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Migration, and its cultural and economic impact on societies and labour
markets, is currently one of the most hotly debated topics in social and
economic history, but theorizing its impact on both leaving and receiving
societies still has far to go. Notwithstanding the huge literature on the
negative and positive aspects of human movements, from assimilation to
diaspora studies, most approaches are limited to specific historical or
contemporary cases. Scholars who venture beyond description and whose
aims are more ambitious have developed very interesting ideas, but the
reach of their theories is also limited, as most are restricted to the modern
period and the Western world. This holds as much for models that focus on
the migration process itself2 as for studies primarily engaged in the ensuing
settlement process.3 The lack of theory at a more general level is under-
standable because migration and mobility depend largely on the specific
historical and institutional context.4

1. Earlier responses to our initial formulation of the CCMR approach as such by Josef Ehmer,
Leslie Page Moch, Jelle van Lottum, and Adam McKeown appeared in the Journal of Global
History, 6:2 (2011). For this rejoinder, we would like to thank Bas van Leeuwen and Mathies
Lucassen for their suggestions regarding the formula and its explanations.
2. Barry Chiswick and Paul W. Miller (eds), Handbook of the Economics of International
Migration (Amsterdam, 2014); C. Bretell and J.F. Hollifield (eds), Migration Theory: Talking
Across Disciplines (New York and Abingdon, 2015); Diego Acosta Arcarazo and Anja Wiesbrock
(eds), Global Migration: Old Assumptions, New Dynamics (Santa Barbara, CA, 2015).
3. R.D. Alba and V. Nee, Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation and Contemporary
Immigration (Cambridge, MA, 2003).
4. Leo Lucassen, “Population and Migration”, in P. Clark (ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Cities
in World History (Oxford, 2013), pp. 664–682.
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However, insights at a more abstract and general level are useful if we
want to understand human developments over time, and more specifically
the role of migrants as workers, both forced and free. Patrick Manning’s
typology of migrations in the past 60,000 years and his hypothesis on the
impact of cross-community migrations is a case in point. Our cross-cultural
migration rate (CCMR) approach is indebted to Manning’s ideas and is
meant to develop these further. For practical reasons, such as the availability
of sources, we chose to apply them to a much more limited historical and
geographical scope, starting with Eurasia since 1500. This operationaliza-
tion is possible only if we have a clear qualitative and quantitative definition
that enables researchers to measure the same phenomenon through time and
space and thus make systematic comparisons possible.
This does not mean that the CCMR approach is the best or the only one.

It is simply the first attempt to come up with a unified method in a field
characterized by the lack of a clear definition. As far as scholars share a more
or less common definition (i.e. migration defined as international moves
aimed at long-term settlement), this does not lend itself to an understanding
of the impact of migration in a period that predates the nation state and
ignores huge migrations within states and empires, as well as temporary and
circular moves. The CCMR typology (Figure 1) combines both permanent
and temporary migrations and, moreover, is a good starting point to link the
four key types to different forms of labour relations.
Like Manning’s, our formal definition encompasses people who cross a

cultural boundary, linguistic or otherwise, and stay long enough for interac-
tions with those they join to develop and hence possibly lead to social changes,
negative or positive. From this, we assume that variations in cross-cultural
migration rates can help explain differences in human development, and more
specifically economic growth. This should not be read as a Whiggish, upbeat
evolutionary position however. Invading migrants, such as Europeans in the
New World, forged dramatic innovations (and economic growth), yet at the
expense of those who inhabited these areas. Conversely, immigrants may be
allocated a subservient position, characterized by structural discrimination,
with African slaves in the Americas as the most telling example. Power
asymmetries and people’s subjective perceptions therefore are always part of
the larger picture. Nevertheless, migrations that resulted from coercion and
ended in domination also changed people and societies, and it is these social
and cultural changes that the CCMR approach tries to capture in order to
enable explanations by way of systematic comparison.
Our main assumption is that the interactions between people with dif-

ferent cultural backgrounds, which, in general, are more reciprocal and
peaceful than the extreme examples mentioned above, often lead to new
ideas and qualitative modifications of human capital. This, in turn, changes
not only the migrants, but also the people they have joined and those left
behind and to whom they might return and with whom they might remain
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Figure 1. The cross-cultural migration typology.
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in contact. Migrants can spread new ideas and habits; by doing so, in inter-
action with others, innovation and social change are more likely than in areas
with low CCMRs. The nature and extent of change depend, of course, on the
characteristics of the migrants and the scope (institutional or otherwise) for
interaction with the people they encounter. This means that these variables
have to be factored inwhenwewant to develop theCCMR approach further.5

Our volume Globalising Migration History, published in 2014, and the
subject of the present discussion dossier, is a first attempt to apply the CCMR
approach to Europe and large tracts of Asia, especially the large empires,
including Russia, China, and Japan, for the past four to five centuries.

