today. However, while Lippert atteisipo avoid eclipsing non-liberal rationalities,
he ultimately eclipses the migrant in the proc&ssublingly, through his particular Foucauldian

reading the migrant is posed as visible only asaegmalized victim to be saved. For Lippert, the



illegal migrant’'s political agency resides merety the ability to expose oneself as a silent
spectacle.

With reference to media coverage | show in Chaftdrow three specific Canadian
sanctuary cases have been figured in a similasiypha yet apolitical manner. Although the faces
and names of sanctuary recipients are smotheredsanewspapers, invariably it is in a manner
which posits them as helpless supplicants. In tegpect, | will suggest that for the illegal
migrant, as opposed to the sanctuary providerhiiiyi is often an obstacle to political efficacy.
In other words, visibility itself operates as aheclogy to know and produce illegal migrants in
a particular victimizing and violent way. | asis it only in and through spectacularity that
sanctuary recipients may be understood?

In order to address this question | turn to Aresald Ranciere. Through the concept of
the rupture, or interruption, both authors provaldruitful language to understand the illegal
migrant living in sanctuary as political. In diféert ways both Arendt and Ranciére offer means
to subvert the illegal migrants’ figuration as acadess victim. Despite their differences, for both
Arendt and Ranciére illegal migrants may enactnamortant form of political action in that they
visibly draw attention to their own exclusions tley troubling the given order and their very
exclusion from that order. In Ranciére’s words yth@ake visible what had no business being
seen, and make heard as discourse where once Wyaplace for noise” What this analysis
problematically elides is how visibilitigself functions as a central modality through which the
excluded, or “part that has no part,” are rendetejgect victims® Indeed as Lippert's analysis
makes evident, the spectacle itself is a stratejygavernmental, sovereign and pastoral

rationalities through which sanctuary recipients esnstituted as bare life. Given this, | suggest



that a type of invisible interruption may be momifcally productive than the purely visible
one which Arendt and Ranciére offer.

In relation to this central proposition | shall pothe questions: might concealed acts
which occur within the spectacle of sanctuary offermore useful way to understand the
sanctuary recipient’s political agency? What abth life prior to and following sanctuary
itself? Might this less visible space provide ampartant form of political life? What is to be said
about the lives of the many illegal migrants whaerestep foot within sanctuary: how might
their relative invisibility offer important politad insight? Furthermore, how might invisibility -
more broadly - be a condition for political effigafor other figures? In sum, | suggest that
invisibility is an important political tactic andhat this invisibility is notcompletebut functions
within and against technologies which attempt taler illegal migrants as visible abject victims.

| call this tactic which manoeuvres in-betweenhilgy/invisibility an ‘(in)visible interruption.’



Chapter 1: The History of Sanctuary?

Although a deep historical, or genealogical, exqtion of sanctuary is beyond the scope
of this thesis it is useful to briefly examine soafdghe conditions that have led to the emergence
of contemporary Canadian sanctuary. While sanctiar€anada is said to have “started in
1983” it is important to recognize the long lineagen which contemporary sanctuary refies.
Indeed, as it will be argued, modern sanctuarygy&nit legal recognition by evoking and laying
claim to an ancient heritage and precedent. Intiatdio understanding the classical telling of
sanctuary | contend that it is critical to note halternative stories have been circumnavigated
through this dominant historical (re)presentation.

The history of sanctuary is an extensive oneoitgs having been said to originate in the
Old Testament. As Lippert points out, Numbers®45, and Joshua 20:1-6 speak of six asylum
cites where sanctuary was offer@dThe concept of sanctuary, as expressed in the Old
Testament, is similar to the right of asylum; speally, individuals seeking asylum would be
protected from forcible removal as this would bestdutive of ‘sacrilege.” This notion was
enshrined in Ecclesiastical law, stating that chungroperty is “sacred and therefore

inviolable.”™?

Among ancient Hebrews, sanctuary was a tool toagarrevenge by “providing
time and space for negotiations between the muddene the offended party* There are also
detailed historical accounts of sanctuary in artici@reece, Rome, and Byzantium as well as
throughout Medieval Europe.

In the fourth and fifth centuries, secular authesitrecognized ecclesiastical sanctuary as

“distinct territory under church controt® Church sanctuary was first acknowledged by thee sta

in Theodosian Code in AD 392. Although at this tisenctuary was initially limited to the



church altar, the territory gradually expandediude bishop’s residences and even cemeteries.
By the Middle Ages in Europe, sanctuary as a spackset of discourses gradually “receded in
the face of the growing powers of the statédri Britain, where sanctuary had been intensively
regulated for centuries, it was formally abolishedier James | by statute in 1624.

Since this time the history of sanctuary is inciegly contentious, as Lippert points out:
“whether sanctuary retained its link with the cliynooved to other sites in civil society, or even
completely vanished from Western societies...remanpigcal questions® Indeed, while
sanctuary is often defined as “a church” that ptesiphysical protection and attempts to render
this practice publicly visible, this very notion ynhe problematized. Said Jaziri's entry into a
Montreal mosque on December 16, 2006 set precedetite first person to seek sanctuary in a
non-Christian place of worship in Canada, therabyliling the equation between the terms:
sanctuary and ‘church.” Prior to this incident ghlaces of worship in which migrants were

granted sanctuary were exclusively Christian; mmtgawere not granted sanctuary “in
synagogues, mosques, or templsFurthermore, if one is to limit sanctuary to tipestacular
practice which takes place upon church territops-Lippert does by stipulating that “concealed
sanctuary without an exposure aspect are not eaddt in his work - then in turn a rather
impoverished telling of the sanctuary tradition tedd. In this reading, sanctuary all but
evaporates by the 1700s in Europe only to re-emiergige US in the 1980s. However, there is
little reflection on what might have occurred irteen this time, or in less obvious spheres. For
instance, although sanctuary is said to have bagd®83 in Canada, when a Montréal church
opened its cobblestone doors to a Guatemalan mjgrask: what about other sanctuary-like

movements? What about the Vietnam draft resistetssdd in private residences in Canada

during the 1960s? What of the modern hospice mom&Em®ne could certainly point to a



plethora of other practices that occurred befor@31@%nd continue to take place today under
what is arguably said to be a form of sanctuary.

Clearly, sanctuary is a contested term. Althougé History provided in this thesis
attempts to illuminate the way in which a convemdibchurch-based trajectory of sanctuary has
been thus far theorized, it is by no meansdhby trajectory which may be traced. Indeed, a
peripheral interest of this thesis is to consiedrat types of sanctuary are being excluded in this
dominant definition and what are the political imptions of this exclusion? Though the phrase
‘sanctuary movement’ is evoked here in a conveatisense - in order to understand how these
specific sites have been theorized - it is doneitioa dose of sustained suspicion.

While contemporary sanctuary practices are compteis evident that sanctuary has
manifested as church and community groups harbgumnividual migrants or migrant families
threatened by imminent arrest and deportation loerld immigration authorities. It was the
1970s which catalyzed the return of sanctuary taBr, and through the 1980s, 1990s, and
2000s, it also appeared in Germany, France, Belgthen Netherlands, Norway, Switzerland,
Australia, and Canada, among other natidnSanctuary in the US experienced a revival
beginning in 1982. This resurgence occurred amiebbi&ked war and “oppression in Central
America and a resultant increase in the number igfants desperately fleeing this region by
illegally entering the US? Although this activity in the US is often used égemplify the
height of sanctuary activity, it is important toteadhat sanctuary has not been limited to these
activities which ended in the early 1990s.

Indeed, since 1983 there has been a resurgende (fanctuary movement in Canada
where supporters have been willing to defy govemtsa order to protect refugees and prevent

their forced deportations. As mentioned earliern&han sanctuary is often said to have



catalyzed in 1983 when a twenty-two-year-old Guatleam migrant was given safe haven in a
Montréal church. The migrant lived in the make-shibme of a minister’'s study in the St.
Andrew’s United Church for five weeks. Within heuof the spectacle being initiated at the
church, Canada’s federal immigration minister paoukd a temporary halt to all deportations to
Guatemala and declared that these sanctuary preyidiespite violating immigration law, were
to be “spare[d] legal prosecutiorf™

Since the first sanctuary case in 1983 until 20@dty-six incidents involving 261
migrants have taken place in Canat&Vithin communities across Canada sanctuary ha® sin
been provided to migrants facing legal appealsam,vand threatened with deportation. The
average duration in sanctuary was 150 days and af0O8tose who sought sanctuary received
legal status®®

One might ask: what are the central factors coutinly to the growth of sanctuary in
Canada? Although there are many reasons, one ottigned aspect is that at present there is no
appeal procedure in Canada for any refugee clainvlose claim has been refused. As Janet
Dench of the Canadian Council for Refugees has nleada“you have no more rights to appeal
when you get a parking ticket than you do as agesiclaimant® Indeed, it may be argued that
a parking ticket has a better chance for appeas [Blek of redress, combined with the refugee
determination procedure recently established in02069 the New Immigration and Refugee
Protection Act which allows “only one person to haad decide on a claim, thus leaving a
claimant dependent on the prejudices and biasassofgle individual” has prompted a number
of rash deportation orders of which sanctuary fe®ime a tool to addre8s.

Furthermore, it has been argued that in harmonizmgigration policies with the US in

and through the “Smart Border Declaration” of Debem2001, with the proposed “national
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security perimeter” around North America, Canada mreased its practice of deportation,
rendering sanctuary increasingly necessary. Findily 2004 “Safe Third Country” agreement
with the US which allows Canada to turn back amyncant who arrived through the US has also
been pointed to as a condition which has rendeaedtsary a necessary “last resoft”Of

course, much like the definition(s) of sanctuahg factors which have triggered the sanctuary

movement in Canada are multifarious.
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Chapter 2: Reading Sanctuary through Lippert

Randy Lippert's workSanctuary Sovereignty Sacrificethe most in-depth and current
text dealing with Canadian sanctuary. Indeed]nsrnational Migration Reviewhas stated:
Lippert's work is the “first comprehensive studysainctuary in Canadad”His text identifies 36
sanctuary incidents since 1983. Through 46 persotalviews with sanctuary providers and an
examination of some 1,600 documents Lippert hopefied light upon this under-theorized area
of sanctuary. As Lippert claims: “published acceurdf sanctuary in Canada are few,
comprehensive study is nonexistefitAnd it is true - there are only two extended actsuwf
sanctuary in a Canadian context, both of whichaardored by religious authorities playing a
central role in the singular incident being desadiilfReynolds, 1992; Leddy, 1997). While two
prominent Canadian refugee advocates (Matas, 1988): 147-151; Plut, 1995: 129-137) have
also discussed sanctuary they have done so ontynwiite broader confines of refugee policy or
sanctuary’s legal aspects. Stastny and Tyrnau@&3)1¢he only other scholars who have written
on Canadian sanctuary, refer to only two incidemstheir following sanctuary guidelines
commissioned by a national church, they refer teel{1997). Perhaps then it is no surprise that
Lippert’'s book is considered an essential sourceriiical international relations theorists and
activist groups alikeNo One is lllegal— the largest Canadian activist group lobbying for
migrants living in sanctuary - cites Lippert’'s tead the primary source of current information
regarding Canadian sanctudrfy Even churches providing sanctuary allude to Lippavork as
the seminal source to provide further investigaiito sanctuary’ Considering that Lippert’s
text has become so highly influential in the saagtudiscourse, this section will seek to

elucidate his theoretical arguments and objectives.



12

To begin, it will be fruitful to elucidate the wag which Lippert defines sanctuary. As
was alluded to in Chapter 1, sanctuary is ofteimédfin terms of its visibility and in relation to
the territorial space and protection predominamptigvided by a church. Lippert evokes this
meaning in his work by describing sanctuary as s¢himcidents in which migrants entered and
remained in physical protection to avoid deportatiy immigration authorities and entailed
efforts to expose this fact* When Lippert uses the term ‘expose’ he is spatlficeferring to
a process which “entails purposely gaining thensitte of mass media, communities, and
political authorities” whereas concealed sanctudinwolves avoiding such attentiorf®
Interestingly, Lippert states that he relies ugus definition partially to avoid the complexities
of consideringconcealedsanctuary which is that form of sanctuary “withcan exposure
aspect.®® He is determined to avoid the concealed elemergaottuary for methodological
reasons. How might one speak of, quantify, or tlzeosanctuary that is inherently ‘invisible’
and thus beyond the scope of typical scholarlyaies® While Lippert’s explicit rationality for
side-stepping concealed sanctuary is based on rti#ematic nature of studying that which
appears to not appear, the political ramificatifmmghis exclusion need to be discussed.

It is vital to note that Lippert's work adopts anceptual approach inspired by the works
of Michel Foucault. Although Lippert's text is oftereferred to as a key document in
illuminating thehistory of sanctuary, this is not the fundamental purpddeiobook. Crucially,
his text is chiefly fixed upon proving a theoretipaint. As will be shown, sanctuary itself is a
tool through which Lippert makes an argument almaumtemporary Foucauldian studies. In this
respect the title of his text - of which the fivedrd is ‘sanctuary’ - may therefore be misleading;
indeed, sanctuary is almost an after-thought, thewery least simply a case study, for his more

general analysis. Lippert’s primary and expliciab to consider the ways in which Foucault’s
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concepts of liberal, non-liberal and sovereign pewall function today in society more
generally®® These powers are described as governmental, phstod sovereign power
respectively. Considering that these three concapsso central to Lippert's work it will be

productive to briefly summarize the ways in whibkege terms are mobilized by Lippert.

Governmentality

First | shall consider governmentality. To a laexgent, Lippert’s definition is consistent
with a conventional understanding of governmentahbwever, what he takes issue with is the
way in which it has overshadowed other Foucauldrationalities. Lippert understands
governmentality as a power which functions throtrgedomandagency In this way, freedom
becomes an instrument of power and control, whereep does not operate froaibove telling
its subjects what to do, but instead operates gir@language of normalization and choice. In
conjunction with governmentality, Lippert understanbiopower not as an expression of
coercion and force but optimization and facilitatid\s Foucault suggests, the power over death
became the power over life: it was no longer thevgrato let live or make die, but the power to
make live or let di€® Foucault’s notion of biopower highlights the wiaywhich power operates
— through a language of facilitation — to contlage under its sway, to produce a certain type of
politically qualified life as the normalized ideytiof subjectivity. In other words, practices of
power do not deny the autonomy of subjects so nascthey work “to impose and fix ways of
knowing and doing that shall be recognized as ahad necessary to autonomous beitig.”

Lippert contends that this form of power is necgsda understand in relation to
sanctuary practices. Although Lippert believes Saictuary operates as a form of pastoral and
sovereign power — whereby the church and commuin@tpme the shepherds protecting needful

migrant sheep — he also contends that the conddfopossibility for modern sanctuary in
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Canada is the logic of governmentality. Lippertrguanent that sanctuary is dependent upon a
liberal expression of governmentality hinges laygei the logic offered through Nicolas Rose’s
The Death of the Socidlippert evokes Rose’s argument whereby he marksfaavay from
coercive methods of governing society at large twrarmprecise modes of managing citizens
through their own individual choice and freedoms.Rose points out, through this shift we have
not escapedhe grasp of the state: we still wage the statetmnomic, political and social war
only now we do so much more willingly in the nanf@or individual selves and communities.

