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Abstract  
This thesis is driven by two inter-related research questions: why have Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals gained prominence in British national newspapers, and how can the 

securitisation approach advance our understanding of textual representations of intra-EU 

mobilities. The research examines six British national newspapers: three tabloids (Daily Mail, 

Daily Mirror, Sun) and three broadsheets (Guardian, Telegraph and Times). The thesis has 

put forward the overarching argument that Bulgarians and Romanians have gained 

prominence in British print media because their ability to exercise the freedom of movement 

principle, to obtain employment and to access welfare and public services, has been 

securitised against the backdrop of negative categorical assumptions about Bulgarians and 

Romanians, as well as their home countries. 

The research focuses on the years 2006 and 2013, which are understood as years of transition. 

During both years the topic of the actual and hypothetical mobility of Bulgarians and 

Romanians was high on news and political agendas. 2006 was the year before Bulgaria and 

Romania joined the European Union (EU). It was just two years after the largest so far round 

of Eastern EU Enlargement, which saw the EU accession of ten countries, eight of which 

post-communist. Politically, it was defined by New Labour’s pragmatic, evidence-based 

migration policies. 2013 was the year before the transitional work restrictions for Bulgarian 

and Romanian nationals were to be waived, thus granting Bulgarian and Romanian nationals’ 

full access to the UK labour market. In July 2013, Croatia joined the EU. In terms of political 

circumstances, the new Coalition government (Conservatives and Liberal Democrats) has 

explicitly stated its commitment not only to control, but also to substantially reduce the levels 

of EU migration. The British political context was marked by the increased political 

significance of the United Kingdom Independence Party (UKIP) steering the political agenda 

towards stronger right-wing populism, and the slow recovery after the 2008 global economic 

crisis amidst austerity cuts.  

The research is conceptually-driven and employs the work of the Copenhagen School on 

securitisation, as well as Maria Todorova’s work on Balkanism. In terms of method, the 

thesis makes use of a mixed methodological approach, which combines a quantitative 

component (NVivo 10, Sketch Engine) and a qualitative component (Thematic analysis). The 

research analyses the two research questions across four core themes: imminent immigrants, 

social raiders, stealing jobs, and transnational vagabonds. 

 

 

 

 



2 
 

  



3 
 

 

Acknowledgments  
 

To my family 

To Bogi 

  



4 
 

 

 

Author’s declaration 

 

I declare that the work in this dissertation was carried out in accordance with the 

requirements of the University's Regulations and Code of Practice for Research Degree 

Programmes and that it has not been submitted for any other academic award. Except where 

indicated by specific reference in the text, the work is the candidate's own work. Work done 

in collaboration with, or with the assistance of, others, is indicated as such. Any views 

expressed in the dissertation are those of the author. 

 

SIGNED: .............................................................  DATE:..........................   



5 
 

 

Table of Contents 

Abstract ................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Acknowledgments ................................................................................................................................. 3 

Author’s declaration ................................................................................................................................ 4 

List of abbreviations ............................................................................................................................... 8 

Chapter 1: Introduction .......................................................................................................................... 9 

Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 9 

The Eastern Enlargement of the European Union: who and what is European? .............................. 10 

Aim and relevance of the research .................................................................................................... 12 

Why the United Kingdom? From economic optimism to political anxiety ...................................... 13 

Why Bulgarians and Romanians? ................................................................................................. 14 

Why print media? .............................................................................................................................. 15 

Intra-EU migrations .......................................................................................................................... 16 

Securitisation of migration ................................................................................................................ 18 

Structure of the thesis ........................................................................................................................ 20 

Chapter 2: Theoretical framework of analysis ...................................................................................... 24 

Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 24 

The Copenhagen School and the challenges of the new security agenda ..................................... 24 

Securitisation..................................................................................................................................... 25 

Referent objects ............................................................................................................................ 27 

Speech Acts ................................................................................................................................... 29 

Balkanism ......................................................................................................................................... 35 

Balkanism and Identity ................................................................................................................. 35 

Imagining the Balkans .................................................................................................................. 36 

Locating the Balkans ..................................................................................................................... 41 

Conclusion ........................................................................................................................................ 42 

Chapter 3: Data and method of analysis............................................................................................... 43 

Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 43 

Sampling and corpus building .......................................................................................................... 43 

Key criterion: time ........................................................................................................................ 45 

Newspapers ................................................................................................................................... 46 

LexisNexis UK .............................................................................................................................. 47 



6 
 

NVivo 10 ....................................................................................................................................... 51 

Sketch Engine ............................................................................................................................... 53 

Thematic Analysis ............................................................................................................................ 56 

Identifying the themes ................................................................................................................... 58 

Limitations of the study method ................................................................................................... 60 

Conclusion ........................................................................................................................................ 61 

Chapter 4: Imminent Immigrants ......................................................................................................... 62 

Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 62 

The soft and the tough ................................................................................................................... 63 

The media campaigns of 2006 and 2013....................................................................................... 68 

Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they can ............................................................... 70 

Bulgarians and Romanians will come to Britain because they want to ........................................ 76 

Bulgarians and Romanians will come to Britain because they are worse (off) than the Poles ..... 79 

The imminent Roma exodus ......................................................................................................... 81 

British sovereignty as a referent object ......................................................................................... 84 

Conclusion ........................................................................................................................................ 85 

Chapter 5: Social Raiders ...................................................................................................................... 88 

Introduction ....................................................................................................................................... 88 

Stealing jobs to claim benefits .......................................................................................................... 89 

Roma: the ultimate social raiders ...................................................................................................... 95 

It’s the EU’s fault .............................................................................................................................. 99 

The British welfare system as a referent object .............................................................................. 105 

Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................... 109 

Chapter 6: Stealing Jobs ...................................................................................................................... 112 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 112 

New Labour and the managed approach to migration .................................................................... 113 

Cheating the system ........................................................................................................................ 115 

Desperate and hard-working ........................................................................................................... 119 

Securitising precarity ...................................................................................................................... 126 

Bulgarians and Romanians vs BAMEs ........................................................................................... 129 

The British labour market as a referent object ................................................................................ 131 

Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................... 132 

Chapter 7: Transnational Vagabonds .................................................................................................. 134 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 134 

Uncivilised ...................................................................................................................................... 135 

Corrupt ............................................................................................................................................ 140 



7 
 

Disorderly ....................................................................................................................................... 148 

British public order as a referent object .......................................................................................... 155 

Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................... 157 

Chapter 8: Conclusion and Discussion ................................................................................................ 158 

Research questions and relevance of the study ............................................................................... 158 

Research design and main analytical findings ................................................................................ 161 

Strengths of the study ..................................................................................................................... 165 

Securitisation and media ............................................................................................................. 165 

Securitising Balkanism ............................................................................................................... 166 

Limitations of the study .................................................................................................................. 169 

Suggestions for further research ..................................................................................................... 170 

Roma-phobia and Balkanism ...................................................................................................... 170 

Securitisation and post-truth ....................................................................................................... 170 

Comparative and non-Western research on media securitisation of migration........................... 171 

Racialisation and Securitisation .................................................................................................. 171 

Bibliography ........................................................................................................................................ 173 

News articles cited .............................................................................................................................. 200 

 

 

  



8 
 

List of abbreviations  

 

BAME - Black, Asian, and minority ethnic communities in the UK.  

CEE – Central and Eastern Europe 

DWP – Department for Work and Pensions  

EEA – European Economic Area  

EU – European Union  

EU 10/A 10 countries - this refers to the ten countries that joined the EU in 2004.  

EU 2/A 2 countries - this refers to the two countries that joined the EU in 2004. 

IPS – International Passenger Survey  

NATO - North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

NIN - National Insurance Number 

NHS – National Health Service  

ONS – Office for National Statistics  

UKIP – United Kingdom Independence Party  

  



9 
 

 

Chapter 1: Introduction  

 

Introduction 

This thesis seeks to explore the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians in six British 

newspapers for the years 2006 and 2013, employing the securitisation approach as advanced 

by the Copenhagen School. The research focuses on the years 2006, i.e. the year before 

Bulgaria and Romania’s accession to the European Union, and 2013: the last year in which 

the transitional measures restricting and regulating the free movement of workers from these 

two countries were applied. The thesis critically examines the portrayal of Bulgarians and 

Romanians in six British newspapers with national circulation and wide readership, namely 

the Daily Mail, Daily Mirror, Sun, Times, Telegraph and Guardian.  

The research is driven by two research questions: 1) why have Bulgarians and Romanians 

gained prominence in British national print media, and 2) how can the securitisation approach 

further our understanding of textual representations of intra-EU mobilities. Asking such 

questions is important within the context of political and economic interdependencies in the 

enlarged European Union (henceforth EU). Upon successfully answering these questions, the 

research will be able to explain why the hypothetical and actual migration from Bulgaria and 

Romania has gained prominence in British newspapers and what does that mean for the 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians, but also for the portrayal of the British self. Further, 

the thesis will be able to show to what extent the securitisation approach could be analytically 

helpful when studying representations of intra-EU migrations in print media. Thus, the thesis 

seeks to contribute to the growing literatures on intra-EU mobilities and the securitisation of 

migration.  

The chapter is structured as follows. First, it introduces the research questions and explicates 

their importance for the thesis. Second, it emphasises the relevance of the research questions 

for the bodies of literature to which the thesis seeks to contribute. Lastly, the chapter provides 

an outline of the thesis.   
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The Eastern Enlargement of the European Union: who and what is European? 

On the one hand, the Eastern Enlargement of the European Union is the empirical context 

within which the current research is situated. On the other hand, it evokes important 

conceptual questions regarding the idea and limit of Europe (den Boer (ed) 1995, Wæver 

1996, Todorova 2009). Such questions are important for the research problem at hand 

because, as it will be elaborated in the next chapter, ideas of who and what is European are 

key for making sense of self-other relations. This subsection seeks to position, as well as to 

problematise, East-West relations within the wider context of the Eastern Enlargement of the 

EU. 

 

According to the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997), any European state that cherishes and 

implements EU’s core values, such as freedom, democracy, respect for the rule of law and 

human rights, is to be permitted to apply for EU membership (available at www.europe.eu). 

Two things are noteworthy here. First, being a country, which is geographically situated in 

Europe appears to be a key condition for being considered a candidate country in the first 

place. Such a condition is not unproblematic because of the socially constructed and 

politically contested nature of the boundaries of Europe (Rumelili 2004). Second, the implied 

convergence between a geographical belonging to the continent and the more universal 

aspiration towards the principles of freedom, democracy, rule of law and human rights 

protection, signifies a specific mode of differentiation, which operationalises the categories of 

sameness and difference, as well as anything on that spectrum. Whilst the European 

Community’s unequivocal negative response to Morocco's application for membership in 

1987 would constitute an example of a clear-cut boundary between European self and non-

European other, the 1995 enlargement round when Austria, Finland, and Sweden joined the 

EU, was not seen as problematic given that these three countries were wealthy, net 

contributors to the EU budget and were culturally aligned with existing members (Jahn and 

Storsved 1995). However, the 1981 accession of Greece and the 1986 entry of Spain and 

Portugal have been marked with ambiguity and controversy in terms of their relative 

economic backwardness in comparison with the established wealthier member states. Further, 

there were concerns over the impact of mobile Greek, Spanish, and Portuguese nationals on 

the labour markets and welfare systems of core member states (Kvist 2004, Arcarazo (ed) 

2015).  