DEFINIT ION

The most critical remarks on our CCMR approach come from Leo Douw, a
specialist on the history ofChina.He argues that we are interested primarily in
processes of assimilation in the sense of productive interaction as the long-
term result ofmigrations, but that we fail to include “settlement” as one of our
core categories. We certainly are interested in the longue durée, and, as we
explained at the beginning of this rejoinder, what fascinates us most is the
relationship between cross-cultural migration, both temporary and perma-
nent, and sociocultural change. To assess such changes, settlement is, clearly, a
key process and therefore part of our typology and embodied in both people
moving to cities (urbanization) and in people moving to land (colonization),
although some of them – especially those heading for cities – stayed only
temporarily, as Lynn Lees rightly notes. Douw also asserts that we do not care
about culture, because we fail to acknowledge the crucial difference between
soldiers (as the most important representatives of our Temporary Multi-
Annual – TMA – category) and settlers. We must stress, however, that the
CCMR method states that cultural change depends both on temporary
migrations and on long-term settlement, whether or not resulting in assim-
ilation or minority formation or even extinction. Moreover, many recent
studies amply show how soldiers who are sent to foreign lands can have a
significant impact on the people they fight against or protect, but also change
themselves in the process. A telling example are African-American soldiers
stationed at German military bases during the Cold War and who were
exposed to a less racialized and non-segregated society, which politicized
many of them upon their return.6

5. J. Lucassen and L. Lucassen, “Theorizing Cross-Cultural Migrations: The Case of Eurasia
since 1500”, Social Science History, 41:3 (2017), pp. 445–475.
6. M. Höhn and M. Klimke, A Breath of Freedom: The Civil Rights Struggle, African American
GIs, and Germany (New York, 2010); Leo Lucassen and A.X. Smit, “The Repugnant Other:
Soldiers, Missionaries, and Aid Workers as Organizational Migrants”, The Journal of World
History, 26:1 (2015), pp. 1–39.
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The interesting role of skilled migrants, many of whom are subsumed
within the TMA category, is brought up in a different context by Manning,
who stresses the importance of diasporic migrations on social change. This
is an interesting point, as diasporic networks have multidirectional influ-
ences, both on the place where they settle and on the communities they have
left but remain in contact with. The fact that we did not make “diaspora
migration” a separate category does not mean we are blind to its
cross-cultural impact. Many studies, such as Enseng Ho’s excellent The
Graves of Tarim (2006), on Hadrami Yemeni who live across the Indian
Ocean, show the power of such a diasporic transcultural approach.7 To
capture the concrete social changes brought about by cross-cultural
migrations we therefore need a research agenda that furthers studies on
encounters and interactions in concrete historical situations, to start with in
cities. Urban historians, working within a CCMR framework, are
well equipped to take the lead and thus refine – or even refute – our initial
hypotheses.
This is not to say that the way we defined cultural boundaries is beyond

discussion.We fully realize that our approach is rough, capturing only some
broad boundaries. Furthermore, we are aware that, over time, the sig-
nificance of the cultural difference may shift and diminish, as rightly
remarked by Lynn Lees with respect to the transition from rural to urban
environments, especially in the twentieth century. In the conclusion to our
volume, we explicitly discuss this and make alternative calculations without
including city-ward migration within regions or states that became cultu-
rally rather homogenous due to the nation state formation. Moreover, the
CCMR approach offers researchers the choice of whether or not to include
certain migrations, depending on the historical context. This leaves open the
possibility to choose other cultural boundaries for migrants to cross, but, so
far, we have not encountered alternatives that capture what CCM seeks or
that lend themselves to systematic quantification.
Finally, the CCMR method says nothing about the direction and nature

of cultural change. Depending on the prevailing power relations migrants,
especially of the colonizing (land-to-land) type, might impose their culture
on those already present, as in the case of the Sinification of frontier areas
discussed in the chapter by Yuki Umeno on Manchuria.8