While Rose is primarily tracing this shift as itlates to the welfare state, Lippert
contends that we can understand this as a broadegy. Specifically, Lippert shows how we
can understand this shift in relation to refugegcpces in Canada. The shift that Rose offers is
evident when we juxtapose the Immigration Act 05290 that of 1976, Lippert contends. The
1976 Act Citizenship and Immigration Canadelaimed “it broke new ground” This Act was
considered transformative as it required “cooperabetween all levels of government and the
voluntary sector in the settlement of immigrantsCianadian society’® The basis of this new
Immigration Act was premised upon the language aiva inclusion of Canadian citizens.
Indeed, 50 public hearings in 21 cities across @anaok place in the creation of this Act and as
such, citizens became stake-holders and activecipartts in a system which was becoming
over-burdened and difficult to manage from on-high.

Lippert goes on to argue that sanctuary casesmadzamust be understood as part of this
trend. Although sanctuary incidents are often #dmas a direct resistance to the sovereignty of
the state — in that these churches are harboungfigiduals whom the state deems illegal — they
are quite persuasively read as a modality througltiwthe state has offloaded governance of

refugees through the ‘responsibilization’ of citigeconsistent with Rose’s articulation of
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governmentality. Indeed, Lippert argues that “theses of advanced liberalism since the
1970s...explains the rise of sanctuary incidentsliring migrants since 1983

Lippert refers to Rose who contends that this nafdgvernance requires the striation of
the population into the “affiliated” and the “mangi” - each with their distinct forms of control.
The first group that Rose hands us is “the afBlibt These are the “included: the individuals and
families who have the financial, educational and-ahoneans to ‘pass’ in their role as active
citizens in responsible communitie&™

The second group is the “marginalized.” They, om dkher hand, “cannot be considered
affiliated to civilized communities because theye amcapable of managing themselves as
subjects..or they are considered a threat...to political of§éThe examples Rose provides are
the: poor, unemployed, indigenous peoples, mentatlyphysically disabled, drug-addicted.
Lippert implicitly adds the migrant. Notably for ish group, who are “less receptive to
responsibilization strategies,” different and “maneensive strategies are requiréd Theharsh
discipline of the police and courts present thalfand justified stage of intervention. However,
in terms of sanctuary, Lippert maintains the maatjped migrant class faces another sort of
strategy that might be best described through paElgpbower whereby the migrant is figured as a
needful sheep waiting for the protection of thetpi@d shepherd. | shall now move onto pastoral

power to understand this strategy and how it aligitls the migrant and sanctuary.

Pastoral Power

The next Foucauldian power that Lippert explorgsaistoral power. As is emphasized by
Lippert, this power is “less celebrated” within tReucauldian literature - as such the term will
be explored deeply here. Lippert explains that thi®nality is concerned with the “care for life

of individuals” and a “constant kindnes¥.For Lippert it is vital to emphasize how this poise
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not exclusively linked with the church in a longgdotten history. He takes up Foucault's
argument that “this rationality is not a leftovelr the distant past when Christian churches
wielded over legal subject§®On Foucault's heels Lippert argues that pastaraémance is not
solely continuous with church governance; indebd, modern welfare state is a contemporary
expression of this power. Lippert quotes Foucauiliiminate this point:
You will say; the pastorate has, if not disappeaetdeast lost the main part of its efficiency.
This is true, but | think we should distinguishweén two aspects of pastoral power — between
ecclesiastical institutionalization, which has ezher at least lost its vitality since the eighteen
century, and its function, which has spread andipligld outside the ecclieastical institutioh.
In essence, Lippert argues — much like Foucautiat pastoral power is not specifically a form
of Christian church or faith-based governance; antipular, Lippert focuses upon the Tanner
Lectures on Human Values given by Foucault 1978hmw where pastoral power operates in
another form. It is in these lectures that Foucamaltes the central themes of pastoral power,
within several of its historical transformationsadasuggested that the modern welfare state is but
one “recent recurrence” of pastoral power, wher#iyy state provides the role of a caring
shepherd for its needful floék.Lippert contends that scholars have too oftendie this
manifestation of pastoral power when consideringdeno questions of governance. In part,
Lippert argues that this is because the rationafifyastoral power has been subsumed within the
over-used term ‘liberal welfarism.” The logic obéral governmentality has eclipsed the pastoral
element. Crucially, Lippert insists that this terequires the coupling of liberand pastoral
rationalities — that is, a marriage of governingtlghfreedomand governing througheed The
latter, he claims, has been effectively side-stdpp#ppert asserts that this overshadowing of
pastoral power is only increasing as we experi¢énea&ecline of the welfare state in the face of a

rising advanced liberalism. In light of this moveippert asks: just because a

“degovernmentalization of the state” has occurreé aesult of the rise of advanced liberalism,
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is it fair to assume that pastoral power and itsesponding discourse of needs have become
obsoletepr “can it be found outside the staté?'The answer to this final question, for Lippert,
is most certainly yes. Lippert contends that thgidomf pastoral power has seeped into other
facets of society and is today teeming with ffte.

Throughout his work, Lippert identifies three kdyacacteristics that are constitutive of
pastoral power. To begin, pastoral governance titotes “authority in the figure of a
shepherd® As Foucault notes: “The shepherd must be inforofethe material needs of each
member of the flock and provide for them when ngagg” In this articulation, those in need are
framed as sheefl. Second, pastoral power is inexorably linked witle fhotion of sacrifice
Lippert alludes to Foucault’s statement that “pestpower is not merely a form of power which
commands; it must also be prepared to sacrifiedf iter the life and salvation of the flocR”
Third, pastoral power cannot function without shexpls “becoming informed” of the needs of
members of the flock; that is, by “making them m@véheir innermost secrets.” Lippert
emphasizes Foucault’s suggestion that the shepherst know what is going on, what each of
them does — his public sins. Last and not leashirgt know what is going on in the soul of each
one, that is: his secret sins, his progress onrdhd to sainthood?® He refers to this final

quality as ‘individualizing knowledge.’

Sovereign Power

The third Foucauldian rationality that Lippert dealith is sovereign power. Much like
his theorizations of pastoral power, Lippert codtethat sovereign power is not “simply one
more governmental technology that is inside a i@itaj or systematizing neo-liberalisnt?
Instead, sovereign power is a decidedly distinanfof power. For Lippert sovereign power has

three central tenets. First, sovereign power isitbaopoly to decide thexceptionand second it
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is the control ofterritory.>* The third feature of sovereign power is the maspartant
characteristic, Lippert argues, and this is itditiatly for the spectacle.” He contends that “it is
precisely [the] spectacular that seems to distslgusovereign power from, especially
governmental power’® Where governmentality pivots upon the positiveglsage of freedom,
sovereign power has an “affinity for the spectdclélthough the two may be distinguished
Lippert agrees with Michael Dillon’s suggestion tthHavhat distinguishes the relationship
between the two is their very complementarii§/h other words, although both of these powers
operate in different ways, relying on different rabties of control, they also reinforce and reify

one another. This relationship will be explored endeeply in a moment.

Liberal & Non-liberal Rationalities Overlap

As has been suggested, Lippert's goal is to demateshow these three types of power
that have just been explored (governmental, pdstmd sovereign) overlap and function
together In this sense Lippert is contesting what he dpebe a general move taken by
Foucauldian scholars: namely, the tendency to fopan liberal rationalities at the expense of
understanding how pastoral and sovereign ostds operate today despite the growth of
advanced liberalism. Indeed, he states that hikwsrto shine light upon the “non-liberal
rationalities [that] have been ignoret.”For Lippert, it is vital to acknowledge non-libera
powers lest our focus upon governmentality accobatoomes as totalizing as the state-centric
narratives Foucault himself was so critical of. Sdgh, Lippert hopes to understand sanctuary as
exhibiting not simply a form of liberal governmentgower, but also pastoral and sovereign
power.

In order to elucidate this point, Lippert firstuthinates how pastoral power specifically

functions today, in the form of sanctuary. He asytleat, consistent with the definition of
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pastoral power, theaison d'étre of sanctuary is to provide care and extend kinsinms a
continuing, often-individualized basis. As may lezalled, pastoral power hinges upon three
main features: authority in the figure of the shexph the practice of sacrifice; and the
individualizing knowledge. Lippert asserts thatteat these qualities is evident within sanctuary
today. Indeed, he states that “it is in sanctypaagtice that a pastoral rationality appears imnea
exemplar form.*® His first move, then, is to show how pastoral poexercises its authority in
terms of the shepherd. Lippert argues that in sangta variety of persons are enlisted as
shepherds. They range from members of the clerggaimbers of the congregation or parish to
members of the community with no obvious Christiafigious conviction or connectiot.
Foucault suggests that: “The shepherd must benr@drof the material needs of each member of
the flock and provide for them when necessary.’penp contends that this is indeed the case in
Canadian sanctuary and he cites the following remede by a sanctuary provider to make this
point clear:

There was a lot of stuff to be done. | mean we toafdéed these people for this entire year. We

had to look after their medical needs, their spalitneeds, their psychological needs, their

dental...| mean, you namet.
Lippert argues that the above passage exempttisanctuary provider's shepherd-like role,
constitutive of pastoral power. It is interestimgrtote how the central needs addressed by the
‘shepherd’ here are primarily of a bio-politicaltuee.

In order to expose the currency of pastoral powgpert goes on to exhibit how the
practice of sacrifice is evident within church damiacy. Lippert argues that in each instance of
sanctuary, shepherds actively sought out the vesligbof the migrant(s) and through “various

means sacrificed themselves on their behalf.” FostmLippert continues, this sacrifice was

evident in the “illegality of the sanctuary praetcin which they participated.” According to the
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sanctuary providers whom Lippert interviews, sawgifis also exemplified in the fact that their
daily routines are radically altered in order teedularly permit visitors, provide care, and
generate support for the migrant(s):” To demonstrate this point Lippert refers to actaary
provider who claimed to have “held press confersriigring her lunch breaks on [recipient’s]
behalf outside her place of work in a way that doléve resulted in terminatiof”Another
provider states that he faced “considerable rigicnlsetting up a ramshackle booth at the center
of the city’s square and staffing it for weeks twlect signatures for a petition and expose the
Department of Immigration’s treatment of the migsaresiding in the nearby church.” Lippert
also makes reference to another provider who, duanmeeting for other purposes, had to
suddenly rush to the exit in order to “physicallgdk the minister of immigration from leaving
the room until the minister had first listened ter lqueries about the status of the relevant
migrant's case® Furthermore, Lippert explains, many sanctuary jolens have accompanied
migrants to nations such as the United States, édexind Peru when the deportation threat that
led to sanctuary promised to be rescinded if thgranit agreed to exit Canada voluntarily and
then reapply for legal status through Canadian esiks or consulates. For Lippert, these
instances are demonstrative of the time-consunmergensive, and risky sacrificial acts taken
upon by shepherd-like sanctuary providers.

Finally, Lippert asserts that sanctuary illustrgtastoral power in that the shepherds are
always engaged in a practice of “becoming informetlthe needs of members of the flock.
Lippert argues that pastoral governance involvesdyetion of “an intimate knowledge of
migrant(s).” In many instances Lippert shows howcsaary providers related efforts to “come
to know the individual migrant(s) through regulaisits.” During these meetings, “long and

intensive discussion would ensue between shephardssheep, often initially exploring the
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harm the migrant(s) faced if deported.” The sangtyaoviders required that these visits would
ensure “guidance and instruction centred on “imjprgv the migrant(s) in various way$>
Lippert argues that the close confines of sanctuafgct enable shepherds to generate intimate
knowledge of “pastoral objects” as this space rendaigrants more visible. He argues that in
sanctuary shepherds literally “keep watch” of migsa which is an element of pastoral power
which Foucault references. Foucault states, “ehergtthe shepherd does is geared to the good
of his flock. That's his constant concern. Whenytskeep he keeps watcfP’In almost every
instance of sanctuary, Lippert maintains, one orenshepherd accompanied the migrant during
waking hours within the church, and sometimes antyour-hour rotating watch was
established® Lippert alludes to a sanctuary provider who stétias

We had probably two hundred people involved in imgjpn one way or another, getting food,
staying there overnight because they didn't leawedione...we always had somebody else there
so that the federal people knew that if anythingpesmed it would be resisted non-violently if
possible and it would be report&d.

Lippert concludes by arguing that it was the closefines and generation of individualizing
knowledge in sanctuary that transformed church eochmunity members into shepherds,
constitutive of pastoral power.

In order to further demonstrate how non-liberaioralities still resonate today, Lippert
goes on to show how sovereign power also operatesodern sanctuary cases and how this
sovereign power cannot simply be reduced to a laggwf coercion nor be neatly enveloped by
the language of governmentality. Lippert insteadgests that sovereign power functions today
and is bound up with the ability to define the gt and control territory as well as function
through the spectacle. Considering sovereign palerway it is difficult to see it as outdated,

Lippert suggests, and easy to see how it functimrmsigh modern sanctuary. As Lippert states:
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Sanctuary highlights the notions that sovereigngras currently relevant and unrestricted to the
(nation-)state’s capacity for ministerial excepticand exclusion...as well, such power is also
seen to have an affinity for the spectacffar.

Lippert contends that sovereign power has beem#éwmwly conceived, assumed to be
“essentially coercive and to take the form of syhapunishment, violence or exclusion” which
flows from the stat&® He points to a vast literature where sovereign o equated with the
opening chapters of Foucaul@scipline and Punistwhere this form of power is said to take
shape as extreme, symbolic punitive force that steom a central sourcé’ Lippert harkens
back to Foucault's first, stomach-turning chaptdaneveby the spectacle of the scaffold is
depicted in painstaking detail. He highlights teé®ne in order to recuperate what he sees as a
forgotten element of sovereign power — the abiitydefine theexception He quotes Foucault
who describes the role of the sovereign at thefadaf“the sovereign was present at the
execution not only as the power exacting the vemgeaf the law, but as the power that could
suspendoth law and vengeancé&™1n this way, Lippert highlights the role of exciemialism as
being intricately intertwined with the definitionf @sovereign power. In a sense, by shining
critical light upon this element Lippert is enabledpose the question: then how can we view
sovereign power as outdated? Clearly, if the exaepgs thriving then so is sovereign power.
Furthermore, it follows that sovereign power — afirebd through exceptionalism — operates not
only in the form of the monarch of the nation-stdteleed, the granting of sanctuary by the
church represents a type of “exception[alism] tsatlecidedly sovereign in charactéf.Both
the church and community, he claims, are concemigd deciding who will be included or
excluded from protection and therefore play an irtgyd role in exceptionalism. Furthermore,
he argues that churches and communities havedheirselection and exclusion procedures that
are distinct from elaborate refugee determinatimtgdures. With this in mind Lippert suggests

that: stemming from the space of the church andnaonity “a specific power [is] evident in
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sanctuary incidents. It [is] exceptional, territdrispectacular, anelvery bit assovereign as the
power commonly assumed to flow exclusively from taion-state” [emphasis adde€d]As is
evident in this passage, Lippert is intent on destrating how local spaces may bqually
sovereign as the state. | will re-visit the potalhi problematic nature of such an objective. For
now it will suffice to point out that his point tgvo-fold: sovereignty must be understood as the
ability to define the exception and this exceptioast not only be seen as flowing solely from
the state.