 

http://www.europe.eu/
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During the mid-late 1990s, the expressed desires of Central and Eastern European countries 

to join the EU and NATO have unleashed as well as revived complex relations of othering 

that precede the Cold War era and its ideological divisions. Both NATO and 

the EU were elements of crucial importance for the security order in Europe following the 

end of the Cold War (Christiansen 2001: 665). The agenda for the post-1989 democratic 

enlargement had a twofold purpose: to reunite Europe following the collapse of communism, 

and to reinvent NATO for the political realities of the post-1989 era (Asmus 2008: 97). As 

the transatlantic alliance’s focus was on dealing with emerging issues of security, the 

European Union tasked itself with guiding the processes of democratic transition in Central 

and Eastern Europe (Ibid: 97, 98).  

 

The Eastern Enlargement of the European Union formally began in 2004 with the accession 

of ten countries (also referred to as A 10/EU 10): Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia. However, the EU 

enlargement policy has been a lengthy process, marked by asymmetric power relations as the 

very institution of candidacy became symptomatic of the simultaneously running processes of 

recognising Eastern European states’ renewed claims to Europeanness and the contestation of 

these claims by emphasising that the candidate states were substantially lagging behind the 

core member states (Asmus 2008, Rumelili 2004, Moravczik and Vachudova 2003).  

 

On the one hand, arguments that supported the enlargement characteristically referred to the 

quintessential cultural, historical and geographic Europeanness that the Eastern half shared 

with the rest of the continent (Rumelili 2004: 421). In Copenhagen in 1993, the European 

Council reached a consensus that all post-communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe 

that are willing to become EU members, will be afforded the opportunity to do so (Ibid: 421). 

On the other hand, however, candidate countries had no say with regards to EU’s legal 

regulations and institutional practices, which they were to merely accept and implement 

accordingly, within a set timeline (Asmus 2008: 97, 98). Even though the Eastern 

Enlargement was made possible by a shared identity, it did also entail a process of 

differentiation and othering. One distinctive characteristic of the Eastern Enlargement that 

had highlighted the liminality of post-communist Europe within the European public 

imagination, had been ideological; namely, the slow transition between ideological 

antagonism during the Cold War era, and ideological convergence following the post-1989 

changes in political regimes.  
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Different arguments and perspectives have been put forward with regards to the logic behind 

the Eastern EU Enlargement. Some have suggested that it was a mechanism of regularisation 

procedures, which were to transform yesterday’s irregular migrants into EU citizens 

(Arcarazo and Martire 2014: 368, see also Munz and Fassman 1994). Malksoo (2006: 288) 

has put forward the argument that the Eastern EU Enlargement was a fulfilled promise to re-

Europeanise post-communist nations. Socio-legal research (see Guild 2001, Sciortino and 

Finotelli 2013) has pointed out that Eastern, as well as Southern European member states 

were to be used as buffers in the ongoing attempts to restrict non-European immigration. In 

other words, that the EU accession of post-communist countries functions as a mechanism for 

outsourcing migration responsibilities (Ibid). One thing these accounts have in common, is 

the recognition that intra-European East-West relations are defined by asymmetric power 

relations and are marked by political, economic and cultural complexities and 

interdependencies.  

 

Aim and relevance of the research  

The research aims at exploring the prominence that Bulgarian and Romanian nationals appear 

to have gained around the time their countries acceded to the EU, as well as the analytical 

possibility to examine their portrayal using the securitisation approach. The research seeks to 

demonstrate that whilst intra-EU mobilities following the rounds of Eastern Enlargement 

have generated a sustained academic interest and numerous studies have raised concerns 

regarding the sustainability of this mobility and the possibilities for workers from accession 

states to undercut wages, unlawfully gain employment or become dependent on wealthier 

welfare systems, the securitisation approach has been underused in the study of this 

phenomenon, despite its potential analytical benefits.  

The thesis will seek to operationalise securitisation in order to gain a deeper understanding of 

the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians. This task is conceived against the backdrop of 

the growing analytical importance, as well as popularity, of the subfield of securitisation of 

migration, whilst the securitisation approach itself has not been normally used to study media 

speech (however, some studies that have done this are discussed in chapter 2). These 

questions are particularly interesting within the UK context and the marked shift from New 

Labour’s approach of economic optimism towards a sustained momentum of political and 

public anxieties over the larger than expected numbers arriving from Eastern European 
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member states (Fox et al 2012, Somerville 2007, Huysmans 2006, inter alia). Worries that 

this could result in a sudden influx of cheap labour which would damage domestic economic 

and social stability, triggered debates within and amongst existing member states about 

restricting the mobility of EU citizens from accession countries (Huysmans 2006: 6). Many 

of the core member states introduced restrictive measures, however the British government, 

alongside Ireland and Sweden, initially did not seem to share such a protectionist view (Ibid: 

6,7, see also Fox et al 2012 and Somerville 2007).  

 

Why the United Kingdom? From economic optimism to political anxiety  

The analysis focuses on the United Kingdom because although initially the country was a 

supporter of an EU expansion eastwards and did not apply transitional restrictions to workers 

from the accession countries that joined in 2004, around the mid-2000s it found itself 

grappling with the realisation that the forecasted 5, 000 – 13, 000 EU workers were, in fact, 

between 600, 000 and 1, 000, 000 (Black et al 2010, Fox et al 2012, Somerville 2007, inter 

alia). The de-regularised labour market in the UK coupled with the fact that nationals from 

the 2004 cohort did not require work permits to obtain employment in Britain, opened up the 

possibility for large-scale work-related mobility from accession states (Ciupijus 2011, 

McDowell 2009). 

In Britain, economic rationale was underpinning New Labour’s managed approach to 

immigration in the early and mid-2000s (McDowell 2009, Fox et al. 2012 (a)) and the Home 

Office was explicit that the expanded EU with its mobile workforce is an asset for the British 

economy and employers should recruit first from the UK and the EU, and only after that from 

non-EU countries (Home Office 2006: 6). For the then Labour government the approach was 

centred around economics, which was to neutralise further toxic politicisation of migration 

related issues. Despite the economic opportunities and benefits that workers from accession 

countries have brought to the British economy, they have also presented significant 

challenges. These were related to issues of employment (bogus self-employment, 

undercutting wages), access, use and export of welfare payments, crime and anti-social 

behaviour. To be sure, such challenges have been present in other old member states. For 

example, in 2011, Spain reintroduced labour market restrictions for Romanian nationals only, 

due to security concerns over the integrity of its national labour market (Arcarazo and Martire 

2014). In the Nordic countries the sheer number of arrivals have raised concerns about the 
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ability of the state-regulated labour markets and welfare systems to adapt to the new 

pressures (Jørgensen and Thomsen 2016). A particularly salient issue in public debates has 

been around the rise of Romanian and Bulgarian Roma beggars in France (Balch et al. 2014) 

and Sweden (Pollack and Roosvall 2015).  

Whilst the political and public anxieties that the United Kingdom has experienced are not an 

isolated phenomenon, the quality of debate in Britain has been characterised by an increased 

prominence of security-related arguments (Balch and Balabanova 2016). The realities of free 

movement of workers (but also economically inactive EU citizens as per the 2004 EU 

Directive on Free Movement) understood against the backdrop of partial and insufficient 

economic and political reforms in post-communist Europe, exacerbated the general disbelief 

that the political establishment can effectively control population dynamics and casted doubts 

over the reliability of migration figures and forecasts.   

 

Why Bulgarians and Romanians? 

The explicit focus on Bulgarians and Romanians is justified both in terms of academic 

literatures and empirical context. The thesis seeks to make it clear that the textual portrayal of 

Bulgarians and Romanians is not simply a part of a broader anti-Eastern European rubric. 

Although there are important similarities, which will be noted throughout the analysis, 

studying Eastern Europeans en masse is intellectually counterproductive as it risks 

perpetuating an essentialist understanding of the region and its peoples. In fact, both 

Todorova (1997, 2009) and Wæver (1995, 1998), have argued that unlike their northeast 

neighbours, the peoples from southeast Europe were more difficult to discover as a part of 

Europe and accept as European (Todorova 2009, Wæver in van Dussen and Wilson (eds) 

1995, also Wæver 1996, 1998)). When Larry Wolff (1994) discusses the process of textual 

and intellectual invention of Eastern Europe in the writings of philosophers of the 

Enlightenment, such as Voltaire and Rousseau, the Balkans do not feature explicitly in his 

analysis. The latter remains focused on Russia and Poland.  

Bulgarian and Romanian nationals were subjected to a different treatment following their EU 

accession. Bulgaria and Romania (also referred to as EU 2/ A2) joined the EU in January 

2007 amidst political and societal anxiety regarding the larger than expected numbers of 

Central and Eastern European (CEE) migrants, mainly Poles, that arrived in old member 

states, like Britain, Germany, and the Netherlands. Unlike in 2004, when it was only Britain, 
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Ireland and Sweden that adopted an open-doors-approach to potential labour migrants from 

the new member states, Bulgaria and Romania were subjected to harsher immigration control 

policies in the form of restricted and conditional access to the British labour market for the 

full period of seven years. During this time Bulgarians and Romanians were free only to 

undertake employment as ‘self-employed’, otherwise they were required to obtain various 

work permits. Issues around rights and conditions of employment, lack of border controls, 

putting pressure on welfare provisions and public services such as housing, schools and the 

National Health Service (NHS), were high on the political agenda and increasingly 

articulated in security terms (Balch and Balabanova 2016).  

There are some uncertainties about the number of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals living in 

the UK. Both embassies refrain from providing exact figures on their official websites, whilst 

noting that the size of Bulgarian and Romanian communities in Britain is increasing due to 

the two countries’ EU membership and the lack of requirement to register with local British 

authorities at arrival. Data produced by the Office for National Statistics (ONS), as well as 

the International Passenger Survey (IPS) point out that there has been a lot of public interest 

in migration from Bulgaria and Romania to the United Kingdom following their accession to 

the European Union on 1 January 2007 and the end of the transitional employment 

restrictions on 1 January 2014. International Passenger Survey’s long-term estimates (2007-

2015) suggest that immigration of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals was around 17, 000 in 

the year ending December 2008, only to increase to 53, 000 in the year ending March 2015 

(IPS 2015, quoted in ONS 2015). In the year ending June 2015, the ONS migration statistics 

quarterly report (via webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk) indicates a 168 per cent increase in 

National Insurance Numbers (NINOs) issued to Romanian nationals (170, 000 from 63, 000) 

and 104 per cent increase for Bulgarians (from 22,000 to 44,000) (ONS 2015). ONS data for 

2016 points out that there were 413, 000 Bulgarian and Romanian nationals living in the UK, 

with Romanians constituting 80 per cent of that number (ONS 2017). Bearing in mind the 

nature of the freedom of movement principle, migration figures and forecasts are best 

understood as indicative, rather than definitive.  