7. E. Ho, The Graves of Tarim: Genealogy and Mobility across the Indian Ocean (Berkeley, CA,
2006); cf. also the impact of tramping artisans, Wanderfögel, or compagnons.
8. Y. Umeno, “Han Chinese Immigrants in Manchuria, 1850–1931”, in J. Lucassen and
L. Lucassen (eds), Globalising Migration History: The Eurasian Experience (16th–21st centuries)
(Leiden, 2014), pp. 307–334. Although here, too, the migrants themselves changed due to different
ecological and cultural characteristics. For a nuanced discussion of processes of Sinification,
especially during the Qing period, see Evelyn S. Rawski, The Last Emperors: A Social History of
Qing Imperial Institutions (Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA, 1998).
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THE FORMULA REVIS ITED

Our most important methodological claim is that explicitly defining cross-
cultural migration rates enables explanations by way of systematic compar-
isons. This is not to say that our definitions and their combination in a formula
are adequate, let alone the best possible. All participants in this debate have
contributed, but Patrick Manning has made the most extensive
attempt not only to demonstrate the flaws in our approach, but also to come
up with improvements. Here, we will try to discuss them and to suggest
practical applications. No less than seven possible improvements have been
proposed:

1. Differentiating our categories “emigration” and “immigration” from and
into the specific geographical unit of analysis chosen (a “territory”)
according to the same subcategories we use inside this unit. Thinking
through the concepts and definitions opted for, we would like to emphasize
that the terms immigration and emigration should be explained in terms of
culture. For a clear andmathematically strict definition, immigrants are then
defined as “persons from a different cultural area that migrated into the
chosen area at least once”. Possible remigration, etc., is interesting for sev-
eral reasons, but not for the defined likelihood of a person migrating. The
same goes for emigrants, who are defined as “persons from the chosen
cultural area that migrated out”, again irrespective of their possible remi-
grations. Note that this definition excludes the possibility in our formula
that an immigrant can be an emigrant at the same time, simply because of
their different (by definition) cultural background. This prevents
overcounting.

2. An extension of the units of analysis, in our casemigrants, i.e. individuals,
experiencing at least one cross-cultural migration in their life (p. 14), to
migrations, i.e. the number of times that such migrations have taken place.
Manning argues that “one might wish to give recognition to the experience
of those who migrated multiple times in their life”. This, of course, makes
perfect sense, but we have refrained, so far, from extending our formula to
incorporate this frequency factor for two reasons. The first is that, most
likely, the first migration experience (frequency 1) has the highest impact on
the migrant and their way of thinking. However, we realize that this does
not apply to those they meet in the new environment, which applies equally
to different people encountered by the migrant during their first and further
encounters, and ceteris paribus to those left behind who receive information
from those among them who have emigrated but at the same time stayed in
contact. The second reason is practical and has to do with the difficulty of
finding enough historical evidence. That said, where such information is
available in two or more cases to be compared, such an extension of our
definition may yield important results.
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3. As a unit of analysis, Manning remarks, we might also choose the number
of years spent by an individual as a migrant. Here, the same remarks apply
as those formulated under 2.

4. The measurement of emigration out of the geographical unit of analysis
and immigration into that same unit is a related issue. Because our starting
point is the first migration experience of individuals, we must avoid double
counting in the case of persons who both emigrate and return to that unit; in
other words, of emigrants who, at a later stage within the time unit of
analysis, become immigrants by “remigration”, or vice versa. For all kinds
of questions, it may be important not to avoid such double countings, and,
in such cases, the frequency has to be included (as discussed under 2), or
differentiating the categories “emigration” and “immigration” (as discussed
under 1) might provide an adequate solution.

5. Differentiating the individuals studied into women and men. This would be
a valuable improvement and will be discussed below in a separate section.
Mathematically, this can easily be handled using the existing formula: only the
migrants of a certain gender are counted. The average population is now just
the average population of the specific gender. Lastly, the average lifetime is the
average lifetime of persons of that gender. The outcome is the probability that
a person of this gender migrates during his/her lifetime. Note that the average
for men and women is not necessarily the same as the overall likelihood of
migration, since the number of men and women are not necessarily equal.

6. The time unit chosen, both its length and its starting point, is not determined
by our definition. The formula already allows for shorter or longer periods.
Ignoring the second term of the formula in our original examples might have
complicated our explanation of the formula. We would very much applaud
research that uses different time units, but we realize that this requires much
more detailed historical data than we have provided so far.
Note that the formula does not even require periods to be equal in length.