In this way Lippert argues, consistent with Agambeat “sovereign power can be better
understood as a monopoly to decide the exceptabher than only a monopoly to coerce, punish
or exclude.® Crucially, the sanctuary recipient — in this artétion of sanctuary as exhibiting
sovereign power — becomes reduced baré life?”> Lippert argues that migrants who are
exceptionally included within the sanctuary (thrbug form of exclusion) are imagined as
“neither active and self-regulating nor passive ahddient entities but instead as bare life.” In
other words, through the language of exceptionaliseay become that existence that can be
“killed but not sacrificed.”

Lippert's next point is that although sovereign pows not simply coercive this does not
mean that we can conflate it with the liberal, dimgbpower of governmentality. Lippert
suggests that just as sovereign power is oftenisk&d as archaic it is also often altogether
“superseded by governmentality.” He argues the should be understood as having a
relationship of mutual co-existence. He sugges&d overnmentalities “defer to sovereign
power to create the capacity to make the excepfiorindeed, he argues that the “exception is

the very moment at which sovereign power consstugevernmental power.” Calling on
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Agamben, he maintains that governmentality noussteelf on this exception and “is a dead
letter without it.”®

In addition to exceptionalism, Lippert hopes taitinate how sovereign power is also
bound up with territorial control. Lippert reminds that in Foucault’s work sovereignty is seen
to refer not only to coercive control, but alsaéaitorial control. Indeed, he argues territory “i
the very foundation” of sovereignt{’ Lippert does acknowledge, however, that exceptiom
and control of a given territory may be difficultharacteristics to distinguish from
governmentality. He maintains that governmentaditgo relies upon the ability to define the
exception and control a bounded population withigigen territory. He concedes that both
governmental and pastoral power “also have spasipécts.® Where Lippert feels sovereignty
can most effectively be distinguished from governtakty is through sovereignty’s affinity for
the spectacl&'

Sovereign power’s affinity for the spectacle is hagrs most clearly articulated in
Foucault'sDiscipline and PunishLippert argues. Certainly, it is not difficult tecall the brutal
spectacle of stretched flesh, lynched ribs, andypi¢ated heads that Foucault captures. Lippert
argues that this spectacular element can be esestly today in sanctuary — though perhaps in a
less explicitly violent way. He states that on arga@ing basis “sanctuary providers, organized
public press conferences as well as visible pretesgils and picketing of federal political and
immigration authorities’ offices” all illuminate éhspectacle present in sanctuary.” Indeed, one
of the first steps of sanctuary — Lippert argues te achieve “exposure” in order to alert mass-
media outlets to the fact that the migrant(s) iesjion had entered the protective space of the
church® One need not look far to appreciate this pointfdct, one need only retrieve the

newspaper to view the spectacular practice tiedvitlp sanctuary. The recent case of Laiber



25

Singh, a 48-year-old paralyzed man living in a Si&mple in Abbotsford, has been splattered
across newspaper covers for a number of months.stéiy has been the heated topic of
discussion on radio programs such as CBr@ss-Country Check-Uwpith Rex Murphy where

a vast array of callers made their views known &ligicase. Furthermore, in the definition of
sanctuary thalo One is lllegaprovides on their website visibility is evidendgntral:

The sanctuary movement is premised on the profeendgnition that refugees are not to be
hidden, made invisible, or to be forced to go ‘wgdeund’ as non-status people. Sanctuary is
based on aublic and assertive act of faith and of consciefice.

Interestingly, Lippert maintains that pastoral awlereign power intersects in relation to the
spectacle. Lippert argues that sanctuary proves sh@ereign power has currency today;
however, it is sanctuary’s “archaic aura” that litaties in rendering it seductively spectacular. It
is partially because sanctuary is framed as areahgractice - that is connected to “rarity and
ancientness” and aligned with divine pastoral powttat sanctuary is rendered highly visible

today®* With this in mind, it is interesting that the gties on CBC's Cross-Country Check-Up

regarding sanctuary asks: “is sanctuary outdat&d®&% many callers pointed out, the answer is
yes— it is an ancient practice and it no longer le@ml purchase; in fact, sanctuary itself is illegal
in Canada. Yet, it is precisely because sanctusmalyked to an ancient, non-secular, seemingly
outdated heritage that it is rendered curiouslyeappg to media outlets like the CBC who reify

this practice as being relevant today by askindp suguestion in the first place.

Lippert’s Limits: “The’ Migrant

By illuminating how both pastoral and sovereign powurrently operate in sanctuary
Lippert attempts to reposition the limelight awasorh Foucault's liberal, governmental
rationality. For Lippert, sanctuary is the seminake study used to prove a larger theoretical

point that “non-liberal rationalities may be preisenparticular instances of governing society
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today.”® As such, Lippert's central contribution, as hetesta is to provide a deeper
understanding of contemporary governing societyshggesting that we must “allow for a
plurality of sovereignties and rationalities in sifie contexts.®’

At this point | wish to ask: if Lippert's primaryoatribution is to Foucauldian studies,
then are his contributions to understanding samgteampromised? Perhaps in his zest for
illuminating how pastoral and sovereign power fimcttoday the intricacies of sanctuary are
side-stepped in his analysis. Yes, Lippert’s asialgoes tell us a great deal about Foucauldian
rationalities. Indeed, his work provides a morenugal understanding of governmental, pastoral
and sovereign power than is provided in much of Fbecauldian literature. He thoughtfully
argues that we cannot simply conflate sovereigngoomith governmentality, or merely ignore
other forms of governance such as pastoral powss. dnalysis is insightful in that it does not
fall into the totalizing trap of projecting libergbvernmentality athe form of governance today.
Furthermore, he suggests ways of understanding thewers as not simply flowing from a
single state or church-based authority. These pauttich emphasize plurality are important in
that Foucault's own objective may, in part, be catated as an attempt to avoid totalizing
understandings of the world(s). If the purposaisfbook is indeed as he says it is — namely “to
cast light on theoretical issues in relation to ifm@ovative and expanding body of scholarship
known as governmentality studies” — then | wouldéndo agree that Lippert has succeeded.
However, perhaps this foremost goal overshadowghandmportant part of his research:
namely, sanctuary and those living within it¥While he explicates how sanctuary may be an
instance of pastoral and sovereign power, and dstraias how the governmentality lens may
be limiting — he never asks: how might gtee of these rationalities be limiting when trying to

grapple with the complexities of sanctuary?
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To reiterate, Lippert understands sanctuary asvariapping of three Foucauldian logics:
governmental power (characterized by a languagérefdom and choice); pastoral power
(characterized by the language of need, the castgiru of a shepherd and the use of
individualized knowledge); and sovereign power (elterized not only through coercion but
through the ability to define the exception and tloatrol of territory and the affinity for the
spectacle). Lippert contends that we cannot gluss pastoral and sovereign power as a result of
our liberal obsession with governmentality. Troogly, however, he does gloss-over the
migrant in this very study. His methodology for emstanding sanctuary in terms of three
overlapping Foucauldian rationalities is largelyhiaged through interviews with sanctuary
providers, rather tharecipientsthemselves. Each of these rationalities, as Ligpesents them,
are infatuated with how certain marginalized mersbmEr society are protected and saved, and
thus the provider becomes central to his studystdees:

To more accurately explore the thirty-six incidefité Canadian sanctuary] and to access
sanctuary discourse, forty-six interviews were cateld over four years with those persons
discovered to be intimately involved. These persoegeferred to as “sanctuary providéefs.”

This approach ultimately situates sanctuary pragi@sthe political agents within the study of
sanctuary while recipients are simply reduced ppBoants seeking a form of charity - thus their
voices are circumnavigated in his political anadyshlthough Lippert is not concerned with
understanding sanctuary from the point of view aficduary recipients - those people who are
arguably more “intimately involved” than providera very specific depiction of the migrant is
nonetheless created through this exclusion. ltssemtial to consider the way in which the
migrant is figured in this Foucauldian reading ahstuary, while appearing not to be present at
all. Lippert’'s reading that attempts to understaadctuary through a triple-lens has the effect of

figuring the migrant as apolitical and passive tnigle way.
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Through his reading of governmentality the migrantltimately structured as a helpless
‘marginalized’ character, in relation to the ‘afiled’ active and responsible citizen involved in
the helpful organization of migrants. Second, tiglouhe pastoral power model migrants are
formulated as the needful ‘sheep,” who are simm@ydbed and protected by helpful shepherds.
Finally, through the sovereign lens the migrargtisictured as bare life — exceptionally included
through exclusion and reduced to a life devoidditigal agency. Although Lippert attempts to
avoid totalizing sanctuary by viewing it through singular Foucauldian rationality, he
nonetheless provides us with a totalizing viewhs migrant who is rendered passive in a triple
way. Troublingly, this triple figuration ends upogiucing a singular image dhe sanctuary
recipient. The multiplicity of contexts within whicsanctuary recipients live and act, and the
myriad of different stories to be told by a diveggeup of migrants are collapsed into the notion
of the essentialized migrant whose political ageiscyltimately foreclosed. In the following
section | shall consider the way in which this fagion of the migrant also seethes with life in

dominant media depictions within Canada.
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Chapter 3: The Migrant in the Media

Lippert's construction of the migrant as passivaitriple way is expressed not simply
within the context of his analysis; indeed, thisicgptualization is the dominant discursive lens
through which sanctuary recipients are understdduls section will investigate the way in
which Canadian sanctuary recipients are posed atitiegl, helpless figures within the
mainstream media, much in the way that Lippert iegpts. Three specific cases will be
explored. The first case is Amir Kazemian who liveda Vancouver church for two years and
has since gained citizenship; the second is Kaadaddini who is described as a ‘blind man’
from Algeria currently living in a Montréal churcthe third is Laiber Singh who is living in a
temple in Vancouvef?®

Although it may be intuitive to begin exploring #eethree cases in terms of their diverse
backgrounds and experiences this would not be épikg with the dominant depictions of these
migrants. Indeed, it is important to note that @lthh Kazemian, Belaouni and Singh experience
sanctuary in palpably different ways they have tlogless been predominantly portrayed as
synonymous. In each case these individuals aredpasesubjects who elicit sympathy; in this
way an image othe sanctuary recipient is produced. Primarily theseed men have been
inscribed as helpless victims with sorrowful sobHsts. This is perhaps best exemplified by the
recent sanctuary recipient, Singh.

TheVancouver Sutbegins a description of Singh by stating “it’s dhawot to feel some
sympathy for” him. If the audience was not effeelyvpersuaded by this initial assertion the
article goes onto frame his history in the bleakésérms:

In 2006...Singh was felled by a massive stroke,daflyzed and reportedly in ill health. If that
weren’t enough, Singh was then ordered deportethbyCanadian government. In India, his
supporters say, he will not receive adequate meteatment for his conditiot!,
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Singh’s life is literally defined as a “sad story.”He is undeniably situated as a victim unable to
care for himself. This is also visually encapsudaby the photo that accompanies the article.
Below the grim narrative is an equally dismal imafi&ingh inside a taxi with his hands clasped
together revealing a medical bracelet hugging tiis wrist. Outside the vehicle that Singh sits
within are his supporters: their clenched fistsvaty punching the air, their colourful turbans a
poignant juxtaposition to the grey tones of Singhéard and complexion. In this photo it is
obvious who is the political agent (the affiliatedthe shepherd), and who is marginalized sheep
waiting to be rescued. The sanctuary providers th bemple and the community — hold the
protest signs and thus political agency while Sirggsimply left holding onto hope. Indeed it
would seem that his paralyzed body becomes thepmetdor his political paralysis. Below the
picture the caption reads “supportdrslp disabled Laiber Singh inside the taxi” [Emphasis
added]. Curiously, in a newspaper story seemingbua Singh, his supporter’s assistance is in
fact the central character: the supporter’s voaresquoted in the article while his voice remains
effectively silenced. His role is reduced simplythat of the spectacle, and a particular spectacle
at that: a feebly dependent one. The privilegingioigh’s supporters is also evidenced in that it
was their protest that gained particular medianéitia to begin with. The days, weeks and
months that Singh spends within sanctuary do mat te spur front-page news; instead, it is the
protest that warrants a $1.50 newspaper fee.

Crucially, Singh is always referred to in relatitmhis disability before his many other
qualities. The fact that he managed to enter irdoada on his own accord and work for three
years supporting his family before facing depootatis simply reduced to marginalia, a minor
detail that is collapsed in favour of the victinmgi story which dominates the press. This

victimization is also prolific in th&lobe and Mails coverage. Snuggled next to his story is a
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close-up image of Singh sprawled in a hospital leedobed in a white linen medical gown. His
lips and eyes are closed which suggests his silemicéghe very least his inactivity. In the
background a man with a turban sits over his bigetally above Singh. Although the man’s
face is blurry the effect is clear: Singh needstiooial care. This is reminiscent of the very
words used to describe pastoral power that Lipjlenttifies. And this point is further echoed
below the picture in the caption which declarese “$uffered a debilitating aneurysm and
requires constant care, which his supporters say #ill provide.” °2 Interestingly, although
Singh'’s face is central in both t&@inandGlobe photographs, he is simultaneously pushed to the
margins through the headlines which exclude theemm@ntion of his name. The title of tBen
reads: “2,000 protesters delay deportation” whhe Globe title states: “Protesters decry
refugee-claim rejection.” Indeed, Singh is onlyetperipherally as the object of the protesters’
political activity who rally outside his closed tadoor.

Belaouni has also been depicted in a similar tégain, it is the protest of supporters
that rally the media’s meditation. “Marchers séeknanitarian reprieve” is the headline in the
Gazette The subtitle states that “blind Algerian refuggamant Belaouni has been living in a
church for two years.*® The frame in which this story is situated is urtakigble: this is a truly
sad life that requires our pity and perhaps oup.h@lhere paralysis is the central modality to
portray Singh, blindness is the seminal trope usedescribe Belaouni. Though he is a visible
spectacle, he himself cannot see. This epitomizegdle of the sanctuary recipient within the
media — he can be helped, but he cannot help Hinmgels received, but reallyow - what does
he have to offer? The story of Belaouni as preserigdthe Gazetteis unfortunately not
surprising: it commences with his medical deficiescThe article states “Belaouni, 40, is blind

and has diabetes.” A biopolitical analysis is fani subtle; the fact that he is defined in terms of
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his lack of health equally suggests his lack offitfigi claim to citizenship. If to be a productive,
qualified citizen is to be healthy in our era gpdlitics this story screams out: Belaouni is truly
unqualified, he is merely bare life. It is troulgithat the article stages Belaouni’s origin st®y a
that moment he left Algeria, at the “height of terderous civil war in his native countr}*”
Was this truly the beginning of Belaouni’s life? Wa this be the starting point he would choose
to narrate his own historicity? His past and presme understood only in terms of utter
helplessness. Ostensibly, Belaouni fully lackstali agency — he even has “someone bringing

him food.”®

What is critical is that this article neglectsn@ntion the life that Belaouni lived
before he entered the church. Before he lived withe sanctuary, where he appears to wait for
someone to bring him food, he cooked for himselfig own apartment; he provided voluntary
support for the many impoverished citizens livingthm the poor community of Point
St.Charles. His daily practices within the chueslk also surpassed. Based on @azettés
rendition, it might seem that Belaouni simply waigh baited breath for the assistance of the
church and community. It would seem as if he iggsantly provided for, everything from basic
needs to being taught the guitar, incapable to igeovfor himself or others. This is
unquestionably a limited and inaccurate conclusielaouni in fact invites his friends over to
the church — a far cry from an ignoble basemertesuito make dinner for them on a regular
basis. He teaches members of the community howatotpe piano and provides massages to his
friends on a table that was donated. He organiaemiaty of projects within the community to
gain awareness about political, environmental aailaéissues. This is all expressed within his
radio-programRadio Sanctuarywhich is broadcasted on a local Montréal chanG&UT. Of

course, this is not mentioned in the news artBlg. how might paying attention to this story of

Belaouni as one who affects political speech withim church and community trouble Lippert's
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notion of the migrant as apolitical? How might thesften untold tales untangle the story of
Belaouni as simply a helpless ‘blind-man’?