 

Why print media? 

The thesis focuses on news media for the following reasons. First, its existence is significant 

in and of itself (Wodak and Krzyzanowski 2010). The importance of newspapers for the 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/
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study of migration has been pointed out by researchers, such as King and Wood (2001), 

Wodak and Krzyzanowski (2008, 2010), Wodak and Reisigl (1999), Baker et al (2008), van 

Dijk (2010(a)(b)), Fairclough (2006), Fairclough and Fairclough (2012), Fairclough et al 

(2011), Balch et al 2014, Balch and Balabanova 2010, 2016, Mawby and Gisby 2009, Vicol 

and Allen 2014, Allen 2016, inter alia. British print media has a rich history in reporting on 

migration-related issues (Mawby and Gisby 2009, Baker et al 2008, Allen 2016) and is 

particularly influential by virtue of the global appeal of the English language. Moreover, 

British news media maintains (mostly) free and publicly accessible online archives which 

facilitates access to data and enables the construction of corpora for analysis.  

Second, the thesis focuses on national print media, rather than say policy, because it has been 

media that fuelled anxieties over the possibility for yet another mass influx of Eastern 

European nationals (Vicol and Allen 2014, Mawby and Gisby 2009, see also Balch and 

Balabanova 2016). As already pointed above, the quality of debate in British news media 

over Eastern European nationals coming to the UK has caused concerns. Balch and 

Balabanova (2016) point out that British news media’s arguments about migration from 

Bulgaria and Romania could potentially be interpreted through the prism of “moral panics” or 

“securitisation”. Allen (2016) convincingly argues that journalists actively compete with 

political leaders and other actors in framing migration debates instead of being content with 

reporting on others’ views on migration policies. The mobility of Bulgarian and Romanian 

nationals is governed by the freedom of movement principle and therefore functions within a 

set of permissive and/or liberalised policies. Bulgaria and Romania’s EU accession has meant 

that the classic arsenal of migration control policies was no longer applicable to their 

nationals due to the realities of the freedom of movement principle. Moreover, as per current 

regulations, the British state does not require EU nationals to hold visas or to register with 

local authorities upon arrival, or to de-register when leaving the country (see broadly in 

Arcarazo (ed) 2015).  

 

Intra-EU migrations 

The current study builds on the growing and multidisciplinary literature on intra-EU 

mobilities and seeks to contribute to it by providing a critical, in-depth study of the portrayal 

of Bulgarians and Romanians in British print media. In this literature, Bulgarians and 

Romanians sometimes have been discussed alongside other groups of Eastern Europeans in 
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studies aiming at assessing the importance of economic factors for East-West migration 

(Blanchflower et al 2007, Galgoczi et al. 2012, Zaiceva 2014). Other studies focus on 

demographic trends, alongside economic development in determining migration trends 

(Rangelova and Vladimirova 2004, Ghodsee 2002, Gaechter 2002). A substantial part of the 

intra-EU mobility scholarship has focused on the economic integration of workers from the 

accession countries into the labour markets of core member states from a variety of 

disciplinary perspectives. This research has noted that despite very high levels of 

employment, there is a significant mismatch between prior qualifications and employment 

levels. This is to say that for the most part Bulgarians and Romanians are employed at jobs 

far below their educational levels, work long hours for low wages and have issues with 

accessing good quality housing (Anderson et al 2006, Markova and Black 2008; Markova 

2010, Favell 2008, Recchi and Favell 2009, Favel and Nebe 2009, McDowell 2009). 

Research from the field of economics and industrial relations have focused on the dangers of 

mass influx of cheap labour in terms of the reduced ability of national governments to 

prevent the phenomenon of wage dumping; a phenomenon often associated with bogus self-

employment, subcontracting, and the posting of workers from poorer to wealthier member 

states. These interrelated issues are analysed against the backdrop of rapid neoliberalisation 

and the decreasing power of trade unions in core member states, such as the United Kingdom, 

Germany, Austria and Scandinavia (see here Alberti and Danaj 2017, Alsos and Eldring 

2008, Arnholtz and Andersen 2018).  

Socio-legal studies have focused on the role of immigration and visa regimes and their 

liberalisation within the enlarged EU for population dynamics. Barnard (2009a and b) 

analyses the limitations of British national labour law in managing the impact of posting 

workers on the construction industry, whilst Arcarazo and Martire (2014) critically explore 

how processes of othering function in the legal framework of EU citizenship and immigration 

law, paying particular attention to the othering of Eastern Europeans (see also Arcarazo (ed) 

2015, Guild 2001).  

Sociological research has indicated that there are issues with discrimination of Eastern 

Europeans in terms of policies, employment opportunities, as well as intra-societal relations. 

Arguments related to the racialisation on Eastern Europeans within the multicultural British 

society (but also on EU level) have been developed in the work of Jon Fox (Fox et al 2012, 
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2013), Adrian Favell (2008, Favel and Nebe 2009, Recchi and Favell 2009) and Steve Garner 

(2007, 2010, 2012).  

 

Securitisation of migration  

The current research is also interested in exploring the added analytical value of the 

securitisation approach for the study of intra-EU mobilities. Despite its ever growing 

prominence in the multidisciplinary field of migration, the approach has been predominantly 

employed to study issues related to irregular and asylum migrations from the global South to 

the global North and thus is underutilised as far as intra-European mobilities are concerned 

(however see here Balch and Balabanova 2016, van Baar 2011 on Europe’s Romaphobia, 

securitization and nomadization; and Mawby and Gisby 2009 on migration and moral panics 

in an enlarged EU). Whilst the key characteristics of the securitisation approach are dealt 

with in the next chapter, this subsection seeks to explicate the relevance of the proposed 

research with regards to the literature on the securitisation of migration.  

Terriff et al (2000) point out that human migration is nothing new and neither is its treatment 

as a security concern (Ibid: 157). Security studies scholars have argued convincingly that 

attributing newness to perceived threats does not signify newness per se but comes to suggest 

that these phenomena have been analytically neglected during the Cold War era due to a 

different dominant rationale of viewing threats and vulnerabilities (Dannreuther 2007, 

Huysmans 2006, Terriff et al 2000, Aguis 2010 in Collins (ed), inter alia). Further, scholars 

highlight the contradiction that whilst “the Cold War was fought for the principle of the free 

movement of peoples but in reality, its end has led to a distinctively less benign environment 

for international migration” (Dannreuther 2007: 104, Huysmans 2006). In Europe, “the 

prospect of mass East-West migrations was viewed as a source of insecurity rather than as a 

positive assertion of human freedom” (Dannreuther 2007: 104). Such anxieties were aided by 

the large numbers of refugees following the ethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, as well 

as the increased number of irregular workers from the former Warsaw Pact countries (Munz 

and Fassman 1994, Huysmans 2006, Black et al 2010). 

The emerging view that migration can be understood as a legitimate area of security studies is 

related to the epistemological tradition of social constructivism and the important emphasis it 

places on the role of ideas, identities and interactions for understanding meanings and 

practices (Aguis 2010 in Collins (ed), Jorgensen and Fierke 2001, inter alia). It is worth 
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noting that securitisation has been extensively applied to the study of migration-related 

issues, particularly in the European context. Following Buzan et al’s (1998) conceptualisation 

of societal security and its elevation “to a status equal to that of traditional state security” 

(Dannreuther 2007: 113), the securitisation approach to migration phenomena gained 

increasing prominence.  

Jeff Huysmans’s (2006) book The Politics of Insecurity: Fear, Migration and Asylum in the 

EU follows a similar constructivist vein as it explores the relationship between the processes 

of European integration and the securitisation of migration. The author puts particular 

emphasis on the importance of the events of 9/11 on changing national security priorities. He 

puts forward a more processual understanding of security policies, arguing that they are pre-

structured by previous developments and demonstrates how an issue is elevated to the 

security realm via the process of securitisation. Further, he describes the securitisation of 

migration as a “a parallel internal security project legitimizing the exclusion of certain 

categories of people from the benefits of the European integration project” (Dannreuther 

2007: 113, see also Huysmans 2000).  

Didier Bigo (2002, 2009, 2017) argues that European institutions and law enforcement 

agencies, such as interior ministries, judiciaries, national police forces, armies and customs, 

exploit perceptions of migration and migrants as a threat in order to consolidate their power 

and access to more resources in order to remain relevant in the changing context of post-Cold 

War realities. The scholar argues that security professionals cynically use the convergence 

between international and national security to remain relevant and active in shaping public 

understandings of what and who constitutes a threat to national security. In a recent edited 

volume, Bigo and Guild (2017) further explore the relationship between borders, orders and 

identities, arguing that the populist insistence on closing or sealing borders is obsolete, 

inefficient, as well as dangerous for those who undertake migration.  

Lene Hansen’s work has further contributed to a more critical, in-depth understanding of how 

threats and vulnerabilities are constructed and sustained from a post-structuralist perspective. 

Amongst her notable works are the 2006 book Security as practice: Discourse analysis and 

the Bosnian war, the article “The little mermaid’s silent security dilemma and the absence of 

gender in the Copenhagen School” (2000), and her work on the visual securitisation and the 

Muhammad cartoon crisis (2011).  
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Another important study worth mentioning here is Ruben Andersson’s book Illegality, Inc.: 

Clandestine migration and the business of bordering Europe (2014), which is an 

anthropological study of irregular migration from Senegal and Mali to Europe. A specific 

emphasis is put on the outsourcing of border control mechanisms by the EU to, in this case, 

the Spanish enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla in Northern Africa.  

This brief overview of key texts that have explored various angles of viewing migration from 

a security perspective come to suggest the analytical benefits of a social constructivist 

understanding of security studies in terms of research topics and methods of analysis. Whilst 

the current research seeks to contribute to the growing body of literature that deals with the 

securitisation of migration, it also seeks to highlight that post-Eastern EU Enlargement 

mobilities have remained marginal within this literature. The research is interested in 

questioning as well as challenging this marginality by showing that i) securitisation is a 

useful lens in understanding contemporary East-West migrations within the enlarged EU and 

not just non-EU citizens’ migration to the EU, and that ii) liberalised border control policies 

are as interesting for the unfolding of securitisation discourses as are less permissive border 

control policies.  

 

Structure of the thesis 

The thesis consists of eight chapters and this subsection will briefly outline them.  

The main purpose of the theoretical chapter (chapter 2), is to develop a framework for the 

critical analysis of the empirical case at hand, as well as to review the scholarly literature on 

securitisation and Balkanism.  

The third chapter focuses on data collection and method of analysis. It explicates the logic 

behind the sampling, coding and analysis of news items. The approach to data is both 

quantitative and qualitative, relying on the online software Sketch Engine and NVivo 10, as 

well as on thematic analysis. The chapter argues that this methodological synergy has been 

necessary due to the large size of the sample, which consists of 918 items, and the 

determination to keep the analysis conceptually informed and qualitative.  