For long-term comparisons, the initial period used might even comprise
1,000 years, whereas in more recent times this can be reduced to decades.
Or, from a more practical perspective, one can simply consider just the
periods for which data is available.

7. The definition of the denominator in the CCMR can be improved, as
Manning convincingly argues. He claims it would be much more precise
to “try to count the number of migrants [in a particular geographical unit]
in the period as a percentage of the number of persons who ever lived in
that period” instead of the population at the midpoint of the period
chosen.
Taking this literally, older persons at the beginning of the period are

counted fully, as well as young children at the end of the period. This
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introduces a mathematical inconsequence in relation to the numerator.
However, the idea of developing a more sophisticated measure is clearly
useful. We believe that the correct quantity to take into account here is
simply the average population living in a certain area during a certain
period. Note that for shorter periods the population at the midpoint of the
period is still, in most cases, a very good approximation.
The various improvements imply the following reformulation of the

terms in our original formula:

We certainly do not wish to give the impression that these reformulated
definitions mark the end of the discussion. Any future suggestions are more
than welcome. However, we do believe that the above definitions are already
clearer and more intuitive than before, and that the formula is robust.

METHOD

The outcomes of the CCMR approach depend on the scale of analysis and
the available sources. Lynn Lees is right to point out that there is some irony
in the fact that while we want to steer away from the nation state, at the same
time our approach to a large extent privileges states and empires as units of
analysis, not in the least because these types of polities have produced a lot
of migration data, even before the rise of the nation state in the nineteenth
century. Although the method can as such equally target regional or – at the
other end of the continuum – continental levels,9 Lees is right in observing
that in most chapters the level of analysis is rather macro, which leads to the
dominance of state regimes to the detriment of individuals, households, and
their repertoires. Although micro and meso levels are central in the chapters

Figure 2. Note: Pi (p) denotes the probability of a person living in period p and geographical
unit i migrating in a lifetime. Mi

perm, Mi
mult, and Mi

seas denote permanent (to cities and to rural
areas), multi-annual (labour migration) and seasonal cross-cultural, often long-distance,
movements inside unit i, respectively. Mi

imm is the number of immigrants29 to unit i from
outside and Mi

emi the number of emigrants* from unit i to elsewhere. The notation Σp indicates
that these migration numbers are summed over period p. Ni (p) is the average population in
geographical unit i in period p. To compensate for overcounting in the migration numbers, the
expression needs to be corrected by the second factor, in which Ei (p) denotes the average life
expectancy in period p and Lp is the length of the period.

9. For the latter see Leo Lucassen, “Connecting the World: Migration and Globalization in the
Second Millennium”, in C. Antunes and K. Fatah-Black (eds), Explorations in History and
Globalization (London and New York, 2016), pp. 19–46.
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on Indian weavers (Ramaswamy), Han Chinese settlers (Umeno), and Lisu
migration (Mazard), due to the focus on states and empires our volume
targets principally the macro and in particular national levels.10 But, again,
this was a deliberate choice at this point of our long-term project, as we
were eager to first outline the big picture; it was certainly not the inevitable
result of the CCMR approach as such.
Another problem is the critique formulated by Lynn Lees, as well as Leslie

Page Moch, on the negligence of marginal migrants, at least from the per-
spective of the state. As James Scott has argued in his two most recent
monographs,11 states to a large extent decide what parts of the population are
made “legible” and are quite myopic when it comes to marginal groups that
try to escape its gaze, such as the semi-nomadic Lisu, described in Mireille
Mazard’s chapter in our volume, as well as the sea-born communities analysed
in Atsushi Ota’s contribution.12 But that critique might also extend to those
internal migrants, such as tramping artisans and domestics, who often do not
show up on the state’s radar. We share the concerns of Lees and Moch, and
have factored the most numerous groups into our calculations, albeit on the
basis of guestimates, due to the lack of systematic sources.13

In the same vein, Lynn Lees and Leslie Page Moch discuss the dis-
proportionally important role of relatively small numbers of merchants, spe-
cialists, or religious networks in forging social change and innovation; these are
invisible at the macro level and insignificant in quantitative terms. Although
most chapters in Globalising Migration History adopt the aggregated macro
level and thus ignore the impact of relatively small “organizational”migrants,14

like the “Twenty-Five Thousanders” in the Soviet Union analysed by Lewis
Siegelbaum and Leslie Page Moch,15 this disregard is not the consequence of