Finally, there is Kazemain. Unlike the articles adsing Singh and Belaouni, th&un
made specific reference to Kazemain’s name inatxlline while he lived in sanctuary. The title
of the article reads “Who is Amir Kazemain?” Whilgs might instil a degree of optimism in
terms of understanding Kazemain’'s complexities, $tay is troublingly reductionist. The

narrative of Kazemian is as follows:

Since arriving in Canada in 1998 on a visitor'safi®m Iran, Amir Kazemian has failed multiple
times to persuade immigration officials and thedfalCourt to allow him to stay in Canada. He
was ordered deported in 2004 and began living.iM&thael's Anglican Church in east
Vancouver... He says he fears he will be killed iiseent back to Iraff.

In this articulation Kazemian is ultimately definedand through fear. This brief biography begs
the question: who will help him? Importantly thisost description of Kazemian is followed by
the question: “What is sanctuary?” This leads tauch longer and in-depth explanation of the
tradition of sanctuary. Sanctuary is primarily defi as a process whereby “churches...offer
food and shelter to those in need.” Strangely, ghestion posed “Who is Amir Kazemain?”
seamlessly transforms itself into the question ‘whaanctuary?” In a sense, this move defines
Kazemain in and through sanctuary itself. We catetstandvho Kazemain is most effectively
by understandingvhat sanctuary is: it would seem as if sanctuary itsethe condition which
defines Kazemain’s subjectivity most precisely. Asmhsidering that sanctuary is characterized
as a practice which posits the migrant as vulnergiky the obvious implication is that
Kazemain is simply reducible to this somewhat patheotion. Perhaps this is why Kazemain
has all but vanished within the media since higagt from sanctuary in 2007. Without the
spectacle of sanctuary he ceases to be of inténestsense, he ceases altogether. Implicitly the

assumption is that sanctuary recipients play aipalirole in and so far as they exist as pawns
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made into passive spectacles within the space mdtsary. As such, the implication is that

sanctuary recipients are not truly capable of alitife.
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Chapter 4: Interruptions

Up until this point | have framed sanctuary in ayvlaat posits the migrant as apolitical,
devoid of agency and defined primarily through ekla ippert offers a particular Foucauldian
reading of sanctuary whereby politics is exhibibgdthoseproviding sanctuary and impossible
for those individuals being ‘protected.” | haveosim in both Lippert's work and in the
mainstream media how the sanctuary recipient issidered most significantly where not
considered at all. In other words: the sanctuagyprent’s figuration is most present through
exclusions. As such, a very particular understagainthe sanctuary recipient becomes evident
in Lippert's work, even despite the fact that heesimot deal with the migrant specifically.
Indeed, the migrant is deemed as a helpless, nargaracter. So too, although the migrant’'s
voice is often eclipsed from media re-presentatiomsincluded in a particular way implies their
silence - a great deal may be learned from thiy iguration of absence, namely that the
migrant is understood as existing outside the regflthe political. What is more, in and through
this characterization sanctuary recipients areafegias a singular subjectivitythe recipient to
be saved.

This section will consider: is this essentializedbjectivity which is defined through an
absence the only or most insightful way to undextsanctuary recipients? Are migrants living
in sanctuary only able to express an emptiness mggard to political life? In order to address
these questions in a different way, in a way thay ished critical light upon the political agency
of migrants living in sanctuary, it is productive tturn attention towards a different
conceptualization of political life than the ondevéd explicitly through Lippert's work and
implicitly through the dominant discourse which gssmigrants as helpless. This different

conceptualization of the political may be underdt@o terms of the interruption or rupture. |
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contend that in particular, Arendt offers us a usebcabulary to understand political activity in
terms of inciting a break, or rupture within habityolitical practices. This articulation is also
evident in the works of Ranciere who also expressakbeit in importantly different ways — a
certain notion of political activity as a type ofitérruption within naturalized, dominant
discourses. | suggest that it is in this rupturugin that sanctuary recipients may begin to be

understood in political terms.

Arendt’s Political Action

In order to engage with Arendt’'s notion of politiGctivity as a type of rupture it is
important to first foreground this particular netiavith her broader understanding of freedom
and the political. For Arendt, speech and actietao intimately entwined concepts which are
constitutive of freedom and political life. Poldiichuman life is defined through a form of
activity that necessitates speech — and partiguthdlogue - with others. She states that “a life
without speech and action...is literally dead to wherld; it has ceased to be a human life
because it is no longer lived among m&hThe primaryreasonfor this type of political activity,
Arendt argues, is freedom. She contends that ‘deom d’étre of politics is freedom, and its
field of experiences is actio® Simply stated, Arendt views political life asypé of speech-
act whose purpose is freedom. In this sense freeadampolitical practice that is not merely
received buexercisedn the company of others and thus it is conside@sktensive with the
notion of politics in Arendt’s work.

The action which Arendt articulates cannot meredyubderstood as internal dialogue or
thought; instead, activity fundamentally necessgaan externality, it requirespublic effect.
Freedom emerges as a concrete reality only indaten with others, not ourselves, and

becomes real only in a special kind of space, antcomand public world where humans
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exchange words and deeds about a common world diifering perspectives. She states that
“action...is never possible in isolation: to belaed is to be deprived of the capacity to dct.”
Speech and action become meaningful where “peopde wath others...in sheer human
togethernesst®® For it is in and through “our intercourse with ett, not in the intercourse with
ourselves” that one is able to engage with the dvarlound us. Thus, to reside within the
internalized space of the “chamber of our heartfds Arendt, to deny political activity”* She
suggests that this internalized void of politicetiwty is the lonely space of philosophy, where
thinkers such as Plato dwell. Such an internallopbphical place — she maintains — is the
antithesis to politics for this solitude “paralyzasd locks one within itself” thereby disabling
one to engage with what is at stake in the politiealm: not individual life, “but the world®?

It is consequence of this public quality that podit activity necessitates courage.
Without courage, Arendt argues, it would be impalssio act in a public way. She states that “it
requires courage even to leave the protectieeurity of our four walls and enter the public
realm, not because of particular dangers which teayn wait for us, but because we have
arrived in a realm where the concern for life hast lits validity.*®® In this articulation it
becomes evident that for Arendt individlié¢ — which she aligns with the space of the private
or domestic — is not of central concern for paditior freedom. The “individual sense of vitality”,
or individual life itself is not gratified in theublic space of politics; instead, it is demanded of
us® In other words, we must be willing to sacrificerat least risk — life through courageous

political acts in the public rather than submisezuring this life¢® In this way, the walls which

secure human life also operate as a barrier tpot@ntial action and freedom.
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Considering the public element that Arendt attesuto political action perhaps it is
unsurprising that she likens this activity to adypf performance. Arendt contends that the
“performing arts...have indeed a strong affinity wtblitics.” She remarks:

Performing artists — dancers, play-actors, musiiand the like — need an audience to show their

virtuosity, just as acting men need the presenadhars before whom they can appear; both need

ie:ggn'tl)!)iézly organized space for their “work,” andtbbaepend upon others for the performance
Thus, without sentient spectators the act is thohfades away without political ramification into
the “inner dwelling” of the philosopher’s mind. this conceptualization of political activity as
performance the stage becomes the metaphoric sgare political life unfolds. Interestingly,
the stage for politics that she provides is thathef Greek polis. She claims that the polis is
precisely the arena that allows men to act withtgpe of theatre where freedom may appear. |
pause here for a moment.

This condition of possibility for political actiwit— namely the polis — is somewhat
paradoxical, perplexing even, as the polis itseliefined in part by Arendt through its bounded
walls whose purpose is to protect and secure. thdke posits that the organization of the polis
is defined partially by its “physical security” prided “by the wall around the city and
physiognomically guaranteed by its lawS” The perplexing aspect of the polis is in its
similitude to the securing walls of the home whieb, | have just explored, she believes to be
disabling of political life. She argues that whitee “four walls” of the private sphere protect our
life, it is in and through this protection that &es unable to exert courage and engage in a public
space that cultivates spontaneous, creative aoesn@ight argue that much like the four walls of

the home, which she denies as being a space fraohwblitical life may stem, the polis may

impede certain acts through its very protectiorth®gs the polis as a stage reduces political
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performance to a scripted play where spontanesgffiis secured against and primacy is simply
placed upon protecting life.

The fact that the polis is the condition of podgipifor political life to unfurl is doubly
curious when considering that for Arendt politieattivity is defined in part by contingency.
Importantly, Arendt highlights that the Latin larage has two verbs to designate what we
singularly call “to act.” These terms amgereandgerere The first Lain verbagere,is defined
as the inventive act of beginning something newmetbing unpredictable, contingent,
miraculous even, that disrupts routiffé This inventive act manifests itself when particifsa
call “something into being, which did not exist tef, which was not given, not even as a
cognition or imagination®® Unlike a well-rehearsed play - with each gestutepged to
perfection and thus devoid of improvisation — tloditigal act embodies a degree of uncertainty.
Given the brutal context within which Arendt wasitimg — namely the height of a Nazi
dictatorship which by her approximation was sucktgs liquidating a mass population only by
first “liquidating all spontaneity” — it is perhapmsurprising that the notion of spontaneity is so
dear to her'® This contingent element may also be understoaelation to her concept of the
‘new.” She states the “character of startling ureetgdness is inherent in all beginnings and in
all origins” and indeed, all political acts involtbis element of creation, creativity and thus
unexpectedness. She makes the connection betwéen aad beginnings in the following
passage:

to act, in its most general sense, means to takeita@tive, to begin (as the Greek waachein

“to begin,” “to lead,” and eventually “to rule,” dicates), to set something into motion (which is
the original meaning of the Latagere. Because they are initium, newcomers and begsniogr
virtue of birth, men take initiative, are promptetb action....This beginning is not the same as
the begli?lning of the world; it is not the beginnimfigsomething but somebody, who is a beginner
himself.
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Antithetical to the routine, the bringing in of sething new “always happens against the
overwhelming odds of statistical laws and theirhadaility...which amounts to certainty.” As
such she maintains that the new may manifest ifighise of a miracle'? In this way political
activity is understood as an unpredictable breakrupture in the given order. For Arendt
“setting something new into the world” requiresaateptance of uncertain consequences. It is
in this vein of the unexpected that one can reaehdi's hesitation regarding motives which
control activity in a predetermined way. She stdted “action must be free, must be free from
motives...[and] from intended goal.” She goes on risgethat “action insofar as it is free is
neither under the guidance of the intellect noraurttle dictate of the will**? In a strange way,
however, this unexpectedness inherent to all palitacts — which incites new beginnings — is
encoded within the language of tbepectedThis is evident when she claims “the fact thahma
is capable of action means that the unexpectetheaxpected’**

This notion of political activity, as that whichdaks with routine, is also exemplified in
her work,Origins of TotalitarianismIn her chapter “Totalitarianism in Power” Arerafitiques
the often default assumption that scientific radiliiy is desirable. She contends that in fact,
intense rationalization and bureaucracy were nacgssonditions for the Nazi regime to
slaughter such a mass population. Indeed, the pbot&opulation’ itself is a rational, efficient
technology whereby a diverse people are known jpadicular way that enables increased
control conducive to organized extermination. Ashs she contests that it is this language of
rationality itself which we must interrogate ratllban take as a common-sensical given. In the
context of this critique Arendt states that “in leane of us, there lurks such a liberal, wheedling
us with the voice of common sense>"Here Arendt urges us to question our own seemingly

friendly, liberal, naturalized assumptions forgtin the name of common or habitual logic that
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we may become complacent to the dangers it concéhis critique of common sense in the
empirical case of Nazi Germany serves as a poigaaument for the importance of viewing
political activity as a type of rupture that refage accept routinized practices.

Although political activity for Arendt hinges upoa certain degree of flux and
spontaneity, she nonetheless articulates poliaicéibn as requiring a form of fixity. This is
apparent in the second Latin word for the verbdtd’ which she evokes and thatgsrere.
Though Arendt indicates that this term is diffictdttranslate, she interprets it as the “enduring
and supporting continuation of past acts” or pheowise, a task that is to be carried through by
those people who participated in its constructiims term signifies a commitment to following
through with that new act which has been creatéss& two meanings of the term ‘to act’ —
agereandgerere- though potentially complementary, are more irgengly at odds with one
another. Indeed, the contradictory element betvileese two meanings leads Arendt to offer two
very different concepts of political activity. Sheppears to have a dual commitment to:
contingent political action on the one hand, arnd #wt are preserved and secured on the other.

This is particularly evident in her discussion memory While Arendt continually
alludes to the temporally contingent quality ofipol action, she ultimately freezes this fluidity
in her desire for the polis as a bounded-communityhose purpose is in part to preserve
memory of past acts. Indeed, Arendt asserts thatattt creates an "outcome", or tangible
product, once the act has completed. This fixedmue of the act is the "deed and the story";
contrary to her notion of the always changing #w, deed and the story must be preserved.
Thus, the polis becomes necessary. For, it is thies’g'physically secured...walls” which
enforce an “organized remembrance.” It is the pualisch is the condition of possibility for

memory. She states that the polis is the “remedytife futility of action and speech; for the
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chances that a deed deserving fame would be fergothat it would actually become
“immortal,” were not very good**® It is interesting to note that an act that is memorialized
becomes intolerable for Arendt; indeed it ceaselset@n act. It is the polis, it may be argued,
which is the necessary pre-requisite for the seda@tich definition of ‘act’; namely, the carrying
through, and commitment to an act. Without the gahis quality of continuity has more
difficulty continuing. Of the polis she states:

It assures the mortal actor that his passing existend fleeting greatness will never lack the
reality that comes from being seen, being heard, generally, appearing before an audience of
fellow men, who outside the polis could attend ahly short duration of the performarice.

The polis serves an important function in that mswes that “deed and stories” become
“imperishable,” and forever secured. Interestinglghough the political act and freedom itself
are posited as ephemeral thetcomeof the act is framed as requiring stability. dtin fact
curious that the political act itself might becoare“outcome” at all, considering that for Arendt
activity ceases to be activity when it has a paliic end or motive. Indeed, Arendt likens
political activity to the performing arts ratherath an artisticproduct partially in order to
emphasize the act's ephemeral quality. It is odd that action may have a surplus product
considering that the act — for Arendt — only exstslong as it is in action. In Arendt’s words,
action is “manifest in the world as long as thdaactasts, but no longet* It would appear
that Arendt’s very definition of political activity which is seen as a constant practice — would
be inherently ephemeral, for the moment that itsesato be active it ceases altogether.
Importantly, the first Latin definition she offeia the form ofagere (to begin) does not
necessarily crave the continuity and preservatibarmact — and perhaps therefore does not
require the polis as its condition of possibility.fact, the polis may be viewed as a hindrance to

the spontaneity and breaking of habitual ways @idp® which the ternagerecorresponds.
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It may be argued that this seeming contradicticgmsting from Arendt’s double-
meaning of activity is not a contradiction at &nhe may contend that we are at once incited by
Arendt to act in new ways, to be spontaneous, @aga in ways of being that rupture dominant
habits; and we are also called upon to carry egemew ways of being. | contend that resolving
these two notions of action by viewing them as ralljureinforcing sutures an important
contradiction in Arendt's work, and that this setude-politicizes Arendt's notion of political
activity.