The fourth chapter explores how Bulgarians and Romanians have been portrayed with regard 

to mobility and the exercise of the free movement principle. The chapter examines the 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within the core theme of imminent immigrants and 
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argues that Bulgarians and Romanians’ exercise of the principle of free movement has been 

securitised as threatening the ability of the British state to exercise effective control over 

population dynamics. The chapter develops this argument throughout the six sub-themes: 1) 

the soft and the tough, 2) the media campaigns of 2006 and 2013, 3) Bulgarians and 

Romanians will come because they can, 4) Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they 

want to, 5) Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they are worse (off) than the Poles, 

6) the imminent Roma exodus. The analysis reveals that the ability of Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals to exercise the free movement principle has been securitised, but also 

that their textual portrayal is marked by ambiguity. Whilst Bulgarians and Romanians are 

portrayed as less desirable than Polish nationals, the former were seen as more desirable than 

non-EU/irregular migrants, as well as to their respective Roma minorities. Based on the 

conducted analysis, the chapter suggests that British sovereignty can be conceptualised as a 

distinct referent object at the intersection between political and societal security.  

The fifth chapter explores how Bulgarians and Romanians have been portrayed in relation to 

their access and use of welfare provisions, i.e. benefits, related to housing, unemployment, in-

work tax credits, child care, as well as use of the National Health Service (NHS), which is 

captured by the core theme of social raiders. The main argument the chapter seeks to make is 

that Bulgarians and Romanians’ actual and potential access and use of various welfare 

provisions has been securitised as an attack on the British welfare system, the latter being 

understood as a distinct referent object. Particular attention has been paid to the portrayal of 

the Roma minority within the theme of welfare and public services, where they gain negative 

prominence in relation to allegations of benefits tourism and committing welfare fraud. It is 

noteworthy that within this theme, the relationship between self and other is more 

antagonistic: Bulgarian and Romanian nationals are portrayed as desperate impoverished 

migrants who have every incentive to raid the generous and unprotected British welfare 

system. Perhaps, the only opportunity for redemption is when the focus is on the Roma 

minority, which is explicitly singled out and blamed for unlawfully taking advantage of 

welfare payments and housing provisions.  

Chapter number six focuses on the textual representation of Bulgarian and Romanian 

nationals with regard to work and labour market integration, captured by the core theme 

stealing jobs. The chapter seeks to argue that their employability has been securitised as an 

abuse of the principle of free movement and advances an understanding of the British labour 

market as a distinct referent object. It is worth noting that even though good work ethic and 
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high employability are not negative qualities in and of themselves, they are framed as posing 

dangers to the integrity and smooth functioning of the British labour market. This is 

illustrated by claims that Bulgarian and Romanian nationals will find a way to cheat the 

system and circumvent official labour policies and regulations. Further, Bulgarian and 

Romanian migrant workers are portrayed as desperate and hard-working migrants, which 

cause various inconveniences, such as undertaking low-paid precarious jobs, claiming bogus 

self-employment status or unfairly outperforming Black and Minority Ethnic (BAME) 

workers.  

What is particularly interesting about this chapter is that it shows a heightened level of 

cultural proximity between the British self and the Bulgarian and Romanian other facilitated 

by a shared value of good work ethic. Further, and building on the significance of good work 

ethic and employability, there is evidence of a fracturing of the category of self along two 

lines. First, the poor work ethic of (white) work-shy British workers, and second, the singling 

out of BAME workers as victims of unfair labour market competition posed by Bulgarian and 

Romanian workers. Finally, it is worth noting that the Roma minority is absent from this 

theme and that there are no references to the work ethic or employability of Roma workers.  

The seventh chapter explores how Bulgarians and Romanians have been textually portrayed 

with regard to crime and anti-social behaviour. The analysis puts forward the core theme of 

transnational vagabonds and of British public order as a distinct referent object, which 

facilitates the process of making sense of deviant and anti-social behaviour, often attributed 

to migrants in line with the securitisation of migration literature. The portrayal of Bulgarians 

and Romanians within the crime theme sheds light on the importance of landscape 

descriptions in furthering an image of a civilised and orderly British self who is faced with an 

opportunistic and morally bankrupt Bulgarian/Romanian other. Here, the self and other are 

more clearly defined in comparison with previous themes but the process of othering remains 

nuanced as Bulgarians and Romanians are compared (negatively) with Polish migrants and 

(positively) with the Roma minority.  

Further, the analysis captures the new importance that the region of southeast Europe has 

gained in the global governance of migration processes. The chapter highlights anxieties 

about the ability of Bulgaria and Romania to act as the new external frontier of the EU and to 

contain (other) unwanted migration, such as asylum seekers but also irregular labour migrants 

from the Western Balkans, Turkey, Moldova, and the Ukraine.  
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Lastly, the concluding chapter re-articulates the main research questions and objectives of the 

thesis and summarises the main analytical findings. The chapter highlights the strengths and 

limitations of the research and suggests directions for future research.  
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework of analysis  

 

Introduction  

This chapter aims at developing a framework for the analysis of the two research questions 

that drive the current thesis, namely “why have Bulgarians and Romanians gained 

prominence in British print media” and “how can the securitisation approach further our 

understanding of textual representations of intra-EU mobilities.” Guided by the research 

objectives of the thesis, the current chapter will critically review the literatures on 

securitisation and Balkanism and in doing so will demonstrate their suitability to successfully 

answer the two research questions. The chapter will begin by situating the work of the 

Copenhagen School within the epistemological tradition of social constructivism and will 

proceed by critically engaging with the securitisation scholarship, drawing particular 

attention to the role of identity as a main unit of analysis, to securitising actors, and to the 

underlying condition of exceptionality. Then, the chapter will proceed with reviewing Maria 

Todorova’s work on Balkanism and highlighting its analytical utility for this research.  

 

The Copenhagen School and the challenges of the new security agenda 

The work of the Copenhagen School can be located within the broad tradition of social 

constructivism in the discipline of international relations and is related to the so-called 

widening of the security agenda (Aguis 2010 in Collins (ed), van Munster 2007). Social 

constructivism emphasises the importance of identities, ideas and interactions in the 

international system, thus epistemologically challenging dominant rationalist theories (Aguis 

2010 in Collins (ed): 50) by putting forward the argument that intersubjectivity, rather than 

causality sensu stricto, is important when analysing practices and meanings. However, it is 

worth noting that whilst Buzan and Wæver (1997) locate their collaborative work on the 

social constructivist spectrum, they acknowledge that there are limitations to that. For 

example, in response to a critique by McSweeney (1996), they suggest that even though they 

would agree that identities are processual and contingent, it is not always possible to 

operationalise them in this way for the purpose of security analysis. Further, Buzan (et al 

1998: 35) defend this ontological choice by claiming that the main purpose is to “understand 

the mechanisms of securitization while keeping a distance from security.”  
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The process of broadening of the security agenda began during the 1970s when changing 

geopolitical realities had gradually disembedded the concept of security from the military 

sector (Dannreuther 2007, Daase 2010). It also challenged the narrow understanding of 

security as the survival of the nation state from an external threat (Daase 2010). Following 

the end of the Cold War, there was an increase of “non-military competitors for attention” 

(Dannreuther 2007: 1), such as issues related to environment degradation, international crime, 

human rights and migration. The collapse of the Soviet Union served as a reminder that the 

absence of an enemy was just as dangerous as its presence (see McSweeney 1999, Weldes 

1996) as it was no longer self-evident what constituted a security threat. Importantly, 

international relations scholars point out that the newness of threats was mostly due to the 

narrow focus on security during the Cold War era rather than the idea that such threats had no 

historical precedents (Dannreuther 2007, Terriff et al 2000, Collins (ed) 2010). 

 

The academic discussions between traditionalists and wideners essentially transformed into a 

debate about the meaning of the concept of security (McSweeney 1999, Daase 2010). 

Studying security as “an object of reflection rather than a given” underpinned the prominence 

of critical security studies since the mid-1990s (van Munster 2007: 235). Based on specific 

conceptualisations of security, thematic scope of research and academic courses, three 

schools have emerged within the limited context of Europe: Aberystwyth, Copenhagen and 

Paris (Wæver 2004, van Munster 2007, c.a.s.e. collective 2006). The Aberystwyth School’s 

main unit of analysis is individual security and is normatively driven in that it seeks to 

transcend state and national security as the primary locus of security dynamics (Booth 2005, 

van Munster 2007). The Paris School focuses on the construction of insecurity in terms of 

governance and bureaucratic practices (see Bigo 1996, 2002, 2009). The Copenhagen School 

is best known for the securitisation approach and is analytically concerned with the political 

construction of insecurity and danger, which has the potential of elevating certain issues from 

normal rules to the exceptional realm (Wæver et al 1993, Buzan et al 1998, c.a.s.e. collective 

2006, van Munster 2007).   

 

 

Securitisation 

A key argument following the broadening of the security agenda, was that such a progressive 

widening would “endanger the intellectual coherence of security” (Buzan et al 1998: 2). The 



26 
 

solution put forward by the Copenhagen School was a conceptualisation of security that 

could sustain widening and deepening, without jeopardising its intellectual coherence and 

analytical utility (Hansen 2000: 288). This was captured by Ole Wæver’s work on 

securitisation, which enabled the semantic stretching of the concept of security by embedding 

it within discursive construction (Ibid: 288). It is the discursive structure of securitisation that 

establishes a relationship between securitising actors and referent objects as these do not and 

cannot exist completely autonomously outside of discursive articulation. A successful 

articulation of security in discourse defines the meaning of the concept of security and 

demonstrates where the power and authority of securitising actors reside (Ibid: 288, see also 

Buzan et al 1998). Securitisation can take place in five distinct, yet interrelated sectors: 

military, environmental, economic, societal and political (Buzan et al 1998).  

Securitisation uses identity as a main unit of analysis and emphasises the importance of 

societal security. Wæver et al (1993: 2,3) argue that as the process of political and economic 

integration in Western Europe creates space for new configurations of identities to emerge 

both within and across state boundaries, the importance of issues that are best understood via 

the prism of societal security will determine the faith of the European integration process 

(Ibid: 2,3). The maturing of the ideas of the scholars affiliated with the Copenhagen School 

resulted in the development of a framework of analysis for the new security agenda, which 

featured a more precise theorisation of Ole Wæver’s securitisation approach and included 

five distinct, yet interrelated sectors of security analysis: state, societal, economic, military, 

and environmental (Buzan et al 1998). 

The Copenhagen School postulates that securitisation is a successful speech act. This speech 

act is defined by a consensus within a political community that something/someone poses an 

existential threat to a referent object (something precious and vulnerable). In other words, 

that the actions and behaviours of the other are existentially threatening the self. In order to 

ensure that the threatened referent object survives, said political community decides to 

elevate the situation into the realm of exceptionalism, thus enabling the use of urgent and 

unconventional measures to eliminate the threat and restore equilibrium (Buzan et al 1998, 

Buzan and Wæver 2003). The security speech act is facilitated by three conditions: i) 

“internal grammar of security”, which is characterised by a discursive construction of an 

existential threat, a point at which the damage it will cause will be irreversible, and a 

potential solution, ii) a securitising actor who speaks security from a position of authority, 

and iii) subjects/objects that could be discursively presented as threatening (Buzan et al 1998: 
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32, 33). Securitisation is a self-referential practice because the power of the security message 

does not depend on the threat being “real” or not, what matters is that it is articulated as such. 