10. See V. Ramaswamy, “MappingMigrations of South IndianWeavers Before, During and After
the Vijayanagar Period: Thirteenth to Eighteenth Centuries”, in Lucassen and Lucassen, Globa-
lisingMigrationHistory, pp. 91–121;M.Mazard, “TheArt of (Not) Looking Back: Reconsidering
Lisu Migrations and ‘Zomia’”, in ibid., pp. 215–246; and Umeno, “Han Chinese Immigrants in
Manchuria”.
11. J.C. Scott, Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have
Failed (New Haven, CT, 1998), and idem, The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of
Upland Southeast Asia (New Haven, CT, 2009).
12. Mazard, “The Art of (Not) Looking Back”; A. Ota, “Toward Cities, Seas, and Jungles:
Migration in the Malay Archipelago, c.1750–1850”, in Lucassen and Lucassen, Globalising
Migration History, pp. 180–214.
13. See also Josef Ehmer, “Quantifying Mobility in Early Modern Europe: The Challenge of
Concepts and Data”, Journal of Global History, 6:2 (2011), pp. 327–338.
14. See also Lucassen and Smit, “The Repugnant Other”, on the impact of organizational migrants.
15. L. Siegelbaum and L.P. Moch, Broad Is My Native Land: Repertoires and Regimes of
Migration in Russia’s Twentieth Century (Ithaca, NY, and London, 2014). These were young
urban agricultural and logistics specialists sent to the countryside to transform peasants into Soviet
citizens and ensure they fitted into the new collectivist (Kolchoz/Sovchoz) agricultural produc-
tion system.

Migration Over Cultural Boundaries: A Rejoinder 529

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020859017000396 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020859017000396


the CCMR approach as such, but follows from the level of analysis. It does,
though, raise the issue of the differential impact of the four core modes of
migration that we have distinguished in our model, to which we will return in
the section on the Great Divergence.

GENDER

Several commentators have pointed to the neglect of gender in our volume,
and rightly so. Again, this is more the consequence of opting for the macro
level than a fundamental flaw of the CCMR approach. Nevertheless, in the
source materials on which the volume is based gender is often distinguished,
and we aim to make this differentiation systematic in the near future. As
soon as we descend to the meso or micro level, gender immediately becomes
visible and highly relevant. Firstly, because within households gender
patterns determine whether and what female members are expected to leave,
temporarily or more definitively (for example through marriage). As we
have argued elsewhere, family systems are key in this respect, because they
embody the prevailing gender norms and rules, which vary hugely from
region to region.16 It is, therefore, important to study more in depth the
different roles of male and female migrants, and their interaction in the
societies they join. Lynn Lees adds that cultural boundaries exist within
rural areas, too, and that women crossed those boundaries through
exogamous marriage. This is undoubtedly true, and widely studied in the
field of historical demography. It would be interesting to develop ideas as to
where such boundaries run and to assess their salience.

THE GREAT DIVERGENCE DEBATE

In the conclusion to our volume, we tried to link the results of our CCMR
approach to the Great Divergence debate, sparked by Ken Pomeranz’s
seminal eponymous book. We argued that the fact that CCMRs developed
differently in Europe and East Asia is consistent with the diverging and,
more recently, converging economic developments in these two parts of the
world, with China and Japan following distinct paths. This brings us to the
point that Leo Douw implicitly raises in his contribution to this dossier,
which is whether we should attach weights to the four different core types
of cross-cultural migration. We argued that there are good reasons
to assume that rural-urban migrations are more transformative than

16. Jan Kok, “The Family Factor inMigrationDecisions”, in J. Lucassen, L. Lucassen, and P.Manning
(eds), Migration History in World History: Multidisciplinary Approaches (Leiden and Boston, MA,
2010), pp. 215–250; L.P.Moch,The Pariahs of Yesterday: BretonMigrants in Paris (Durham,NC, 2012);
D. Hoerder and A. Kaur (eds), Proletarian and Gendered Mass Migrations: A Global Perspective on
Continuities and Discontinuities from the 19th to the 21st Centuries (Leiden, 2013); K.M. Donato and
D. Gabaccia,Gender and International Migration (New York, 2015).
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rural-rural (colonization) migrations. The reasons being, principally, that
cities have different (public) institutional settings than the countryside and
provide a space of denser and culturally diverse interactions. Although they
differ over time and between world regions, urban institutions generally
offer more scope to develop individual skills and interact and bond or
compete with people from different cultural backgrounds, thus providing a
social network different from that of kin and family.
In other words, cross-cultural interactions following from migration to

cities are more numerous, more intense, more varied, and more open than
colonizing migrations, where migrants often move in family groups and
interact in a much more limited way. Of course, these generalizations do not
apply equally to each situation, and how open and horizontal migrants and
natives can mix depends very much on the urban membership regime.17