If we approach the two terms agere and gerere — as working ‘together,” the
spontaneous and rupturing potentialagfereis domesticated. | contend that the second Latin
word that Arendt offers ugierere in fact undoes the interrupting quality of thesti If a new act
must be carried on, and thus must be preserved, ilo®t cease to be new? If a spontaneous,
contingent act must be preserved by the polis —tla@afore contained and secured by the polis
— does it not cease to be spontaneous, contingent®y mind, the answer in each of these
instances is yes. Indeed by Arendt’s own logicahswer is yes, which is why she in part denies
the home — with its four securing walls — as a spac politics to occur. In Arendt’'s work she
resolves the dual meanings of the term ‘to act’ gmywileging the second, and therefore
necessitating the security of the polis. | feeisitimportant to ask: what can be gained by
understanding Arendt’'s two meanings of activityb&sng in dis-agreement with one another,
rather than in resolution? | believe that it isaimd through the rubbing together of these two
meanings — not in their peaceful coexistence —Aandt offers us a meaningful understanding
of political activity. By rubbing together thesetimms it becomes evident how the spontaneous
political, rupturing act may be protected by thdiggoand therefore also limited by it. This

awareness forces us to ask whether privilegingipalilife that emerges from the polis is indeed
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the most productive, the most political. Furtherejoit begs the question: what rupturing
political acts are deemed unqualified when it isuased that the contained polis — and its
preserving potential - e condition of possibility for action?

In this regard Arendt both does and does not giwvehe language to understand the
sanctuary recipient in political terms. On the drend, she explains activity agjere the
beginning of something new, the breaking of routiviet, as | have explored, this act is also
defined aggererewhich requires the maintenance and protection pblaical act by the polis
which enables fixed memory practices. In the feetse sanctuary recipients may be exemplary
of political activity. Indeed, the entrance of diegal ‘non-citizen’ within the heart of cities
across Canada certainly imposes a rupture witreretreryday, often unquestioned practices of
citizenship. The routinized practice of citizenskipereby one is simply accepted and therefore
enforced to engage in the bureaucratic and roetthjzractices of becoming citizen; or denied
and therefore enforced to quietly exit without dron is troubled. As William Walters has
pointed out, the taking of sanctuary guaranteet degortation will “no longer be a routine
administrative process.” Instead, the practiceapicsuary ensures that “deportation is revealed as
a site where sovereignty is performed: either tketesnegotiating with the subjects of
deportation...or the states as armed bodies of messtling down church doors, seizing,
arresting, pacifying, terrifying, removing bodiesfull display of the public.*?° In this sense,
those people living within sanctuary refuse to wallthe notion of citizenship (which entails
practices of deportation) to smoothly exist as wmbested. These people give face to the
violences that citizenship engenders.

On December 11, 2007 the habitual act of entetiegtancouver airport, swiping ones’

passport and travelling seamlessly through annatenal system was anything but seamless.
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Instead, on this day Laiber Singh and his 2,00(pbstiprs flooded the entrance of the airport
thereby disrupting not only the Canada Border $es/iAgency’s plan to deport Singh, but also
the thoughts of those people mindlessly traveltmgugh a system which requires the silencing
of its own necessary violences. As travellers fcatly rushed to pass-through the space of
transit to get home, Singh served as the suppospaigch-less person who nonetheless seemed
to whisper through his very presence: ‘the prastiteough which you find and secure your
home, have rendered me homeless.’ In this waydbgne act of checking a flight number, or
going through security are interrupted by the imag@a man who waits not for a flight, but
demands recognition and right.

Troublingly, however, this unpredictable and ruptgract — seemingly exemplary of
Arendt’s notion ofagere— is excluded by her definition of political adtwthat relies upon the
polis. If the polis is the space of communicatiyeeexch deeds that defines ones’ political
subjectivity then by definition Singh appears tsagipear from the political realm. Or, at the
very least he exhibits an unqualified political a@i Although at first sight Arendt herself would
exclude the possibility of the sanctuary recipigemntblitical agency — in that the condition of
possibility for political life is the polis — herawk offers the tools to undo this very exclusionary
logic itself by suggesting that political action mifasts in the interruption of routinized practices
While Arendt is the theorist who may provide justtion for the denial of sanctuary recipients
as political, she is at the same time the thewrisi provides a meaningful language with which
to speak of migrant’s political agency. As | haveuwed, crucially this language is only
meaningful when holding her two notions of politieetivity against each other, rather than
attempting to resolve them. For, when we hold tlagrminst each other an important paradox is

revealed and that is: although the polis may besgrece which enables public dialogue, and
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although it is a space which protects the memorgesfds it is also this space which hinders
political activity as a creatively contingent athus, in order to take seriously Arendt’s notion of

agerethe polis as the condition of possibility for gmial activity must be questioned.

Problematizing the Polis

Perhaps more precisely, ttparticular notion of the polis that has been evoked thus far
must be questioned. To remind ourselves, she defes to the polis in its original Greek
manifestation in terms of a physically bounded camity. In order to exert political voice and
thus freedom what is needed, she states is

The company of other men who were in the same, statkit needed a common public space to

meet them — a politically organized world, in otimrds, into which each of the free men could

insert himself by word and deéd.
Indeed, providing a “common” public space is thepoge of the polis. This is problematic for
the sanctuary recipient. The sanctuary recipiedersied entry into the “common public space”
and furthermore, may not be in “the same statedtasr men. Perhaps this is precisely what
makes their voices interesting, and indeed whagrefunpredictability within the political
sphere. Perhaps it is in and through their dengathfthe common public space that their voices
are consistent with the notion afjere the bringing of something new into being, thetanmg
of habit. Indeed, what better way to incite a ru@tin the given order than by drawing attention
to the very violence that found a seemingly multioal society?

Considering that the polis for Arendt is that spadech provides a place for men of a
common state to meet, it follows that this is atke space which denies certain types of
subjectivities (women etc) from being in commone Shtates that:

Obviously not every form of human intercourse anat every kind of community is
characterized by freedom. Where men live togeth#grdm not form a bodyolitic — as for
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example, in tribal societies or in the privacy lné household — the factors ruling their actions and
conduct are not freedom but the necessities o#lifé concern for its preservatit.

Again, this notion would inhibit migrants — and @&l a variety of other forms of existence —
from partaking in free, political activity. In thiarticulation it would appear that the sanctuary
recipient is “obviously” relegated to this mere ggevation of life — perhaps even bare life. In
this expression she unsettlingly equates poliactlity with the sovereign state or the
geographic area with an associated government.ig kigen more clearly expressed when she
claims that:

The human being who has lost his plata community, his political status in the struiggf his

time, and théegal personalitywhich makes his actions and part of his destingrasistent whole,

is left with those qualities which usually can beeoarticulate only in the sphere of private life

and must remainnqualified,mere existence in all matters of public concentbia left

with...only the unpredictable hazards of friendshig aympath¥?®
Evidently here Arendt considers qualified politivaice as dependent upon the inclusion within
a community that can guarantee, legally, onesusioh. In this notion the illegal migrant, or the
exile, becomes an intolerable subjectivity. Strambg her own definition Arendt — as an exilic
figure — is denied voice. Considering this paradbis, vital to ask: in order to be considered
politically qualified is it essential to be partacommon public space? Or perhaps, does losing
ones place from the community provide one withrapdrtant position from which to speak?
Was this not the case for Arendt herself? Thierates the conundrum that Arendt’'s work
poses. While the sanctuary recipient may be matdsto act politically (according to the
definition ofagerg he is denied entry into the space, the polisnfrehich such action is said to
occur.

After considering the way in which Arendt evoké® tpolis as a physically bounded

community it is important to note how she also @#lsi to a different conceptualization. Before

concluding that the polis is antithetical to thdggires who are not legally constituted by the
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polis, such as the sanctuary recipient, it may seful to consider the multiple — and potentially
subversive - ways in which she evokes this conckmeed, Arendt offers an alternative
articulation of the polis which does not necessitat bounded territoriality, or imply legal
recognition. It may be argued that in fact for Adethe polis is not necessarily making a plea for
a confined community at all as she does alludeh&éodolis in a more amorphous manner in
particular moments. For instance she states that

The polis, properly speaking, is not the city-statés physical location; it is the organizatioh o
the people as it arises out of acting and speakigether. And its true space lies between people
living together for this purpose, no matter whdreythappen to be. “Wherever you go, you will
be a polis”...[this] expresse[s] the conviction thation and speech create a space between the
participants which can find its proper location ashany time anywherg?

In this respect, Arendt unravels the logic of tldigpthat | previously laid out. Here, she offers
an image of the polis as mobile, transient andeddeontingent. This polis is contingent upon
the dialogue between participants and appears lfoexist during such an exchange. As such,
she states that this polis can exist “anywhéf2Ih this theorization of the polis the basement
suite of a church where a sanctuary recipient asitbys illegally interact constitutes a polis, and
is seemingly deemed just as political as the bodindegally legitimate community.
Interestingly, this flexible-polis aligns more cariably with her notion ohgerein that it is
distinguished by spontaneity, fluidity and uncertai Perhaps the creative, contingent political
act — which itself is without a certain end goas-best achieved in a political space which does
not require fixed and stable borders to limit amgbinge upon it. And it is in and through this
meaning of the polis that the sanctuary recipieay mot find himself outside of the realm of the
political.

In summation: Arendt offers us two central formgofitical activity @gereandgerere,

and correspondingly two main forms of the polisygbally bounded and non). Paradoxically
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then, sanctuary recipients - and Arendt herselexdke - are exemplary of her definition of
political activity and yet simultaneously excludéy it. In order to understand sanctuary
recipients as expressing an important form of alitexpression it is productive to illuminate
the dis-agreement between her two notions of ag¢dod their respective political milieu) rather
than simply succumb to a resolution between theon, When we hold up Arendt’s notion of
agere (and its corresponding flexible-polis) against Wa€s notion of gerere (and the
physically-bounded, legally legitimate polis thiatequires) the inherent exclusions upon which
the latter is premised become blatantly evidenhelkomes obvious that by privilegingrere
and the bordered polis, what is lost - or at |dasted - is a type of spontaneous activity that
may trouble habitual practices (such as the ptdelf) by an actor who is not fixed nor legally
recognized. Indeed, this juxtaposition highlighte tviolent absences in our own physically-
bounded and legally legitimate political commurstighich strangely deny migrants’ rupturing

political potentialas political.

Ranciere’s Interruption

Much like Arendt’s articulation ohgere as a type of spontaneous rupture in the given
order, Ranciere emphasizes in his tBx$agreementhat politics is defined in and through
interruption. He states: “the specificity of padii is disruption.”*?® That is to say, the
contestation itself over a seemingly naturalizedammey or order that appears to exclude
‘nothing,’ is precisely what constitutes politieatercise. Particularly, the naturalized notion that
concerns politics most for Ranciére is equality.

It may appear odd that the very theorist insistgmin explicating a politics based on
ruptures would argue that the activity of polititsrns on equality as its principlé® It may

appear strange in that equality is often framedhasunproblematic, ultimate telos which is



50

potentially void of exclusion. Crucially, howevérjs not Ranciere’s intent to pose equality as a
complete end which he hopes to achieve. EqualityRBnciére is not a “given that politics then
presses into service, an essence embodied in wherla goal politics sets itself the task of
attaining.” Instead he views it as amsSumptiorthat needs to be discerned within the practices
of implementing it” [Emphasis addetff In other words, Ranciére is compelled to questien
ways in which the term and practice of ‘equality anobilized which always-already engender
violent absences. As such, equality is framed wotmsich as a goal but a site of continual
problematization for Ranciere.

In order to expose the ways in which the notioeauality overcodes its own exclusions,
Ranciere claims that it is vital to make a distimetbetween two concepts: the police and
politics. He contests that politics opposes thécpdbgic, or as he says politics is an “extremely
determined activity antagonistic to policinf® The police signify for Ranciére what is
commonly, and problematically, understood by thetpolitics:

Politics is generally seen as the set of procedwdesreby the aggregation and consent of
collectivities is achieved, the organization of gosy the distribution of places and roles, and the
systems of legitimizing this distribution. | progogo give this system of distribution and
legitimization another name. | propose to cathé police*®
In other words: the police function as the ratidgalhat decides how and what is rendered
visible and identifiable as a part of the whole oamity, whether or not its speech will be heard
as intelligible. While on the one hand the poliesat how all parts have been accounted for,
included and given its due share of the commontig®klaims the opposite. Politics asserts that
there is a wrong done in the existing count ofdcbemunity parts, that there'la part of those

t**! Thus, it is the goal of politics to shed critidight upon these absences. It

who have no par
is vital for Ranciere to contest the way in whible police and politics have been conflated, for

the police - as the organization and distributiba Gwhole' that always has invisible remnants -
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can never be the site from which political conteéstamay occur. This is primarily because the
work of police is to deny the remnants and theeefibye ability to contest the seeming equal
whole of a given community.

In relation to this part that has “no part” Ranei@sserts: who better to highlight such
exclusions than those excluded? Indeed, if psliticexercised “solely through interruption”
then this requires those who have “no part” in $oeial order to bring to critical light their
exclusions through such an interruption. For Raedigis is the radically political moment. Such
instances allow the excluded — “the part who hapant’ — to constitute themselves as agents
under different terms. Indeed for Ranciere, pmditiactivity is whatever “shifts a body from the
place assigned to it or changes a place’s desimdti makes visible what had no business being
seen, and makes heard a discourse where once Waereonly place for noise; it makes
understood as discourse what was once only heanoise™*? Politics for Ranciére is a move
whereby the excluded re-constitute themselves, nthkeselves known where they had
previously appeared to not appear at all. In thég/ ViRanciere perhaps offers a language to
understand sanctuary recipients as exhibiting al yblitical role as their presence may
potentially contests given citizenship practicés. Ranciere suggests:

Politics exists because those who have no righbdocounted as speaking beings make
themselves of some account, setting up a commbpyithe fact of placing itommona wrong
that is nothing more than this very confrontatitine contradiction of two worlds in a single
world: the world where they are and the world wherey are not, the world where there is
something betweei them and those who do not acknowledge them aakspg beings who
count and the world where there is nothifig.