Security arguments are predominantly future-oriented and as such, they blur the line between 

actual and hypothetical. In other words, the validity of the securitisation act is beyond truth 

and falsity but has real effects.  

 

Referent objects  

Referent objects are of crucial importance for securitisation because the nature of threats and 

vulnerabilities depends on them (Buzan et al 1998: 103). Following the Copenhagen School’s 

conceptualisation of societal security as equally important as traditional state security, Buzan 

et al (1998: 36) outline two main referent objects for the securitisation approach: identity and 

sovereignty, respectively. The main premise upon which this conceptualisation is based, is 

that “for a state, survival is about sovereignty, and for a nation it is about identity” (Ibid: 36, 

see also Wæver et al. 1993, chapter 2). This is further justified by stating that middle scale of 

limited collectivities has proved the most successful for securitisation because states and 

nations “engage in self-reinforcing rivalries with other limited collectivities, and such 

interaction strengthens their “we” feeling” (Buzan et al 1998: 36, 37). In both their seminal 

works they assert that societal security is about the capacity of a given society to survive 

changing circumstances and external shocks and pressures, and to continue existing in its 

essential character (Wæver et al 1993: 23).   

 

Identity 

The Copenhagen School’s conceptualisation of identity could be generally regarded as 

objectivist in the sense that it presupposes that identity is a social fact. It postulates that 

society has an identity by default and that belonging to it is not optional sensu stricto (Wæver 

et al 1993: 21). In his chapter on societal security, Wæver follows Tönnies’ classic distinction 

between Gemeinschaft (a “natural” community with an organic character) and Gesellschaft 

(understanding society as a rational contract), ultimately suggesting that society is to be 

conceived as both: “necessarily to some degree more than the sum of its parts, and not 

reducible to individuals” (Wæver et al 1993: 18). The consensus being that identity is 

articulated by political elites as a unique value vulnerable to threat; a value that exists out 

there, waiting to be discovered and analysed (Ibid, also Buzan et al 1998).  
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On the one hand, this conceptualisation of identity has received substantial criticism for being 

reductive (see here McSweeney 1996, 1999). McSweeney has raised sociological objections 

against such an objectivist, Durkheimian conception, further pointing out that the discussion 

of identity and societal security in Wæver et al 1993 appears undecided between a 

deconstructionist and objectivist approach, wanting “to have a foot in each camp” 

(McSweeney 1999: 82). Related to this point, it is worth noting that objectivist 

conceptualisations of identity are certainly not the norm within the discipline of international 

relations as there is a substantial body of literature that recognises the empirical and 

theoretical complexities of identities. Here, James Der Derian’s monograph Genealogy of 

Diplomacy (1987) in which he focuses on the mediation of estrangement between states is 

worth mentioning. Michael J. Shapiro is considered a pioneer of the self/other theorisation 

within the discipline. He argued as early as 1988 that foreign policy is essentially about 

creating an other. Broadly, his work analyses the self/other relations as embedded within their 

historicity and defined by historically contingent ideas of self, space and time (Shapiro 1992). 

Campbell’s (1992) post-structural account of US foreign policy and the politics of identity, 

Neumann’s (1998a, b, 1999) work on the different paths along which the thinking about self-

other relations have developed, are also noteworthy. Whilst Lene Hansen’s work has been 

rather critical of securitisation it has been also very successful in the unpacking and 

rethinking of the relationship between identities and discourse, pointing out the importance of 

gender, silences and images for the process of securitisation (Hansen 2000, 2006, 2011). 

On the other hand, others have defended the Copenhagen School’s conceptualisation of 

identity by saying that it should not be criticised for what it does not aim to achieve, but 

rather be utilised for what it can offer. Taureck (2006) has argued that the security analyst 

does not need to agree with an objectivist understanding of identity in order to employ as an 

analytical tool. In a response to McSweeney’s criticisms, Buzan and Wæver (1997) defend 

their take on identity by arguing that whilst they fully agree that identity is socially 

constructed, studying identity as an ever-changing process will not necessarily work for 

security studies (Ibid: 244). Identity, they postulate, “has a form which makes security 

discourse possible”, which usually means that as a referent object identity “has become 

relatively stabilized in social practice” (Ibid: 243). In other words, the fact that identity 

changes its substance does not diminish its political and social significance; on the contrary, 

that is the one thing that remains a constant because it contains social power that can be 
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invoked (Ibid: 243). In order to conceive of identity as a referent object, “one actually has to 

understand the label symbolizing it because the label can be securitized (Ibid: 244).   

Whilst the current research acknowledges the aforementioned criticisms of the Copenhagen 

School’s understanding of identity and remains mindful of its potential limitations throughout 

the analysis, it also recognises its analytical benefits. First, the thesis is informed by the 

understanding that identity is operationalised rather than being theorised sensu stricto. The 

main point is that identity is a category of political significance and it should be studied as 

per this function. Second, the current research regards this understanding of identity as 

epistemologically advantageous because it allows the separation of the object of study from 

the critical objectivity of the analyst. Third, whilst the general importance of identity is 

considered a reasonable assumption within securitisation, the approach also recognises that it 

could manifest in different ways because the substance of identity is not a constant (Buzan 

and Wæver 1997, Buzan et al 1998). Thus, the research seeks to avoid falling into the 

extremes of objectivism and relativism, where identity is either reduced to a top-down, 

measurable variable indicative of political salience, or to a multitude of bottom-up 

perceptions due to its popular appeal and subjectivity (McSweeney 1996: 86).  

 

Sovereignty  

Despite the rising analytical prominence of identity, sovereignty remains a key referent object 

nonetheless because the nation state is central for securitisation. Buzan (et al 1998: 150) 

argue that existential threats to a state always involve sovereignty, “because sovereignty is 

what defines the state as a state” and any development that can threaten the dominant status 

of sovereignty “can be presented as a security problem.” Threats (military and non-military 

alike) affirm the importance of sovereignty for the political sector. Here, Buzan (et al: 141) 

suggest that political security concerns could unfold within and between states, but also 

beyond such units. It is worth noting that the increasing importance of other “statelike or 

state-paralleling political organizations”, such as the EU, is recognised (Ibid: 145). 

 

Speech Acts 

Speech acts are of crucial importance for the success of securitisation. For a linguistic 

construction of a security threat to be possible, speech acts must meet the following criteria: 

i) the speech act needs to follow “the grammar of security”, ii) the securitising actor needs to 
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be in a position of authority, which will define their relationship with the audience, and iii) 

characteristics of the threat that will make securitisation possible (Buzan et al., 1998: 32, 33). 

By declaring that something/someone is threatened (defining the referent object), the 

securitising actor(s) could assert their prerogative to enact extraordinary measures in order to 

protect the referent object (Taureck 2006: 54, Wæver et al. 1993, Buzan et al. 1998). The 

main premise is that by uttering ‘security’ something is being done; if you speak security, it 

becomes security. The Copenhagen School have based their understanding of speech acts on 

the work of John L. Austin on the performative power of utterances. Austin suggests that 

certain statements are not merely descriptive, i.e. constatives, and therefore cannot be judged 

as true or false. Such utterances should instead be conceived as performative because they 

realise some action, for example ‘I do (marry you)’, ‘I name this ship Queen Elizabeth’ 

(Austin 1962: 5).   

Strawson (1964: 439, 440) argues that the power of an utterance and the performed 

illocutionary act in articulating said utterance, are essentially the same thing. This is to say 

that if a statement was intended as a warning but for some reason it was not understood as 

such by the respective audience, then it cannot be said that this statement had an illocutionary 

force at all. In order for an illocutionary act to be considered successful, its meaning and the 

force of the locution must be correctly understood by those for whom the message was 

intended (Austin 1962: 115, 116, Strawson 1964: 440). Put simply, the difference between 

locutionary and illocutionary acts is that the latter have an added performative function (Ibid: 

99, Austin 1962). What is of key importance here is the relationship between language and 

power (Austin 1975, Strawson 1964, Bourdieu 1991). The speakers are able to employ 

language in strategic practices with different functions, which characterises the power 

relations between the speakers and the audience (Bourdieu 1991: 7). It is crucial that they 

have the capacity to be heard, i.e. the authority and legitimacy they have to utter in specific 

situations. It is in this sense that Austin argues that the speaker must have genuine authority 

(Austin 1965: 28, 29); power is neither asserted, nor created via uttering a phrase, it is 

manifested.   

 

Who can speak security? 

Whilst the current research does not task itself with the question whether print media should 

be conceived as a securitising actor per se, it seeks to explore how securitisation can further 
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our understanding of representations of intra-EU migrations in print media. This is based on 

the premise that media in general and print media in particular are important for the process 

of securitisation. In order to substantiate this, the current subsection will review the position 

of the Copenhagen School on securitising actors and the role of media for securitisation and 

will continue by reviewing a number of research articles that have focused on the relationship 

between media and securitisation.   

On the one hand, Buzan et al are rather prescriptive with regards to social power and 

facilitating conditions. It is made clear that a securitising move is the prerogative of those 

who have enough power to do so. Securitising actors could be members of political, military 

and economic elites, policy makers, experts and advisers; their authority is accepted because 

they have the power to define security (Buzan et al 1998: 31). This categorization makes it 

clear that the intersubjective nature of the securitisation process is embedded within a highly 

structured and asymmetrical understanding of power relations. However, the analysis is not to 

fixate on securitising actors per se; rather, it should focus on the process of securitisation 

(Ibid: 32). Within this explanatory framework, the role of media remains confined to its 

functional capacity and is only marginally discussed (Ibid: 88-89, 124, 149). The role of the 

media in defining situations and portraying those involved is recognised as important, 

however Buzan et al do not go as far as to suggest that media could be seen as a securitising 

actor per se. In other words, the Copenhagen School views media as important for the 

process of securitisation but does not see it as an active actor of securitisation.  

On the other hand, there is a growing body of literature that has sought to address this caveat. 

Based on the premise that securitisation is a communicative process, Schäfer et al (2016) 

argue that there is a discernible increase in the number of climate change-related articles that 

rely on securitised language and that this increase varies according to national contexts. The 

researchers claim that the increased security framing of climate change issues requires a 

rejection of the assumption that securitisation is exclusively embedded within institutional 

politics. This is signposted as a key implication for securitisation scholars (Ibid: 90). Their 

study is a cross-national examination of media coverage of climate change issues, which 

examined more than 101, 000 newspaper articles over a period of fifteen years (1996 – 2010) 

in nine countries: Australia, Canada, India, New Zealand, Singapore, South Africa, Thailand, 

the UK and the USA.  
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Further, the analytical need to strengthen the relationship between media and securitisation 

has been put forward by Watson (2012). The scholar points out that a media perspective 

could enhance the securitisation approach but that such analysis would require the re-thinking 

of the role of media for securitisation. The Copenhagen School views media as a tool, which 

is employed by political figures and security experts who already possess authority (Buzan et 

al 1998). However, Watson argues, this fails to appreciate the fact that “media actually 

grants, reproduces or challenges authoritative securitising positions” and that the relationship 

between journalists and political elites is a substantial part of this process (Watson 2012: 299, 

300). Further, he argues that paying analytical attention to devices other than speech acts hold 

the potential of enhancing a securitisation analysis. Such devices include descriptions, 

metaphors, allegories, advertisements and visual images, among others (Ibid: 297).  