Bangladeshi labour migrants in Qatar, many of whom would be in the rural-
to-urban category, have barely any chance to interact with natives, as they are
highly segregated and excluded from urban, let alone national, citizenship,
whereas, notwithstanding discrimination and stigmatization, legal – and partly
even illegal – low-skilled immigrants in liberal democracies in time become full
citizens. We fully realize though that this “full citizenship model”, which, in
theory, offers open access to all legal migrants, can also lead to “black holes”
that, in practice, severely limit the level playing field for immigrants and their
descendants, who experience downward social mobility and minoritization,
with the American hyperghettos and French banlieues as the best known
examples of what Loïc Wacquant calls “advanced marginality”.18

Moreover, in cities characterized by limited forms of “open access”,
migrants may organize more along ethnic lines, as was the case in many
Chinese cities well into the twentieth century, and especially so with
merchants, who were organized in hometown associations (Huiguan) and
thus institutionalized ethnic bonds,19 which reduced the openness and
intensity of the contact with other city dwellers. However, the fact that
context matters does not alter the likelihood that, in general, migration to
cities has a stronger transformative effect and thus weighs much more
heavily than colonization. And, it is precisely rural-to-urban migrations
that predominate in north-western Europe in the period 1500–1900,

17. Lucassen, “Population and Migration”; Ulbe Bosma, Gijs Kessler, and Leo Lucassen (eds),
Migration and Membership Regimes in Global and Historical Perspective (Leiden and Boston,
MA, 2013).
18. L. Wacquant, Urban Outcasts: A Comparative Sociology of Advanced Marginality
(Cambridge, 2008); Lucassen, “Population and Migration”.
19. B. Goodman, Native Place, City, and Nation: Regional Networks and Identities in Shanghai,
1853–1937 (Berkeley, CA, 1995); A. Finnane, Speaking of Yangzhou: A Chinese City, 1550–1850
(Cambridge, MA, 2004). See also C.Moll-Murata, “Work Ethics andWork Valuations in a Period of
Commercialization: Ming China, 1500–1644”, International Review of Social History,
56 (2011), SI 19, pp. 165–196, 168, on Chinese guilds and their principle of common region of origin.
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whereas in China colonization was much more important, with some
twelve million people moving to frontiers between 1680 and 1850. The
greatest divergence in migrations to cities occurred in the period 1750–1850,
when European cities almost quadrupled in size and the urban graveyard
effect disappeared. It seems no coincidence that it was only when the
massive migration to Chinese cities from the late 1970s onwards (and in
Japan a century earlier) took off that economic growth followed suit.
The importance of cities as high-pressure cookers links the CCMR

approach to an even broader debate on the role of labour as a production
factor in understanding economic growth. We believe our volume shows
that there are good reasons to take migrant labour much more seriously.
Instead of just assuming that labour is undifferentiated and will be available
where and when needed, the field of human capital studies not only shows
the importance of skills, but also their transportable and shareable nature.20

And this is where migration comes in. By voting with their feet, workers
transport their skills to another place and subsequently share their knowl-
edge and experience with people from different cultural backgrounds. But
migrants also improve their skills by moving to new places and institutions,
such as cities, ships, armies, outposts, which they then might transport back
to where they came from, or further, in the case of circular and return
migrations. Depending on the context, such encounters often have positive
economic outcomes, as has been shown extensively by economists for one
of our key types of cross-cultural migration, people moving from the
countryside to cities.21 Recent work by Gareth Austin and Kaoru Sugihara
on the East Asian labour-intensive industrialization added a new layer to
this body of knowledge.22 Inspired by Kuznets’ work from the 1950s and
that of Akira Hayami a decade later, they stress the importance of the
transferability of rural skills (planning, organizing, and time keeping, for
example) – acquired through intensive rice cultivation or proto-industrial
activities. And these skills explain the success of – small-scale – industrial
enterprises in East Asia, as well as in some Western European regions. This
reminds us that the countryside was highly differentiated, and this should
also be taken into account when theorizing the CCMR approach further.
Finally, we take the opportunity to discuss an issue raised by Lynn Lees