This is an important point in relation to sanctuaggipients. It may be argued that because
Laiber, Amir and Belaouni do not belong to the ¢fiead political community — indeed are
radically excluded from it by law — they are theref denied entry into the political. However, as

Ranciére suggests there is a certain political ntiate offered through this positioning of
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exclusion. The presence of these characters bimbg®eing the division between those who are
considered speaking beings and those who are mmge twho are deemed political, and those
who are not. In a sense, each of these migrankdidjing the way in which ‘equality,’” celebrated
as reality in Canada, is only possible through dbetinual erasure of alternative experiences
which de-stabilize this abstract notion. These amtg highlight what Cruikshank refers to as
“technologies of citizenship:** That is to say, citizenship is revealed to beax@ss which must
continuallywork to exist. Citizenship relies upon particular —eaftviolent - practices in order to
appear as naturalized, in order to appear as sodd given. In this respect the sanctuary
recipient may exhibit Arendt’s notion of politicattivity par excellence. In order for an act to be
deemed political, Arendt states, a person mustribarté to a “common world™® Indeed, the
illegal migrant who is excluded from a common wotldvhose subjectivity is denied and often
deemed apolitical - is ironically perhaps best ableontribute (in an interrupting way) to this
common world by exposing its conditions of pos#iilKkazemian, Belaouni and Singh all shed
critical light upon that which holds ‘us’ as Caraus in common: not equality, not even
commonality - but erasures which enable a “commondi to appear as common. Belaouni's
radio program, for instance, broadcast from a Maaitrchurch which describes how he has been
faced with deportation highlights how the very glwhich holds Canadians in common - as
accepting, peace-keeping multiculturalists - iseed premised upon myth. Or, at the very least,
depends upon a re-coding of particular exclusiora@ctices. On his radio-show Belaouni
discusses his impression of the little dog who jsis$ outside his window which stays propped
open with a Campbell’s soup tin:

The dog is outside, why are you angry? | am jealbas stuck here and you are

outside. His voice is angry like complaining. | @amderstand why he is complaining.
That is my life. That is my lifé3®
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Here, Bealouni’'s voice accentuates the ways in wvBe&emingly humanitarian Canada engages
in practices whereby those deemed unfit are agtivelted in such a de-humanizing manner
that a dog might find objectionable.

Against Ranciere one might contend that this notibthe rupturing political potential of
the "part that has no part” is indeed nothing ntba@m a move to include the excluded within the
dominant order of any given community. Perhaps drgvattention to one's exclusion in fact
serves to reify the very order that seeks to pallty disqualify certain subjects. For instance,
Agamben states that "bare life has the peculiaiilpge of being that whose exclusion founds
the city of men.*®" In this sense, it is exclusion that makes possbparticular political order
which is defined against the seemingly excludee liér. As Agamben sees it, bare life itself is
in fact the center of the ‘city of men' in thatstbiare life is included as the very foundation upon
which the city is articulated against. In other d&rthe city "at once excludes bare life and
captures it within the political ordet® What is essentially different, however, in Ranetr
work is that he envisions a different space fot than of life which is deemed apolitical, and/or
bare and in so doing, contests this very notiothefbare life. Much like Agamben, Ranciére
suggests that while this form of life is not erirencluded - as a legitimate legal subject - it is
also not entirely excluded. The vital difference Ranciére is that this life iglso not simply
included through exclusion. In other words theream®ther domain that cannot be explained
entirely through the triad: inclusion; exclusionglusion through exclusion. Rather, there is a
fourth space for the seemingly apolitical bare faffife that renders this life anything but. That
space is perhaps best described in terms of dretimeen' or gap.

It is here within this in-between gap that the intdd-yet-also-not-entirely-excluded are

able to "demonstrate the sheer contingency of tierband shed light upon the mythical quality
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of 'equality’ that denies their subjectivity. Fostance, existing in a sort of borderland Laiber
exposes the naturalized uncontested categorytiazeici as a concept that must continually work
to exclude his very subjectivity in order to exasg such. In this notion of political activity
Laiber, previously described in terms of an empijitical agency, exerts an important political
act. This supposedly "wordless victim, the ultimBggire of the one excluded from the logos;"”
the one "armed only with a voice expressing a nammis moan, the moan of naked suffering”
thus is able to subvert this silence into a powerdice which calls attention to the practices that
attempt to silenc&® In this respect, then, the figure deemed as adfizare’ life is perhaps not
so bare at all. And further, perhaps his role is simply to "found" a city that - in so doing -
excludes him as Agamben suggests. His role isimael to the past tense. Instead, his role can
be described more precisely as a continuafounding or at least a shaking of those very
foundations which seek to deny him.

Crucially in this reading of political activity astype of rupture, consensus is deemed as
antithetical to politics. For Ranciére, consenstiengpts to suture the always-present gap
between 1) what appears to be all-inclusive, whegee appears to be nothing left out and 2) that
which is absent. Ranciere asserts that what censgiresupposes is the “disappearance of any
gap between a party to a dispute and a part oéodt is the disappearance of the mechanisms
of appearance, of the miscount and the disputeazpap by the name “people” and the vacuum
of their freedom. It is, in a word, the disappeaganf politics.**° The consensus is the moment
that the conditions under which any given appeaafcompleteness ‘disappear.’ For instance,
it is the erasure of the conditions under which &knbecomes Canada. It is the disappearance
of the violence of colonization which made possitdar homeland. The consensus is the

uncontested evocation of the term Canada whichappge envelop a whole — which ngver
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whole. It is the moment that the plethora of tesdiare (mis)counted and given the name of the
‘people’ thereby over-coding and denying the exgreres outside such a seemingly complete
category. It is the moment when everything appéafse accounted for, the moment that “the
whole is all” and the “nothing is nothing.” In thsense, the moment that politics ceases is
"wherever this gap no longer has any place, wheréeewhole of the community is reduced to
the sum of its parts with nothing left ov&t"

When we juxtapose Arendt’s notion of political actiwith that of Ranciere’s we see
some important parallels, and departures. Indestth, \diew political activity as a type of rupture
or interruption in the given order. However unlikeendt, Ranciere does not necessitate the polis
as the condition of possibility for such politicadtivity to manifest. Indeed, it would appear that
for Ranciére there is a distinctive political pdtahof existing not within a particular political
community or polis, but ‘in-between.” FurthermoRanciere’s assertion that keeping open a dis-
agreement whereby that which appears whole is iguest and (re)considered may be useful to
understand in relation to Arendt’s work. ParticlyaRanciere’s notion of the dis-agreement
might be applied to her two concepts of activitytlier than resolving the two terms, a more
politically productive reading of Arendt might be tonsider at once the notion gérere —
which necessitates a particular political commuudiggicated to protection and memorialisation
in the form of the polis — simultaneously agaiagere Through this reading her notion of
activity is exposed as relying upon a physicallymded polis that necessarily denies certain
forms of political activity. Furthermore, this reagd allows us an alternative language with
which to articulate the sanctuary recipient in temh political agency, for it is this part that ¥ha
no part” who may be most qualified to destabiline guestion what constitutes and is violently

excluded from ostensibly qualified political comnities.
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Chapter 5: The Spectacle of Sanctuary

Both Arendt and Ranciere provide an important lagguto understand sanctuary
recipients, whom Lippert poses as apolitical, iditiwal terms. By offering the rupture or
interruption as a central modality of political iact both Arendt and Ranciére compel us to re-
consider migrants living within sanctuary. Impligjtfor Arendt and Ranciere the very condition
under which Lippert denies the sanctuary recipgertice — namely that they are not entirely
included within the political community — in fachables these figures an important form of
political speech. It is due to the precarious paositbetween citizen/non-citizen (and their
obfuscation of both categories) that migrants migstw attention to and contest normalized
practices of citizenship. While Arendt arguably \pdes the logic to deny the exilic figure as
political - by suggesting that the territoriallydomled polis conditions political life - she
simultaneously provides the logic to destabilizis stirgument. She does this in two ways: first,
she offers an alternative definition of the polis an amorphous experience; second, the
definition of political action asgere(or a spontaneous rupture) that she poses mightege
migrants who do not comfortably reside within tieéigand who therefore might be in a position
to trouble its foundational, uncontested assumgpgtion

Though it may appear that Arendt and Ranciére peotfe theoretical tools to unravel
Lippert's logic which ultimately denies the migraali form of agency we should pause to
consider some important implications, lest we forthpe exclusions evident in their own work.
While both Arendt and Ranciere express politicalividg as a type of rupture, thereby
facilitating an understanding of the illegal migras political, they also specify a particular pre-
requisite: naming and visibility. Indeed, | contetitht both Arendt and Ranciere privilege

activity that is conducive to thespectacle This becomes problematic in that the sanctuary
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recipient’s rupturing potential can only be undeost as political in so far as it can be known in
a spectacular way. And, as it will be argued, thectacle itself in many ways limits certain

possibilities for political activity. Furthermor#his notion forecloses other political actors who
may present meaningful interruptions within haHitpeactices precisely because they are not

spectacular.

Arendt’s Disclosure

For every action what is primarily intended by theer, whether he acts from natural necessity
or out of free will, is the disclosure of his ownage
-Dante*?

As was explicated in the previous section, Arergltassitates that in some respects the
polis is a territorially-bounded entity partiallgtause it ensures the preservation of the deed and
story once action itself has ceased. It is thespglhysically secured walls which enforce an
“organized remembrance” and condition the possjbitir memory**® She states that the polis is
the “remedy for the futility of action and speedbr the chances that a deed deserving fame
would be forgotten, that it would actually beconmarhortal,” were not very good-** Here it is
evident that for Arendt the act which is not meralized is intolerable; indeed, it ceases to be
considered an act.

Importantly, it is not simply the act or outcometbé act itself that must be remembered
— but also thector. She emphasizes the necessity for an act to bheected to an actor who is
known by name. Without this exposure, the actigleeed futile. She states that “action without
a name, a “who” attached to it, is meaningl&8sThe unknown generic face is unbearable and
cannot exhibit virtuous activity. This assertion [est understood in context of her

conceptualization of political activity that | haygeviously explored. Crucially for Arendt
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political activity and freedom require the courdgeact in a public way. Dialogue which occurs
within the confines of ones’ own mind or home (anstuary, or...) is thus inherently apolitical.
Therefore, part of this making-public element faeAdt is the making of ones’ identity publicly
visible and heard. It is not sufficient to invisitdct within the public world; instead, individuals
must make themselves known to the world within \Wwhigey act. As such, what Arendt calls
‘disclosure’ becomes a quintessential quality ofitmal activity. By disclosure Arendt means
the process by which one becomes visibly knownhe public realm. As the epitaph that
commences both this section and Arendt's chaptditlesh “Action” implies: action and
disclosure are mutually coextensive. Indeed, fanalt it is impossible to act politically without
disclosing oneself. In this respect, it is not sisipg that she often clings to the notion of the
Greek polis which, as she explains, provided ‘meith a kind of “theatre where freedom could
appeat [emphasis added]?® If the political space for activity may be likenéd a theatre,
political subjectivity thus depends upon functianas a visible type afpectacle

The weight that Arendt gives to disclosure is exired in her contention that this is the
definitive feature of the hero. Disclosure itsetfables an ordinary person to transcend to the
extraordinary hero. Arendt claims that she excavéte “original” definition of the hero from
Homer. Although the term hero often connotes a dygiorified figure, Arendt argues that the
hero is in fact simply he “for whom a story could told.**’ The hero for Arendt is one who
inserts oneself into the world and commences ay stbrone’s own. She considers this a
courageous act. And this courage is not necessas#pciated with a willingness to suffer;
instead, it is expressed in the willingness toVvkeane’s private hiding place and show who one
is.” The hero is one who is keen to “disclose arpose oneself.” Furthermore, glory itself is

equated with visibility. This is exemplified in hatatement that “action needs for its full



59

appearance the shining brightness we once calteg, gind which is possible only in the public
realm.”® The shining spot-light that brings one out frordihg and into clear sight is indeed
what enables an act to transcend the banal torttve b

Based on this notion of disclosure Arendt offersttuge characters. First, there is the
hero — or the political figure who has courageiszidse his name and for whom a story may be
told. The next figure is the “the doer of good Wsirwho must exist without “self and preserve
complete anonymity”; and third “the criminal who stinide himself from others.” Both the doer
of good works and the criminal are unable to dselthemselves, albeit for different reasons.
While the benevolent doer of good is “for all methé& criminal — Arendt asserts — is “against all
men.” Despite their different intentions the fabat both must resist disclosure makes them
equally “lonely figures” in Arendt's mind. She stat that because of their loneliness, or
isolation, they must “therefore, remaintsidethe pale of human intercourse and are, politically,

marginal figures™®

[Emphasis added]. Here, the person who resistsrhieg visible and who
is not known by name is situated as a marginaladtar beyond the grasp of political life. It is
vital to highlight the way in which Arendt carvesitoca very limited and ultimately apolitical
domain for the undisclosed actor through her déidicdo visibility.

Unquestionably, Arendt is deeply suspicious anticatiof the actor who remains hidden.
She states that freedom “develops futlyly when action has created its own worldly space
where it can come out of hiding, as it were, andterigs appearance™® For Arendthiding itself
is radically at odds with political lifeArendt exemplifies the problematic nature of amknown
act by referencing the phenomenon of the ‘Unknowfdi8r’ which was a condition of World

War |. Arendt states that,

The brutal fact that the agent of the war was dlgtusobody inspired the erection of the
monuments to the ‘unknown’ to all those whom the Wwad failed to make known and had
robbed thereby, not of their achievement, but theinan dignity>*
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In this articulation Arendt emphasizes a doublegdarof non-disclosure. First, the threat resides
in the fact that one may perish and cease to beendrered therefore robbing a person of
political action and thus “human dignity.” The seldwho cannot be identified fades from
memory like dust smattering an anonymous monumashi@ses that which defines him as hero
or indeed human - the deed. Secondly, Arendt isiaggthat disclosure is paramount not simply
S0 a story may be told of a hero, but so that #&or acay be held accountable for the violences of
their act. For Arendt war itself, which lacks a @se name or face with which to attribute the
violences it engenders, serves as a key exempléndaeed for disclosure.

It may be argued that the sanctuary recipient ccobeé included within this
conceptualization of political activity which prigeges visibility. Clearly those living in highly
publicized sanctuary are named, known and indeetem#ered perhaps more so than the
‘average’ citizen. Indeed, as was made clear irdtkeursive analysis of mainstream media: the
migrant isexceptionallyvisible. However, to what degree might this vikipiin fact disable the
notion of the rupturevhich Arendt poses as epitomizing political acti?itFurthermore, what
about those migrants who illegally and invisiblyjpsihto Canada and find sanctuary in a less
obvious form? They are excluded. So too, migrart® a&ttempt to ensure invisibility before
residing in sanctuary cannot be understood inipaliterms. Yet | ask: how can the somewhat
invisible figure also enact an unpredictable ruptuperhaps to a deeper degree than the

sanctuary recipient or citizen who is highly visilaind known?

Ranciéere’s Visibilities
This move to equate political activity with visiityl or disclosure is also present - though

manifests itself differently - in Ranciere’s workRanciere diverges from Arendt in that he
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specifically illuminates how visibility of the exalled can destabilize the dominant order that
seeks to deny their presence or entry into that eder. However, like Arendt he relies upon

visibility as a stipulation of political activity anetheless. As may be recalled, for Ranciere
politics is constitutive of an interruption withthe dominant order. In this conceptualization the
“part that has no part” plays a vital political @ohs they may draw attention to their own

exclusion within the given order thereby constitgtia disruption. It would appear that this

understanding provides a de-victimizing languagth wihich to understand, for example, the

sanctuary recipient. While this may be argued, Raets politicization of the excluded requires

the exclusion of those who do not necessarily akbitstrive for visibility.