The possibility to employ securitisation for the study of media speech has been further 

highlighted by Baele et al (2017) who have adopted an experimental approach in assessing 

the impact of numerical arguments in security communication. The authors start from the 

premise that numbers constitute an important part of the political communication arsenal of 

political leaders, security experts and international organisations. They postulate that 

“quantitative rhetoric is regularly employed to convince an audience that a security problem 

is important, that a new threat is emerging, or that an issue or group constitute a potential 

security problem”, drawing on examples from the fields of migration, drugs and HIV/AIDS 

(Baele et al 2017: 460). Whilst the study concludes “that numbers do not have a direct, 

unambiguous, or unconditional impact on the strength of security rhetoric” (Ibid: 459), it 

points out the prominence of quantitative arguments and other types of scientific evidence in 

security communication. These findings resonate with other studies, which specifically deal 

with migration representations in media, and the general importance of numbers in news 

media (Allen 2016, Vicol and Allen 2014, van Dijk 2000a, b, Fox et al 2012, Wodak and 

Krzyzanowski 2010, inter alia).  

Another study worth mentioning is Vultee’s work on securitisation as a media frame (2010). 

The author advances a processual understanding of securitisation and employs an 

experimental approach in studying what happens when the media speaks security. The 

research argues that there is a significant relationship between securitisation and media; that 

securitisation is “a routine aspect of news framing” which works best when it is presented as 

“the natural choice” (Ibid: 92). 
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Whilst traditionally securitisation is neither a media theory, nor it dedicates much analytical 

attention to the role of media for the securitisation process, the importance of media as a 

milieu where the process of securitisation unfolds, is gaining traction. Schäfer et al (2016) 

highlight that “mass media are an appropriate indicator for securitization” (Ibid: 81) because 

it is likely that securitising speech acts are transmitted through mass media in order to reach 

and persuade an audience, as well as to justify political decisions and policy measures (Ibid). 

Stritzel (2007: 367) also argues that political actors and security experts would not have 

social significance, and speech acts would not be able to have social impact without 

something “that constitutes them as significant.” 

Further, recent media studies have argued convincingly that print media is a complex 

environment for (co)producing news, values and discourses (Vicol and Allen 2014, Allen 

2016, Blinder and Richards 2019). In a report which examines a decade of migration 

reporting in British print media, Allen (2016) argues that British print media displays a 

tendency for journalists themselves to frame aspects of the migration debate instead of 

merely reporting the viewpoints and arguments of political and intellectual elites. This comes 

to suggest that journalists play a crucial role in shaping migration debates in the UK (Ibid). 

Additionally, politicians increasingly rely on media and even contribute to specific news 

outlets by writing columns and commentaries, in order to establish a sense of rapport with the 

readers/voters. Within the context of ongoing political competition, being proactive in 

framing and leading debates on pertinent issues becomes all but imperative. As Entman 

(1993: 55) points out, politicians compete not only against each other, but also against 

journalists, experts and public intellectuals.  

Exceptionalism  

The last key element of the securitisation approach that remains to be addressed is the idea of 

exceptionalism. According to the Copenhagen School, the main consequence of uttering 

security is the possibility of convincing an audience that breaking the rules under exceptional 

circumstances is justified if not essential (Wæver 2004: 11, Buzan et al 1998, see also 

Huysmans 2011: 4). As far as the remit of the current research is concerned, such logic would 

make a wholesale application of the securitisation approach highly problematic due to two 

problematic assumptions.  

Firstly, it is not self-evident from the work of the Copenhagen school as to what constitutes 

an existential threat, which would evoke and legitimise exceptional measures. Across their 
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seminal works, the scholars tend to employ ‘existential threat’, ‘urgency’, and ‘political 

priority’ in an interchangeable fashion (see Buzan et al 1998: 24). Arguably, Bulgarians and 

Romanians do not constitute an existential threat in the sense nuclear weapons do, but their 

(potential and actual) movement is articulated as a matter of urgency and managing migration 

flows is explicitly deemed a political priority. Scholars such as Balzacq (2005) and Stritzel 

(2007) have provided valuable and constructive sociological critique of the notion of 

exceptionality as a necessary condition for successful securitisation. Stritzel (2007: 367) 

points out that a number of existing security practices do not practically distinguish between 

the exceptional and the everyday and may not even necessitate such distinction in the first 

place (Stritzel 2007: 367) and maintaining a strict dichotomy between politicisation and 

securitisation could constrain the applicability of securitisation (Ibid). The insistence on 

maintaining an understanding of politics that explicitly distinguishes between the everyday 

and the exceptional is problematic for the study of the securitisation of migration because 

within that field restrictive immigration policies and dominant negative representations of 

otherness are the norm, rather than the exception. Additionally, it makes the assumed point of 

rupture, i.e. the onset of a securitised discourse, highly arbitrary and dependent on whoever is 

writing on these issues, neglecting and negating the role of context. In addition, it neglects the 

strategic and pragmatic aspect of securitisation (Balzacq 2005) and the fact that it has the 

potential to generate political benefits, which makes its continuation more viable that its 

abandonment.  

Secondly, in order to employ the securitisation approach to critically examine the prominence 

that Bulgarians and Romanians have gained in British newspapers, the thesis deemphasises 

the notion of exceptionality and replaces it with an emphasis on context. This analytical 

decision was deemed necessary in order to avoid an ahistorical understanding of migration 

politics. Within the work of the Copenhagen School it is not particularly clear what context 

means and whether its implied meaning is limited to immediate political circumstances, i.e. 

specific events taking place in specific liberal democratic states with specific political 

systems. Such an ahistorical understanding of context could be counterproductive for it could 

blur the line between “politics as usual” and securitised politics. The role of context for the 

process of securitisation has been noted in academic literature. Stritzel (2007: 368) postulates 

that discursive contexts are of crucial importance for security utterances because the former 

enable the latter and that without context a speech act is powerless. Van Rythoven (2015: 

466) has argued that securitising moves succeed because they are able to elicit fears and 
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anxieties, memories and tropes that are culturally specific. Contextual specificity will add 

analytical value to securitisation by enabling the textual construction of uncertain, 

catastrophic future plausible and believable. It is also what facilitates the occurrence of 

emotional investment in engagement in such practices and processes (Ibid: 466, see also 

Weldes 1999; Huysmans 2006). A specific historical and empirical context, such as 

Balkanism, assumes the pre-existence of some knowledge about a region, politics and 

peoples in public imagination and has the capacity to facilitate the construction of both 

threats and vulnerabilities in discourse. Building on the critical depth of these accounts, the 

current research is guided by the principle that not only political, but also historical context is 

of crucial importance in order to understand the success of securitisation.  

 

Balkanism 

The necessity for this analytical tool stems from the aforementioned criticism of the 

ahistorical nature of securitisation. Thus, it seeks to enhance securitisation by introducing a 

specific historical context to it. Furthermore, Todorova’s work on Balkanism is particularly 

useful in contextualising and unpacking ideas of Europeanness, self and other with regards to 

the region of south-eastern Europe and its peoples. As an analytical tool, Balkanism will be 

helpful in exploring whether and to what extent Bulgarians and Romanians have been othered 

in British print media. The main argument of Balkanism – that the Balkans embody physical, 

as well as imagined liminality, makes it a useful analytical tool for the purposes of the current 

research (Todorova 1997, 2009). Importantly, the emphasis is on liminality rather than 

marginality. Whilst the former points to centrality as it refers to the importance of being 

between/overlapping two domains, the latter diminishes the importance of the object of study 

by suggesting it is to be found on the margins of one domain (Fleming 2000: 1232). The 

liminality of the Balkans is what makes them important for they separate as well as merge 

East and West. In this respect, they constitute a border in and of themselves, therefore not 

firmly belonging to the spheres they separate (Todorova 1997, 2009, Nail 2016). Balkanism 

will be useful in highlighting the importance and possible transformations of the ambiguity 

and liminality that characterise the Balkans.  

Balkanism and Identity 

Whilst Todorova does not dedicate much space to theorising identities, their importance is 

undisputed in her work. With regards to this question her approach is distinct and largely 
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informed by the disciplinary boundaries (regional history and historiography) within which 

she operates. It is only in chapter 5 where she dedicates more specific attention to the 

question of writing about difference. Todorova’s understanding is predicated on the premise 

that the process of typification is an inevitable part of human nature and cognition and that it 

confers knowability and predictability (Todorova 2009: 116), referencing Frederick C. 

Barlett’s work on “schemata”, Alfred Shultz’ “recipes” and Maurice Marleau-Ponty’s 

“forms” (Ibid). To her, the main markers of difference for the Balkans are first and 

furthermost related to backwardness and lack of law and order, and during and after the 

interwar period, violence, cruelty and racial impurity. The latter one she understands as “an 

integral part of nineteenth-century European thinking” (Ibid: 123) and substantiates by 

providing empirical evidence of the befuddlement and sometimes unease of Western 

travellers with the multiplicity of ethnicities present in the region, as well as the general 

prominence of inter-ethnic relationships in the Balkans.  

She postulates that whilst modes and patterns of perception are socially constructed, they also 

become entrenched and stable over time. Thus, whilst she explores the genealogy of such 

perceptions, she does not pursue the constructivist, contingent line of reasoning to its 

extreme. In this regard her understanding of the categories of difference and the role of 

identities is not unlike that of the Copenhagen School: both acknowledge the political and 

ideological importance of identities within a somewhat rudimentary form of social 

constructivism. However, unlike the Copenhagen School, Todorova is more dedicated to 

criticising and deconstructing what she deems essentialising and totalising interpretations. 

Furthermore, in the final chapter of the updated edition she explicitly states “When I 

originally conceived of and wrote Imagining the Balkans, my motives were manifold, but I 

was and continue to be very open about my political agenda: I resented the ghettoization of 

the Balkans, and the book was, among other things, a response to that” (Ibid: 192). This 

combination of devotion and empirical rigour is regarded as a strength for the purposes of the 

current research as this would allow a level of analytical unpacking that would not have been 

possible if the research design were exclusively reliant on securitisation.  

Imagining the Balkans 

The first edition of Todorova’s Imagining the Balkans was published in 1997, followed by an 

updated edition in 2009 (the latter one is used in this thesis). The book is a historical 

exploration of the ontology of the Balkans from the 18th century to the present day. It posits 

that there is a relationship between the reality of the Balkans and their invention that could be 
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traced back and unpacked; a relationship, which has resulted in the formation of a specific 

intellectual tradition of describing and imagining the region and its peoples: Balkanism. 

Todorova argues that this tradition is embedded within history and politics and is 

continuously transmitted as discourse.  