on the role of colonies in the head start of north-western Europe. Patterns of

20. R. Crawford, In the Era of Human Capital: The Emergence of Talent, Intelligence, and
Knowledge as theWorldwide Economic Force andWhat itMeans toManagers and Investors (New
York, 1991); R.E. Lucas, Lectures on Economic Growth (Cambridge, MA, 2002).
21. Lucas, Lectures on Economic Growth; Jan de Vries, European Urbanization, 1500–1800
(London, 1984); Karel Davids and Bert De Munck (eds), Innovation and Creativity in Late
Medieval and Early Modern European Cities (Farnham, 2014).
22. G. Austin and K. Sugihara (eds), Labour-Intensive Industrialization in Global History
(Abingdon, 2013).
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cross-cultural migration in this part of the world can be understood only in the
larger context of empire, plantation economies, and colonies. As Adam
McKeown in our volume rightly remarks, the comparison of an empire (China)
with a continent (Europe) as unit of analysis makes the importance of the
overseas expansion of European empires, especially in the Americas, invisible,
reducing it largely to the category of “emigration” in our model.23 Like the
frontiers in the north and the west of the (land-)expanding Chinese empire,
the Atlantic plantation complex could also be considered an integral part of the
European economy and migration circuits. By including these, the share of
colonization migration would rise somewhat, but, as Table 1 shows, apart from
the first half of the seventeenth century, when almost a million Spanish and
Portuguese migrants left for South America, the pre-1800 dominance of
migrations to cities (in Western Europe) and to land (in China) remains.
As with determining the “weights”, discussed above, which depends on

the specific historical context, this unpacking of the category “emigration”
in the case of Europe in the early modern period and the resulting recal-
culations show the flexibility of the CCMR approach, as it offers scholars
the possibility to choose their own levels of analysis, depending on their
specific research questions.

MIGRATION AND GLOBAL LABOUR HISTORY

As argued elsewhere, labour history and migration history have many
things in common, and by joining forces they mutually reinforce each
other.24 Workers are often migrants, and their geographical mobility mat-
ters if we want to understand individual patterns of social mobility, social
movements, skill formation, and collective identities. Men and women who

Table 1. Number of colonizing migrants (000s) and (adjusted) colonization
rates for Europe and China (1601–1800).

UK Iberian
Low

countries France
German
lands Total

% of
total
CCM

Adjusted
(former)

colonization rate
for Europe (%)

Colonization
rate for China

(%)

1601–1650 191 807 2 1000 5.2 6 (1) 18
1651–1700 198 208 3 6 415 2.1 11 (9) 31
1701–1750 100 583 5 50 35 773 3.7 12 (8) 35
1751–1800 194 363 10 50 35 652 2.5 14 (12) 33

Sources: Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen, “The Mobility Transition in Europe Revisited, 1500–1900.
Sources and Methods”, IISH Research Paper 46 (Amsterdam, 2010), and McKeown, “A Different
Transition: Human Mobility in China, 1600–1900”, in Lucassen and Lucassen, Globalising Migration
History.

23. A. McKeown, “A Different Transition: Human Mobility in China, 1600–1900”, in Lucassen
and Lucassen, Globalising Migration History, p. 287.
24. Lucassen, “Connecting the World”.
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move to other places take their skills, norms, primary identities, and social
repertoires with them. At the point of destination, this might lead to con-
flicts, discrimination, and exclusion, but also to the dissemination of new
ideas and the forging of new solidarities.
A good example are the virulent anti-Italian protests and discourse of

French workers and unions at the end of the nineteenth century, which led
to an outright chasses à l’Italien costing the lives of dozens of migrant
workers. Within decades, however, this extreme nativism had decreased
considerably, as Italians joined French unions while adding their own
flavour of syndicalism. Italian socialist union leaders, like Luigi
Campolonghi, was even sent to France to organize his compatriots.25 Such
cross-cultural effects of migration are also well illustrated by the recent
blossoming historiography on the transnational links of anarchists in
Europe and the Americas.26 Our CCM typology includes such encounters
but casts the net much wider while at the same time offering new ideas on
the relationship between the four key forms of cross-cultural migration and
the mobility of labour and labour relations.
Whereas people whomoved to cities hoped to earnmoney as wage workers

in urban industries and services, or as self-employed artisans, those involved in
colonization migration set up farms or became agricultural workers. The
majority, however, were forced to work as slaves or indentured labourers on
large-scale plantations both in the Americas and Asia. Seasonal migrants
predominantly combined self-employment as peasants with temporary wage