The most radical act of politics for Ranciére is thoment that those who have “no part”
in the social order articulate a wrong as equalakipg beings> Indeed, this is the
quintessential political moment, for the naturatnesthe “dominant discourse is questioned and
its arbitrariness exposed® This process enables the excluded to render theassas political
agents by “makingisible what had no business being seen, and makes hedrisicaurse where
once was only place for nois€* The police deny the existence of any such pantebgering
the wrong invisible and therefore non-existent.c8ithe order of the police, or the (biopolitical)
logic of the management of populations, is pregisttle denial of its existence giving
consistency to the excluded involves the metapliathe theatre: the logic of a staging, of
constructing a scene where the part that has rionpay be seeft” Unlike Arendt, Ranciére
does not contend that the polis is necessarilstage upon which political activity may unfold;
however, the “stage” — and thus the actor as a tfpgpectacle — is nonetheless compulsory.
While | have discussed how this theorization opgmshe domain of political activity, it is vital

to point out the way in which this conception atadically limits it. For Ranciere, the excluded
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become political by subverting their invisibilityto a form of visibility and recognition. As
such, Ranciere contends that in so far as those halwve ‘no part’ remain unseen, unheard,
unknown, and uncounted they slip away into a ratteaningless milieu.

Much like Arendt, Ranciére maintains that for ahtacbe considered political the actor
must be named. In order for the excluded to dragntibn to a wrong done in the existing count
of the community parts and in order to highlighattsome are not counted, there must be a
naming process. The excluded draw attention toagvby constructing a “stage” in which the
existence of a wrong is demonstrated and — whatiRancalls -subjectivizedyhich is defined
as a process of giving a name to the part of thds® have no part, the political subjectivity
which is the subject of a wrortdg® While this may appear an innocent process, anHaper
indeed necessary, this again limits the domainotitipal activity to those who are willing and
able to be known in this particular way. Again,dkawhat of those who remain nameless,

faceless? Is it thus impossible for an act to éait interruption without a name attached to it?
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Chapter 6: (In)visible Interruptions

Through the work of Arendt and Ranciere | have shaways to understand the sanctuary
recipient in political terms: to subvert their velessness into voice; their invisibility into
visibility. What is interesting is the way in whithis dedication to visibility expresses itselfan
variety of forms: from the definition of sanctudtgelf which hinges upon exposure, to specific
political movements. Take the case of the occupatfoSaint Ambroise church in Paris in 1996
by 324 African migrants. This event has been reteto as setting the foundation for tens-
papiersmovement, a campaign that demands legalizatiospafalled ‘illegal immigrants.” As
Walters has suggested, “one reason for the signifie of this movement is that through it
undocumented workers...have sought to become autamorpolitical subjects, rather than
merely the causes for which external groups steutfgl It is important to note how visibility
itself functions as the condition which enablesitmall subjectivity for these migrants. This is
evident in their manifesto which reads:

We the Sans-Papiers of France, in signing this @ppeave decided to come out of the
shadows. From now on, in spite of the dangers,nbt only our faces but also our names
which will beshown[emphasis addedf?

In a sense, this reads as a page from Arendt inththaname and visibility are emphasized
as the key qualities which render their act pditiScholars such as Peter Nyers have also taken
up this line of argument stating that, “through omgible activism...[illegal migrants] make
visible the violent paradoxes of sovereignty”Nyers specifically references the importance of
sanctuary in that thevisible and audible presence of non-citizens politicaljestts” compels
Canadians to question unquestioned citizenshiptipesc¢®® This commitment to visibility as a

central tool for political efficacy is often expeesl in the critical body of literature concerning

agency for abject subjectivities. For instance nyeBdkins’ theorization on resistance liife,
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Power, Resistanceyticulates a strong dedication to the visible destration as a viable means

to subvert the effects of sovereign power whichstarcts life as simply a powerless bare life.
In her text she refers to two ways in which induats may resist apolitical bare life: 1) through

the refusal and 2) through acceptance. First,ri&dikientifies how a “refusal to draw lines” may

provide a productive way to manoeuvre against ffects of sovereign power. As she points
out, this tactic always risks re-drawing lines iewnproblematic ways. As such, the second
avenue is offered as a more viable alternative, thatl is the acceptance of bare life. Here,
Edkins contends that “accepting” and embracing bié@emay subvert sovereign power and

allow actors to claim important political agencythe process. The central modality through
which one may accept bare life is through the pajslemonstration. By using ones own body
as a dramatic platform upon which sovereign powsermade visible, one may express
meaningful political resistanc8' The exemplar expression of this subversion comesse form

of Abbas Amini - an Iranian man “seeking asylum”onin 2003 “sewed his own eyes, ears and
mouth with coarse thread.” According to Edkinsstimoment

viscerally reveals and draws attention to his owrspn as nothing but the bare life produced by
sovereign power. When he sewed up his mouth to gfikers a voice, that is, to demand that
other speak for him as one who cannot speak fosdiimhe used the very bare life that the
sovereign power imposes on him to unmask the oelslip of violence in which he had been
placed. Vitally, in doing so he claimed back thesibility of speaking politically®”
In addition to Amini a number of other examples atiBzed in order to illustrate the possibilities
constitutive of embracing bare life. These examphetude: the hunger striker and the street
demonstrator. What is interesting about the exasniblet Edkins provides is that, as different as
they are, theyall entail a visible demonstration in order to resladeed, as Edkins states,

“whichever route, [sovereign power] can no longenaeal its violence under the pretence of

politics.” The emphasis here is upon the resistailoceoncealment, and the move towards
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disclosure (again reminiscent of Arendt). This nalimed dedication to disclosure is troubling as
it suggests that, for instance, sanctuary recipieaency is limited to their ability to visibly
draw attention to themselves. What is particulavlyrrisome is that this agency whereby one
adopts bare life in order to politicize it, leads the uncomfortable paradox that: in order to
become political one must draw attention to onesekpolitical.

This reliance upon visible demonstration is alspregsed in Walters’ workActs of
DemonstrationIn his article Walters suggests a variety oftefyees to “reveal” how “even the
apparent ‘invisibility’ of certain migrants is netraightforward but in many cases a status that
has be artfully maintained and reproduced.” Waltegaies how ‘acts of demonstration’ (defined
as “moments, performances, enactments and even&n vah new identity, substance or
relationship of citizenship is brought into existett®®) is an important strategy to resist bare life
in that it makes “visible a phenomenon to be wiseekby others*®*

What these theorizations - as expressed by Ar&aticiere, Nyers, Edkins, Walters and
the Sans Papier manifesto - have failed to addsekew a type ofnvisibility itself may be an
important political site. As | demonstrated in the first section of this thegjovernmental,
pastoral and sovereign power all pivot upon gpectacle Lippert describes in great detail the
way in which each of these rationalities have aelaffinity for visibility. As was suggested in
the media analysis of Chapter 3, it is partly thecsuary recipient as spectacle that has rendered
them as a passive figure to be saved. Although Wo#mdt and Ranciere articulate the
importance of the spectacle in a way that can motdnflated with these three Foucualtian
rationalities it is suspicious nonetheless thay tbe fervently rely upon this characteristic as a
condition for political life. Indeed, it is problatic that Arendt and Ranciere — both of whom

offer a language to understand the excluded beybednotion of bare life which these
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rationalities imply — would also claim that the staele is definitive of political existence. It is
necessary to understand the problematics inheretitis commitment to the spectacle. | ask,
what is the naturalized assumption or the giveninaelthe definition of political life which
necessitates visibility, and how best to ruptureirgerrupt it? What might be the political
potential of invisibility, or at least troubling éhnotion of disclosure? What may be politically
gained in ‘perishing’?

Situating sanctuary recipients’ agency in relationheir ability to visibly draw attention
to their own absences is but one way to understighl migrants as political. In this reading
sanctuary recipients are included within the pwditibecause they are lit by a public spotlight;
however, | have suggested that they become vigibée particular way which often constructs
them as passive. For instance, we might remindetues of the dismal, helpless image of Singh
that is continually evoked in the media. Ironicalthen, what defines sanctuary recipients as
potentially political — namely that they make visilparticular absences — is often also what
potentially figures them as victim&> Troublingly, less spectacular moments have begyela
side-stepped because of the deeply ingrained assumipat to be political one must be visible.
In this respect it is important to question vistigilas a pre-condition for political life. If itsi
possible to understand sanctuary in less spectamrias, perhaps we can also understand the
sanctuary recipient in and through less victimidiemgguage.

In this shadowy-light it is important to considéetmyriad of less spectacular acts that
occur within (and beyond) sanctuary each day thattd become spectacular and thus may
succeed in rupturing the notion of the illegal raigras a form of bare life. For instance, how
might the daily dialogue which occurs between Beta@nd community members who come to

visit him within the church constitute an importaorm of political speech? Although the
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sanctuary itself is highly visible, visibility isoh necessarily the key defining feature that
distinguishes this type of interaction. In manypesds, the various conversations that take place
within the church serve to subvert the highly speglar image of Belaouni as victim; among his
network of close friends Belaouni is seen as a lge#poughtful individual whose life
experiences elicit intrigue and contemplation, siatply compassion. We might also consider
the acts which take place within the church behilne highly-spectacular protests. Before
hundreds of protesters take to the streets of Ft#@tharles conversations between Belaouni and
his many supporters fill the halls of St. Gabrietaurch. It is here where perhaps the most
important political interaction occurs. As Belaounsis made explicitly clear, he has a large say
as to what tactics are used and how the protestddurOn his radio program Belaouni has
suggested that what defines him as political arethe posters which seek to attract media
attention (by regularly alluding to his disabilityjistead, what renders him political are the more
subtle conversations which take place within therch on a daily basi$® Of course, Arendt
might interject suggesting that because freedoneldes “fully only when action has created its
own worldly space where it can come out of hidir§glaouni’s largely invisible involvement in
his own activism renders him empty with regardpatitical agency®’ Conversely, the droves
of his supporters who make their presence knownigyb(and work to make Belaouni’s
presence known) are replete with freedom. In tlasecit is clear how Arendt’'s desire for
disclosure eclipses alternative forms of activitgttdo not hinge on appearance.

Perhaps the moments prior to and following sangtuaay also be considered a
meaningful form of political rupture precisely basa the spectacle did not necessarily
constitute their existence. For instance, conditkeisanctuary recipient who decides to no longer

merely receive. There have been many incidentsevimigrants have simply left the sanctity of
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the church to find their own ways within Canadidties. Remarking about a migrant who
decided on his own to permanently leave sanctuagnmounced one provider noted, “I felt a
little ripped off.”®® How dare the helpless help themselves. It isipegc this act however
whereby migrants are no longer within the limelighdt certain possibilities might be created.
Although Kazemian, Belaouni, and Singh are oftesegoas becoming political by
entering into the spectacle of sanctuary this tastnibe troubled. By Arendt's approximation
these figures became political the moment theypsteinto the confines of the church or temple.
Prior to this highly spectacular incident they wenwisibly meandering through the cities
without drawing highly orchestrated attention teithexclusions. Indeed, in the eyes of the state
they were invisible, they were nameless. In hisnpd&efugee BlugswH Auden poignhantly
describes this practice: “The consul banged thietabd said/ if you’'ve got no passport you're
officially dead.™® However, is it appropriate to assume that becaosse individuals were
somewhat invisible — and thus dead within #yesof the law — that they in fact deceased
politically? Perhaps it was in and through theilatige invisibility that they were able to
stimulate a subtle, and perhaps more meaningfulrepwithin the given statist order which
seeks to know/control in particular ways that iotfeely upon the spectacle. If one accepts that
we are living within a biopolitical era - wherebyeware known and controlled through
technologies such as population and health - hoghtrbeing considered ‘dead’ in the eyes of
the state be a productive space from which a mgasimpolitical life might emerge? While
rallies were not lobbied in their name, while neasgrs were not riddled with their faces is it
appropriate to suggest that their illegal and carpzely invisible activities were “meaningless”
as Arendt suggests? It may be argued that by silently slipping throuity streets, contesting

statist practices with each soft footstep that thegld a type of political activity which
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outweighs that of their spectacular sanctuary ddgigerestingly, the notion that visibility is the
central modality through which sanctuary recipientsy express political agency is reinforced in
that as soon as a migrant exits the church theyeceabecome a subject of public inquiry. Only
a few months after Kazemian gained citizenship féedithe Vancouver church his name elicits
raised eyebrows of confusion while reference ta®in who currently living in an Abbotsford
temple — dominates dialogue. It would appear thatunderlying assumption is that in and so far
as an individual exists within the visible spaceafctuary they exist as political.

In this vein we may understand the way in whichn@ealed sanctuary,” that which
eludes visibility and exposure, has been effectimelgated within the sanctuary literature. Now,
revisiting Lippert’s initial description of sanctyaas that which hinges upon exposure, an
important political move becomes evident. While gept claims that he avoids discussing
‘concealed sanctuary’ for methodological reasdismcan one study the invisible?), it may be
argued that this move rests on a deeper politssiliraption made also by Arendt and Ranciére
(why study that which is invisible?). In order for act & be considered politically relevant it
must be known in and through a type of disclosiihe given supposition behind this move is a
kind of Arendtian assertion that “without the d@suire of the agent in the act, action loses its
specific character and becomes one form of achieméeramong others-™ As such it is
ludicrous, intolerable even, to consider actionscivlare not known in a particular naming way
in order to be considered political. Yet, it is ionf@ant to ask: might the plethora of concealed
practices obscured in Lippert's work trouble theu€umltian reading he offers of sanctuary
whereby migrants are deemed as passive as theynareed with a particularly victimizing
visibility? Might invisible practices in a place ektreme exposure offer an important alternative

to the sanctuary recipient as bare life?
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One might also ask how the many migrants who illggaand largely invisibly - enter
and exist in Canada without ever laying foot witttie spectacle of the church or temple figure
into Arendt and Ranciére’s notion of visible pa#l agency. Arguably, for many illegal
migrants it is precisely their lack of disclosuigat enables them to circumnavigate statist
practices that seek to deny their very existende Don't Ask Don’t Tellmovement in the
Greater Toronto Area might gesture toward this arotiThis campaign proposes a policy
whereby city workers and applications should nafunee information regarding immigration
status, and that city employees should not shaentimigration status of those accessing city
services with federal and provincial enforcemengrmies. The campaign contends that city
services should be accessible to all city residemgardless of immigration status, and that
municipal funds, resources and workers would notubed to enforce federal or provincial
immigration laws.’? This practice suggests the ways in which invigipiserves an important
political function. Here, many illegal migrants @l upon invisibility in order to exert political
resistance. In this regard the rupture, which Atemdi Ranciéere offer, expresses itself tactically
through the practice of ‘blending in” which itsatiay be an important political strategy to
consider. While this practice of ‘blending in’ mighe critiqued as a plea for assimilation the
way | am attempting to articulate it here is crigi@ifferent. Assimilation implies a type of
‘blending in” which requires migrants adopt the doamt discursive order as a tactic to smoothly
fit in. In particular this might manifest itself as migrant going through statist, bureaucratic
practices of becoming a recognized citizen. Impudlya in this first formulation the phrase
‘blending in’ is in fact misleading, for migrantsher go through such a process are continually
marked as incomplete, always unable to entirelywdléSoguk, 1999). Conversely, the way

‘blending in’ is evoked here refers to a practickeveby illegal migrants indeed contest the
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dominant discourse and technologies of citizensghpresisting the statist practices through
which one becomes a citizen. Rather than waitinfpatorder to be recognized by Canada, the
illegal migrant attempts to trouble this bordeogéther by slipping through it in a different and
illegal way. In this space migrants may negotiateadety of exclusions in a less theatrical
manner than the sanctuary recipient.