The book is a valuable collection of rich empirical data, such as travelogues, diplomatic 

accounts, academic surveys, journalism, and belles-lettres in a number of languages, such as 

English, German, French, Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian, Greek, Russian and Turkish. The 

sources include late 16th - 18th century travel literature, as well as modern 19th - early 20th 

century literature, which reveals how English, German, French, Italian and American 

explorers, adventurists and authors have described their encounters with the Balkan lands and 

cultures. Such examples, to name a few, include Hans Dernschwamm and Reinhold Lubenau, 

who explored traditional costumes and native languages of the Balkan area as early as 1587, 

A. Poullet’s 1657 description of Sofia, its women and their traditional costumes and 

adornments, Lady Mary Wortley Montagu’s descriptions of Constantinople in 1763. 

Additionally, ideas and perceptions about the Balkans feature in the works of Byron, 

Hemingway, Bram Stoker, Bernard Shaw, and Agatha Christie. In fact, Todorova (2009: 89) 

explicitly argues that the main patterns of perceptions about the Balkans until 1900s were 

predominantly influenced by travel literature, which was particularly renowned and enjoyed 

in Britain. She further notes that by the end of the 18th century there was hardly an important 

English writer who did not produce some kind of travel writing, and that the third Earl of 

Shaftesbury considered travelogues ‘the chief materials to furnish out a library’ (Ibid: 89). 

Henry Blount’s “Voyage into the Levant,” (1636) was critically acclaimed for its objectivity, 

whereas the travel accounts of Georgina Mackenzie and Adelina Irby (1861-1863) were 

praised for introducing the culture and history of Southern Slavs to the English public (Ibid: 

90, 97, 98).  

Todorova acknowledges the intellectual importance of Said’s (1978) Orientalism and its 

intellectual influence over her own work. Orientalism refers to a systematic way of 

essentialising complex and heterogenous realities, thus ensuring a rather static and uncritical 

continuous existence of the parallel realities of Orient and Occident. Within this paradigm, 

the West retains the civilizational prerogative of observing the East “from afar and, so to 

speak, from above” (Said 1978: 3, see also Todorova 1997, 2009). Scholars, such as Milica 

Bakic-Hayden (1995) and Elli Skopetea (1992) have chosen to conceptualise the Balkanist 
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discourse as subspecies of Orientalism due to similarities in the underlying logics of both 

discourses.   

However, seen as Todorova’s primary goal is to conceptualise ambiguity as the quintessential 

characteristic of the portrayal and perception of the Balkans, she develops Balkanism in sharp 

distinction to Said’s Orientalism stating the following reasons. Firstly, the territories of the 

Balkans have had a very different history, as well as political development from those with 

which the Orientalist approach is concerned. The premise on which Orientalism is based is 

better understood within the context of southeast Asia than that of southeast Europe. 

Additionally, the Balkans were a part of an ‘old’ empire which is closer to the imperial model 

of Rome than to that of the modern European colonial powers, which is why self-perceptions 

of Balkan peoples is not colonial (Todorova 2009, also Fleming 2000: 1222). Secondly, there 

is the juxtaposition of the exotic and sensual Orient vis-à-vis the crude and primitive 

specificity of the Balkans. During the 20th century the Orient has also been perceived as an 

exotic escape and a romanticised geographically intangible utopia for Western travellers. On 

the contrary, the Balkans tended to bring about negative, rarely nuanced reactions and 

attitudes with their uninspired specificities and lack of riches (Todorova 2009: 13, 14). 

Thirdly, the Balkans are characterised by a transitional status, i.e. it is not a final dichotomy. 

According to Todorova, whilst the region is geographically inextricable from Europe, it has 

been marked by cultural otherness. Thus, the Balkans have functioned as a repository of 

negative characteristics upon which a positive, self-congratulatory European image has 

emerged.  

Fourth, whilst Orientalism focuses on Islam and non-whiteness as the main identifiers of 

otherness, Balkanism deals with Christianity and whiteness. Todorova recognises ethnic and 

religious complexities of and in the region, which has been “the historical territory of 

contention between Christianized Europe and the Ottoman Empire” (Ibid: ix) and 

successfully demonstrates that putative whiteness does not preclude from othering. In fact, a 

Balkan self-identity is created in contra distinction to an oriental (often Muslim) other. Thus, 

Balkanism positions itself as ambiguous: Balkan peoples do not identify themselves with the 

orient, but they are also not unequivocally perceived as European (Ibid). Fifth, Todorova has 

favoured the national approach of presenting the representors, i.e. she has chosen to introduce 

explorers, politicians, writers etc. by their nationality because of her explicit determination to 

avoid “totalizing concepts like Western views” (Ibid: 115). This, again, is in contradistinction 

to Said’s approach, which has fallen in the same trap it sought to avoid, namely essentialising 
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the Occident. Lastly, unlike the Orient, the Balkans had not attracted much attention and 

there is a distinct lack of systematic scientific interest in studying the Balkans. The possible 

exception here is, of course, Greece which partially explains why Greece has rarely been 

perceived as “truly Balkan” (Fleming 2000: 1224).  

The overlap between the discourses of Balkanism and Orientalism is evident but so is their 

differentiation. They are seemingly identical, “but actually only similar phenomena” 

(Todorova 2009: 11). Various authors have put forward arguments in this direction. 

Buchowski (2006) postulates that Balkanism is a manifestation of the desire of the West to 

politically and intellectually dominate the domain of Eastern Europe by treating it as a quasi-

colony (Ibid: 464). Hammond claimed that to explore Balkanism is to study both non-

colonial power relations and their manifestation within Europe, thus contributing to the 

broadening and deepening of the scope of postcolonial criticism (see Hammond quoted in 

Pejic 2013: 256). Finally, Goldsworthy (1998) has argued that the British depictions of the 

Balkans could be conceptualised as “imaginative, textual colonisation”, which designates the 

region as an object exploited by the want of the West to have “a dialogue with itself” 

(Goldsworthy 1998: 211). Regardless where one stands on these claims, it is a reasonable 

assumption to posit that the Balkans remained more or less passive recipients of their image 

from without. This does not mean that they did not contribute towards its creation, but rather 

that they were not actively participating in the production and articulation of this discourse 

(see in Todorova 2009: 38, 39).  

Todorova identifies several milestones in the discovery and invention of the Balkans. In 

chronological order, first there was the discovery and classification of the Balkans in the late 

19th – early 20th century, when in the eyes of the Western observer the image of the Balkans 

was solidified as one that lacks wealth, law and order. Second, she highlights the importance 

of the ideological, political and economic rivalry during the Cold War era when Balkanism 

was moderated as the terms Eastern Europe, South-eastern Europe, and during the 1980s 

Central Europe, came into vogue. It has been argued that during the Cold War era there was 

an intensification of the othering of Russia, which has had an impact on ideas and arguments 

about what and who is European (Todorova 2009, Wolff 1994, Neumann 1999, der Dussen 

and Wilson (eds) 1995, Dingsdale 1999).  

It is worth clarifying that the idea of Eastern Europe has predated as well as outlived the Cold 

War era and the shadow of the Iron Curtain. In the Renaissance, the primary division of 
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Europe was between the South and the North, between the Italian cities where art, science 

and trade were thriving and the northern ‘barbarians’ (Wolff 1994: 4,5). Wallerstein (1974) 

had argued that the emergence of a capitalist core in Western Europe in the 16th century led 

to the establishment and assertion of economic hegemony over the periphery of Eastern 

Europe. However, it was the intellectual work of the Enlightenment that began to challenge 

this geographical perspective as anachronistic and reoriented the division of the continent 

from South-North to West-East (Wolff 1994). It gave birth to the idea of civilisation as 

opposed to barbarism. In this regard, Eastern Europe was to be found on the spectrum 

between these two categories, without occupying either of its ends; it was essentially in-

between (Ibid: 13). The construct of civilisation was a particularly important aspect of 

identity for those who claimed to possess it and it found its modern expression as a standard 

for judging others (Ibid: 14). Ever since, despite being geographically and geopolitically part 

of Europe, Eastern Europe has been paradoxically “in the perpetual process of becoming 

European” (Mälksoo 2006: 276). The borderline between East and West has been 

successfully conceptualised by Wæver as “not a line, but an impulse that just runs out 

somewhere on the eastern plains” (der Dussen and Wilson (eds) 1995: 202).  

Todorova is openly critical towards the idea of Central Europe, which she claims is a political 

phrase propagated by “secular zealots” who have “internalized the cultural code of politically 

correct liberalism” (Todorova 2009: 152) and in that process have further alienated the 

Balkans. The idea of Central Europe gained particular prominence during the 1980s although 

the idea of Mitteleuropa first made its mark in 1915, describing a domain of German 

economic and cultural hegemony (Wolff 1994). Later, it had gained intellectual and public 

gravity in Czech and Polish literature and politics (Todorova 2009, Wæver in der Dussen and 

Wilson (eds) 1995). The idea of Central Europe had shown that notions of otherness were a 

little more porous with regards to Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, which were more 

difficult to be discovered than accepted as part of Europe (Wæver in Ibid). In this respect, 

Imagining the Balkans serves as a reminder that Eastern Europe is fragmented into degrees of 

belonging and that “eastern is an undesirable attribute even for East Europeans themselves” 

(Dingsdale 1999: 146).  

Finally, Todorova makes a compelling argument about the role the wars of Yugoslav 

Succession have played in solidifying the image of the Balkans as politically volatile and 

violent. The break-up of the former Yugoslavia and the followed refugee crisis have led to 

the further stigmatisation of the Balkans.  
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Locating the Balkans 

The Balkan region takes its name from the Balkan mountain range, which crosses Bulgaria in 

the middle. The name Balkan was given by the Ottomans and has since coexisted with its 

ancient Greek name Haemus and the Bulgarian Slavic name Stara Planina (Old Mountain). 

The German geographer August Zeune was the first one to coin and systematically employ 

the term Balkan peninsula (Balkanhalbeiland) in his 1808 work “Goea”.  

Todorova claims that the popularity of the term Balkan “has little to do with precise 

geography” (Ibid: 25). Defining the scope and boundaries of the Balkan peninsula is a 

challenging task as the Balkans are a problematic mixture of history, politics, and geography 

(Glenny 2000). Despite the geographical fact that the Balkan mountain is to be found in 

Bulgaria and that it practically separates the country in northern and southern halves, 

nowadays the country itself is rarely referred to as Balkan, although, as Todorova notes, “a 

Balkan identity is seriously considered only by Bulgarians, but even among them it is 

ambiguous and subordinated by their claim to Europeanness” (Todorova 2008: 57). 