25. M. Lartigue-Vecchie, “Les grèves des dockers à Marseille de 1890 à 1903”, Provence Historique,
10 (1960), pp. 146–179; Robert Paris, “Les Italiens et le mouvement ouvrier français de 1870 à 1915”,
in Antonio Bechelloni, Michel Dreyfus, and Pierre Milza (eds), L’intégration italienne en France
(Paris, 1995); Leo Lucassen, The Immigrant Threat: The Integration of Old and New Migrants in
Western Europe since 1850 (Urbana andChicago, IL, 2005), p. 82. Seemore generally, R. Penninx and
J. Roosblad (eds), Trade Unions, Immigration, and Immigrants in Europe, 1960–1993: A Com-
parative Study of the Attitudes and Actions of Trade Unions in Seven West European Countries
(New York, 2000); R. Milkman, L.A. Story: Immigrant Workers and the Future of the US Labor
Movement (New York, 2006); B. Schmitter-Heisler, “Trade Unions and Immigrant Incorporation:
The US and Europe Compared”, in L. Lucassen, D. Feldman, and J. Oltmer (eds), Paths of Inte-
gration: Migrants in Western Europe (1880–2004) (Amsterdam, 2006), pp. 201–221; C.E. Schall, The
Rise and Fall of the Miraculous Welfare Machine: Immigration and Social Democracy in Twentieth-
Century Sweden (Ithaca, NY, and London, 2016).
26. M. Cordillot, Révolutionnaires du Nouveau Monde. Une brève histoire du mouvement
socialiste francophone aux États-Unis (1885–1922) (Montreal, 2009); J.C. Moya, Cousins and
Strangers: Spanish Immigrants in Buenos Aires, 1850–1930 (Berkeley, CA, 1998); C. Bantman,
The French Anarchists in London, 1880–1914: Exile and Transnationalism in the First Globalisa-
tion (Liverpool, 2013); T. Tomchuck, Transnational Radicals: Italian Anarchists in Canada and
the US, 1915–1940 (Winnipeg, 2015); J.A. Baer, Anarchist Immigrants in Spain and Argentina
(Urbana and Chicago, IL, 2015); K. Zimmer, Immigrants Against the State: Yiddish and Italian
Anarchism in America (Urbana and Chicago, IL, 2015); C. Bantman and B. Altena (eds),
Reassessing the Transnational Turn: Scales of Analysis in Anarchist and Syndicalist Studies
(New York, 2015).
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labour in commercialized agricultural regions or in cities, as domestics or
construction workers. Labour migrants who stayed away longer than a year
(TMA) with the intention of returning often joined institutions such as the
army or navy, whereas a minority of higher-skilled workers ended up as
bureaucrats or specialists working for the state, the church (missionaries), or
for large, transnational, industrial and trading companies. Although there is
overlap in the types of labour relation between the four main types of
migration, there are also distinct combinations that help us understand better
the development and shifts in labour relations forged by distinct cross-cultural
migrations. Temporary work by Russian peasants and serfs in cities, for
example, introduced them to the urban environment in which wages and
commerce dominated. By functioning as a bridge between more or less
autarkic and commercialized regions, these temporary migrants, in the long
run, loosened the ties with the countryside and paved the way for large-scale
industrial wage labour.27

Although we do not claim that the CCMR perspective is the only or best
way to further develop global migration and labour history in the future, we
do believe that for systematic comparisons of migrations in different time
periods and different world regions an agreed definition and typology is
crucial, not only because it furthers our understanding of migration as a
social process, but also because it enables migration and social historians to
think more explicitly about the role of migration as an independent variable
in all kinds of more general processes and long-term developments, be they
cultural, political, social, or economic.28

27. G. Kessler, “The Peasant and the Town: Rural-Urban Migration in the Soviet Union, 1929–
40” (PhD, European University Institute, 2001); Siegelbaum and Moch, Broad Is My Native
Land.
28. For a more cultural and political approach, which includes soldiers, sailors, and traders, see
V. Huber, Channelling Mobilities: Migration and Globalisation in the Suez Canal Region and
Beyond, 1869–1914 (New York, 2015).
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