Importantly, | am not arguing that visibility aneMsibility should be seen to function as
a binary; in fact, | am arguing that invisibility evident even in the most spectacular spaces and
that it is thisinterplaywhich is particularly politically challenging tdadist practices of knowing.
Indeed, as | have shown in the case of Belaounbdtle is and is not visible. Though he exists
within a highly publicized space and while his emtieing appears to be made spectacular (as a
type of bare life) he simultaneously expressestipali activity that also goes un-seen and
undermines the apolitical spectacle. | have suggdestat it is this invisible activity within the
spectacle of sanctuary that subverts the exposadermf him as bare life into a political one. |
call this political practice an ‘invisible interrtipn.” This term refers to tactics of invisibilithat
trouble those strategies of visibility which attenip control and make known a subject in an
often victimizing way. Just as illegal migrantsitig in sanctuary are not entirely visible or
invisible the same may be said for the illegal mrgrwho lives outside sanctuary. It is important
not to glamorize the illegal migrant as one who sbaw acts outside statist practices or is
entirely unseen by them. Surely illegal migrantsstrface daily struggles to avoid disclosure (at
least that type of disclosure which might reveairtleitizenship status). Clearly, there would be
no need foDon't Ask Don’t Tellif this were not the case. In this way, illegajnaints avoiding
such statist technologies also act in a space ketwisibility/invisibility, as a type of invisible

spectacle. Perhaps the un-decidable notion that ¢alling an invisible interruption might best
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be understood in relation to Derrida’s spectre.rifais Spectres of Manbegins with the
yearning desire: “l would like to learn to live &ilty.” What may strike the modern reader is that
Derrida does not attempt to answer this questigarceng how to live by looking to the ‘good
life’ as our philosophical friends before us soeafthave. In fact, he does not even look to life
itself. Instead, Derrida tells us if learning tediremains to be done ‘it can happery between
life and death, neither in life nor in deatlone” He states:

What happens between the two, and betwadethe “two’s” one likes, such as between life and
death, can onlynaintain itselfwith some ghost, can only talk with or about saghests. So it
would be necessary to learn the sprits...the exordéulmading us to learn to liwgith ghosts, in
the upkeep, the conversation, the company, or tmepanionship, in the commerce without
commerce of ghosts...to live otherwi<a.

As far as theorizations of the sanctuary go, thigrecisely how we are unprepared to think. It is
assumed that the sanctuary musebgrely spectacular if it is to be politically effectivBo too,
the sanctuary recipient is understood as entiresiyn gas a type of bare life), and strangely this is
posed as thenly way in which the recipient may exert political igity. To understand the
sanctuary recipient as functioning through a typesibility is considered outside the scope of
the political. As | have argued, perhaps this ispiart because of the deeply-embedded
assumption that to be political one must be visibféhat | am suggesting then is to understand
how invisibility is always present even in the dpealar space of sanctuary and that this
invisibility troubles the spectacle of sanctuargdahe apolitical subjectivities it produces. In
other words | am suggesting that we understandtisaryc through the spectre that Derrida
offers. | believe that by conceptualizing sanctuaeyween the “two’s” of visibility/invisibility
the sanctuary recipient as something other thantaspdar bare life may be understood. This
inter-play is more in keeping with the interruptifigrce of the ‘in-between’ that Ranciére

provides, which he ultimately undermines by defegrio visibility. To remind ourselves, this
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in-between space is where the ‘part that has no iparot simply: included; excluded; included
through exclusion. Instead, this ‘part that has paot’ offers an interruption by politically
residing in a type of borderland. To understanccgeany this way is to acknowledge how the
rituals of spectacle, which impose the migrant aselife, are always being troubled by the
(in)visible spectres that haunt them.

Although through this more subtle form of activityhich is not entirely spectacular
migrants may not constitute Arendt’s notion of biezo, perhaps we should contemplate whether
this aspiration for such a heroic status (whictrasscendental in that it overcomes temporality
by living immemorial) is itself a desirable one. Wéhmuch literature on the topic of
‘marginalized migrants’ is determined to bring timarginalized into the visible spotlight - to
heroicize their liminality - we should consider whmoblematics this process entdif$ At the
very least | hope to trouble the three charactess Arendt offers, that is: the hero, the doer of
good works and the criminal. In this cast of actbes only political role is reserved for the hero
who craves visibility whilst the doer of good worksid criminal lack appearance and are
therefore delegated as “lonely” and “marginal” figsl outside the pale of the political. It is
crucial to ask: might we understand another charaetho in fact exhibits political agency
through invisibility?

Within the context of this chapter | have gestuatdhow the (in)visible interruption
might be a purposefully blurry lens through whichuinderstand the agency of illegal migrants
living in sanctuary. | have also implied how thagdices of invisibility may be used by illegal
migrants living beyond the spectacle of sanctusifiand how this tactic of invisibility (which
is never complete) might serve as an importantipalirupture. With this in mind | have posed

the question, how might this type of invisibilitpact a more interrupting rupture within statist
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practices of knowing, than the visible act that#dteand Ranciére cling to? In this vein, it is also
valuable to explore how invisibility might functicas a tool for other figures. For instance, the
line of inquiry offered here might trouble the rotithat there can be no public action and hence
no politics within the private space of the houddhd-urthermore, this logic may provide
alternative ways to read, for instance, Walterstkvwwhich identifies the subversive potential of
visible acts of demonstration. Specifically, thgufie of the stowaway that Walters’ refers to may
be understood differently. For Walters, the stowawatiers an example of the productivity of a
visible demonstration. However, in the case ofdtwavaway: is it not concealment which is the
tactic enabling agenc}?? For the stowaway it would seem that the conditbmossibility for
political action is in fact found in hiding. | wisto excavate this figure of the stowaway in
Walters’ work to point to another possibility foolgical activity that is perhaps more in keeping
with what he refers to as an act of “political msiye™’® | feel that this modesty is indeed a
worthy objective, yet | wonder: might this modebty more successfully pursued less through a
dramatic politics of visible demonstration and mtmeugh a subtler politics which manoeuvres
in less grandiose way<?

Indeed, it is important to note that the problenstof visibility as a condition for
political life are not simply reducible to illegatigrants living within or beyond the church or
temple: a larger theoretical point is at stake.tHe&ng said, it is beyond the scope of this thesis
to explore in detail the ways in which this typein¥isible interruption may operate in and
through other forms of political subjectivity. Inetk perhaps it is undesirable to excessively put
words to this type of subjectivity, for it is in @through a critical type of invisibility and silea

— paradoxically - that it is potentially subversive
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Conclusion:

We were getting desperate...to keep them in the mspdifight. And so we were always looking
for ways to not have the people just forget thesevileere.
-Sanctuary providér®

Sanctuary has become an increasingly visible phenom the complicated borderland
in which illegal migrants are living has seized gubliceye Initially | was drawn to the topic of
sanctuary in part due to this burgeoning visihilitfhe exposure of sanctuary seemed like a
productive starting point from which political eficy might be possible for illegal migrants who
are often posed as invisible and thus apoliticadekd, it seemed that the spectacular space of
sanctuary might draw critical attention to the wayswhich certain forms of life are often
violently excluded. As both Arendt and Ranciére@rkvimply, sanctuary may be conceived as
deeply political in that it serves as a visibleemtiption within the given order: it “dramatize€th
practice of deportation” as well as other more lgufitrms of exclusioi’® So too, Walters has
argued “sanctuary ensures that deportation will opgrate as a silent, routine administrative
process.”® Or as Ranciére might say, sanctuary “makes visiiiat had no business being
seen, and makes heard a discourse where oncenthgrenly place for noisé®

However, as | have argued, exposed sanctuary dediestion to these exclusions
problematically by drawing attention to the migrasthelpless. This is most evident in Lippert's
Foucauldian analysis and in the depiction of illegaigrants within media coverage.
Continuously the sanctuary recipient is posed & fnat — one who merelseceives The
sanctuary recipient receives “constant care” ol @0 offer an image of themselves as feeble
bare life yearning to be saved. Given this, my aed®e has led to a somewhat paradoxical
conclusion: while the spectacle of sanctuary praity draws attention to illegal migrants it does

so in such a manner that renders them apolitigakcakictims. What is particularly troubling is
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how Arendt and Ranciere — whose work potentialfgrsfa language to politically understand

the migrant through the interruption — also relpuighe spectacle as the condition for political

life. As such, they ultimately re-situate the “ptrat has no part” back within the realm of the

visible thereby denying other forms of politicdkelithat might indeed provide a more meaningful

interruption precisely because they are not egtseken and known in a spectacular way. | have
also shown how this move is more broadly evidenheworks of Edkins, Walters, and Nyers -

each who attempt to subvert the apolitical effettsare life.

But then: how best to understand the illegal migha&mg in sanctuary if not through the
lens of visibility? Is it fair to assume that besausanctuary, as it is dominantly understood,
requires exposure and that because this exposieme eXpresses sanctuary recipients as victims
that the sanctuary is simply politically irrelevaat worse: simply an extension of the Agambian
camp? If the investigation of sanctuary concludés whe work of Lippert then the answer is
yes However, as | have suggested, the sanctuaryieat® victimization through visibility is
troubled when we acknowledge more subtle practieiéisin and beyond the confines of the
church or temple. By troubling the dominant defontof sanctuary as that which necessarily
entails an element of exposure perhaps the sagctaaipient’s silence (which ironically has
been made exceptionally audible and visible) magui®/erted into something less seductively
spectacular but more political. Although Arendt aRdnciére might deny these concealed
actions, which exist in highly exposed spaces, dehargued that it is in and through such
(in)visible interruptions that the political momeaot their notion of the interruption is most
effective.

As such, it is important to loosen our grip orpesed sanctuary itself, which is so

steadfast for the spotlight, and instead appreatiter subtle subversions and subjectivities that
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divert one’s eager eye. In this way, my analysischvtbegan with a meditation on the spectacle
of sanctuary concludes by gesturing towards thaadyof (in)visible practices that trouble this
very spectacle. And at the same time, it ends whebegan: through a meeting with Kader
Belaouni whose blindness might refuse to servdnaspectacular trope for the illegal migrant’s

helplessness — and instead for a different ing@be found through (in)visibility.
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Endnotes

! Although not without contestation, | have chosenge the term migrant to refer to those peopladjwithin
Canadian sanctuary.

It may be argued that the term migrant is insufitiwhen referring to the sanctuary recipient asifies
the notion that these individuals are transitongettled and therefore lacking claim to a partictéeritory, set of
rights and a politics. For want of a better teome might refer to the sanctuary recipient not asgaant but as an
immigrant, as this term traditionally implies a serof settlement and entitlement (Martha Justuszediship and
Immigration Canada ¥mmigrants in Canada’s Citigs

A deferral to the term immigrant | find doubly ttding however. First, the term immigrant implies a
particular statist, legal apparatus. To be considl@and recognized as an immigrant one must bectetje a
variety of rigorous statist practices (see Barlizmaikshank: The Will to Empower). In this regargplying the
term immigrant to those who are illegally residinga church does not address the way in which theeple
challenge these very statist practices of becotkirogvn as a citizen. Indeed, to refer to those §within
sanctuary as immigrants de-politicizes their illgg@sence within the country, which contests thditional
immigration process itself.

Still, one may persist that the témmmigrant need not imply such a traditional, stapiractice. Although
those people living within sanctuary may not bealggacknowledged as immigrants (in fact are deeawetilegal
migrants’ in Canadian law) to none-the-less refahtese people as immigrants igeéeappropriatethe language of
immigration in a political way. To use this langedg to say that those living within sanctuary laeee to stay,
whether they are legally entitled or not. By stayithe sanctuary recipient may expose many of itlervt
exclusions inherent to the community which attenptsxclude him. In this respect, the immigrargimilar to
Georg Simmel’s notion of the stranger. The straigan exilic character who is “inorganically apgded” to a
given community, which is to say that he did nanedfrom a particular community in the beginningstead, he
comes from an ‘outside.’ Because the stranger doeseriginate from the community in which he livég, is
therefore always distant from it, always confrogtthe community. Although he is never entirelyttd tommunity,
he is also never entirely excluded from it, andgdagicipation within the community reflects thisilnal space: he
participates objectively. That is to say that ttrargger participates by exposing the communitygel through the
impartial eyes of one who is not organically ofrfrthat community. What is specifically troublingoaib this notion
of the stranger, however, is that he is one whoesota a community with the intention“stay.” As Simmel
suggests, although the stranger exhibits a ceataimunt of mobility, “he is fixed within a particulapatial group.”

To refer to the sanctuary recipient as an immignatiis sense assumes that these people indebdavis
stay, to settle. This postulation is too simplis@ertainly, some individuals living in sanctuargyrwish to ‘settle
down,’ but this is not a necessary motivation.dotf 42% of those living within sanctuary volunitateft the
church, either to go underground or to cooperatk thieir deportation. This figure destabilizes #asy assumption
thatall those who live illegally within Canada wish todfeeognized and/or settle in Canada. To assume that
settlement is the necessary motivation for those mitgrate to Canada is also to potentially oversifynp variety
of other complicated categories, suchsasis papiertemporary workers and refugees. If settlemeptiigleged as
the central motivating factor then are we left $swame that theans papiertemporary workers, and refugees wish
to stay? Certainly Canada is not some ultimategerad for all of these people. And why should setéat within
Canada be a pre-requisite for their political p#ptition, as is seemed to be suggested in themofithe stranger?
Is not the sanctuary recipient who lives tempoyarila church and chooses, or perhaps is forceukg tbeported as
politically engaged as the one who stays in Canada?

In sum, the term immigrant — as a legal term, tarahtively as a hijacked term which | have argised
similar to the stranger — is not appropriate tolappthose living in sanctuary. It is not apprate for it implies
that sanctuary recipients have either gone throghegal apparatus to become recognized citizenish they
have not, or that they are necessarily motivated dgsire for settlement — which is too simplistici not reflective
of the array of people who resist such processefiém importantly political ways. As such | usentemigrant, not
to imply a lack. The term migrant here is not telythat those living illegally within Canada lafikity and
therefore lack a politics. Instead, | use the terigrant because it points to a host of experien€esobility that
trouble a spatial fixity, and are therefore dequilitical because of this fact.

2 Although Christian churches have been the domisiéatfor sanctuary in Canada, a Montreal mosqudesan
Vancouver Hindu temple have set precedent, withénldst two years, by becoming the first two nomisian
sanctuaries in Canada.
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% While the majority of sanctuary cases in Canada feen tacitly accepted, sanctuary is in facgéleinder
Canada’s Immigration Act and Criminal Code asvbiwed aiding an abetting as well as conspiracyc&iat least
1976, the Immigration Act has prohibited aiding atetting migrants subjected to deportation ordacshas
stipulated fines of up to CDN$5,000 and two yeargrisonment.
* AgambenHomo Sacer]2.
® | say ‘the’ migrant as Lippert characterizes idlemigrants as a singularity
® Lippert, Sanctuary Sovereignty Sacrifick3
" RanciérePisagreement35
8 RanciéreDisagreement]02
? StastnySanctuary and the Stat@1.
9 No One is lllegal. http://noii-van.resist.ca/?paige91
" bid.
2 Lippert, 3.
13 CunninghamGod and Caesar72.
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7 Lippert,1.
18 Lippert,4.
9 Lippert, 3.
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