Contemporary public imagination appears to have merged the notion of Balkans with the 

Western Balkans, following the political and ethnic violence associated with the Yugoslav 

wars of the early and late 1990s. Hungary has occasionally been labelled Balkan around the 

time of World War I (1914-1918), now never is. The official Greek historiography has 

ambiguous attitude towards its shared Balkan identity and tries hard not to be considered 

Balkan (see Tziovas 2017). Martin Bernal’s Black Athena has proposed that purposeful 

Hellenism purged our understanding of ancient Greece of its African and Asian influences 

(Ibid: 1987). Further it has helped exempt modern Greece from inclusion in the idea of 

Eastern Europe (Wolff 1994: 7). Romania has been also selective and opportunistic in 

designating itself as a Balkan country and displays preference towards ‘Eastern Europe’ or 

even ‘Central Europe’. Whilst the important and predominantly negative role of Turkey (as a 

successor of the Ottoman empire) is explicitly acknowledged in historical accounts, Turkey 

as a rule is viewed as Oriental rather than Balkan, especially after World War I and the 

breakup of the Ottoman Empire. This is most likely because of the deliberate attempts of the 

other countries in the region to assert themselves as European vis-a-vis Turkey (Glenny 2000, 

Fleming 2000). 
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Despite the fact that some embrace, albeit reluctantly, and some reject their Balkanness, there 

is a consensus amongst all Balkan nations that the Balkans do exist, “that there is something 

that can be defined as Balkan” (Todorova 2009: 57). Another important commonality is the 

self-perception of being at the crossroads between East and West, of embodying liminality. It 

is this permanent transitory status that defines the power of Balkanism; it differs but also 

transcends the Orient-Occident dichotomy. The location of the Balkans vis-a-vis Western 

Europe has been endowed with particular salience (Ibid, but also see Skopetea 1992, Fleming 

2000, Bakic-Hayden 1995) in terms of how that location has been represented in different 

historical and political moments. Whether and to what extent the Balkans are to be 

considered European is a question that points out to the relativity of geographical spaces with 

“distance” and “proximity” being at constant interplay and being conceptually understood to 

refer to physical, intellectual, cultural, political, and moral states (Fleming 2000: 1229). 

Hence the frames through which the West has been investigating the Balkans are anything 

but static and reflect the dynamic and complex processes of historical and political 

development of the region. Throughout these processes the Balkans were decidedly labelled 

“Oriental” during the 17th century, then transformed into “European Turkey”, and only then 

into “part of Europe”, albeit hazy and ill-defined. Hence the ‘alien’ nature of the Balkans is a 

function of its proximity to Western Europe, rather than its distance from it.   

 

Conclusion 

This chapter sought to develop a theoretical framework for analysis based on the work of the 

Copenhagen School on securitisation. The chapter began by situating the work of the 

Copenhagen school within the epistemological tradition of social constructivism, albeit in a 

somewhat rudimentary form. It proceeded by critically reviewing key elements of the 

securitisation approach, such as the shift towards societal security, referent objects and 

speech acts. Further, the chapter has introduced the second component of the theoretical 

framework – Maria Todorova’s work on Balkanism. This analytical decision has been 

justified against the backdrop of criticisms towards the ahistorical nature of securitisation. By 

employing Todorova’s work, the thesis seeks to add analytical value to securitisation by 

introducing a relevant historical context to it.  
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Chapter 3: Data and method of analysis  

 

Introduction 

This chapter aims at presenting the data and methods components of the research design. The 

methodological approach that has been employed in the thesis is a combination of 

quantitative and qualitative methods. The former was based on work with two software 

packages: Sketch Engine and NVivo 10, which mapped out the contents of the corpus and 

facilitated the establishment of the main themes. The latter component employed a thematic 

analysis, which allowed for an in-depth qualitative analysis of the corpus. Such a research 

strategy was deemed appropriate given the multidisciplinary and conceptually-driven nature 

of the research and the intended critical objectivity of the analysis. Therefore, the main logic 

behind the choice of the methodological approach was twofold. First, it was to adequately 

address the research questions and objectives of the thesis, namely why have Bulgarians and 

Romanians gained prominence in British print media, and how securitisation could facilitate 

the understanding of their media portrayal. Second, the methodological approach was to 

enable the analytical productivity of the conceptual framework. Based on the premise that the 

current research is interested in the production of dominant discourses of representation, the 

mixed method approach was deemed suitable because it would allow the in-depth exploration 

of empirical materials and the discovery of structural patterns and/or changes within the 

dataset.  

The chapter is structured as follows. First, it begins by outlining the rationale behind 

sampling strategies and the process of corpus building. The subsection explains which 

newspapers were selected and why. The two software packages that were used to aid the 

analysis – NVivo 10 and Sketch Engine, are discussed in more depth. The second part of the 

chapter introduces thematic analysis as the qualitative facet of the research method and 

explains why and how it was utilised for the analytical purposes of the thesis.  

 

Sampling and corpus building  

Sampling was guided by considerations of news values and news sources, i.e. why some 

events are more likely to be considered newsworthy than others. Galtung and Ruge (1965) 
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famously postulated that not all “events” become “news”. The scholars put forward twelve 

factors which were to be adequately addressed in order for an event to be registered as news. 

These factors are: frequency, threshold, unambiguity, meaningfulness, consonance, 

unexpectedness, continuity, composition, reference to elite nations, reference to elite people, 

reference to persons, and reference to something negative (Ibid: 65-71). Their study of 

Norwegian press coverage of the crises in Congo 1960, Cuba 1960 and Cyprus 1964, is 

regarded a landmark in media scholarship and the first systematic study of newsworthiness 

(Harcup and O’Neill 2001). The sampling process was grounded in the understanding that the 

content of newspapers does not merely consist of facts about the world, but reflects complex 

ideas, values, beliefs, and ideological agendas (Ibid, see also Fowler 1991).  

The UK news media has followed closely the political and social dynamics of previous and 

current EU enlargement rounds (Mawby and Gisby 2009), with news reporting often 

reflecting the prominence of immigration and asylum issues within the UK context (Finney 

and Peach 2006, Coleman 1996; Statham 2002). Research has demonstrated that news about 

immigration tends to be focused on a certain set of events: i) the so-called ‘numbers game’, 

i.e. speculating about the numbers of migrants arriving (van Dijk 2000: 38), ii) political 

responses and policies about (new) immigration and the need to stop/control/expulse (Ibid, 

Nafziger 1983), iii) problems of reception and potential/actual pressures on public services 

(van Dijk 2000), iv) labour market competition and welfare chauvinism (Balch and 

Balabanova 2014), v) focus on potential/actual threats, such as violence, crime, drugs, 

prostitution, etc. (see in van Dijk 2000: 38, Mawby and Gisby 2009), vi) essentialised cultural 

explanations of how are ‘they’ different, including notions of poverty, backwardness, 

corruption, etc (Fox et al 2012, van Dijk 2000).  

Reporting on immigration issues has substantial traditions in news media, which makes it a 

reliable resource for studying the complexities of such issues over a period of time. This is 

further aided by the fact that UK national newspapers maintain ‘accessible and searchable 

archives’ (Mawby and Gisby 2009: 40). Pointing out to the most common themes in terms of 

migration news coverage has been taken as indicative for the preference to emphasise ‘their 

bad actions’ and ‘our good ones’ in migration-related reporting. Whilst a certain level of 

thematic convergence was expected, the validity of the aforementioned themes per se has not 

been taken for granted and a more inductive initial approach to data was favoured. This was 

justified by the empirical case at hand and the limited academic attention that has been 

dedicated to the ways Bulgarians and Romanians have been treated in media discourses 
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(however see Vicol and Allen 2014, Balch and Balabanova 2014, Mawby and Gisby 2009, 

Light and Young 2009, Fox et al 2012 (a)).  

 

Key criterion: time  

As already mentioned, the research focuses on the years 2006 and 2013, hereby defined as 

years of transition. During both years the topic of the actual and hypothetical mobility of 

Bulgarians and Romanians was high on news and political agendas. Moreover, these years 

were characterised by the transitional arrangements applied by the UK to Romanian and 

Bulgarian citizens. The year 2006 is just two years after the largest EU Enlargement so far 

when 10 countries joined the Union in 2004. There were already extensive debates regarding 

the unforeseen numbers of Eastern Europeans, mostly Poles, who sought employment in the 

UK due to its open doors policy. 2006 is also the year before Bulgaria and Romania were 

scheduled to join the Union and, perhaps ironically, the European year of mobility (Balch and 

Balabanova 2014: 21). 2013 is the year before the transitional work restrictions were about to 

be waived, thus granting Bulgarian and Romanian nationals’ full access to the UK labour 

market. In July 2013, Croatia joined the EU. 

However, the years 2006 and 2013 differ in terms of political contexts. In 2006, it was the 

Labour government’s ‘managed migration’ agenda with an important emphasis on economic 

rationale and regulated filling of the labour market gaps as opposed to politicisation of 

migration issues (see Ibid, Fox et al. 2012, Somerville 2007). However, amid strong critique 

from the Opposition, migration issues were still high on the political agenda. Following the 

2010 general elections, the new Coalition government (Conservatives and Liberal 

Democrats) has been explicit in its desire not only for controlling, but also for substantially 

reducing the levels of EU migration. The increased political significance of UKIP steering the 

political agenda towards stronger right-wing populism, the economic crisis, increased levels 

of unemployment and the impossibility to further restrict access to labour market for EU 

migrants, created conditions for viewing Eastern Europeans from a perspective of urgency 

and resentment towards the processes of EU political integration. 2013 was also the year 

when the ‘Don’t come to Britain’ campaign was launched, and which aimed at pointing out 

the downsides of British life in order to prevent Romanians and Bulgarians from undertaking 

migration in the first place.  



46 
 

Finally, on 23 January 2013 then Prime Minister David Cameron promised to hold a 

referendum on the question of Britain’s EU membership (Copsey and Haughton 2014: 74). 

Cameron’s speech at Bloomberg outlined a new vision for the EU with key emphasis on 

competition, increased democratic accountability and more powers to individual member 

states (Ibid: 74, see also Cameron, 2013). Seeking to renegotiate the terms of Britain’s EU 

membership, Cameron pledged to provide the British electorate with the choice of staying in 

a reformed EU, or a British exit (Cameron 2013, Copsey and Haughton 2014).  

Newspapers 

Six newspapers were selected for this research: three tabloids (Daily Mail, Daily Mirror and 

Sun) and three broadsheets (Times, Telegraph and Guardian), which include their daily and 

Sunday editions. The justification behind this selection is that it offers a fairly representative 

sample of British national newspapers both in terms of type (broadsheet/tabloid) and 

ideological leanings (liberal/conservative) (Balch and Balabanova 2014: 21, Baker et al 

2008). All newspapers have nationwide circulation and readership. As the research is 

interested in dominant discourses, preference was given to national newspapers as opposed to 

regional editions.  

As it has been outlined earlier, this research has focused on British print newspapers for two 

main reasons. First, British newspapers have demonstrated a traditional interest in migration 

phenomena reporting – from asylum seekers and non-EU migrants to EU enlargement rounds 

and intra-EU mobility (Fox et al 2012a, Baker et al 2008, Mawby and Gisby 2009). It was 

also noted that UK newspapers are increasingly proactive in (re)shaping migration debates 

(Allen 2016, see also Vicol and Allen 2014). Second, a substantial part of British 

newspapers’ content has been digitalised and is freely accessible (Bryman 2012). The 

possibility to build a corpus via freely accessing searchable digital archives was deemed an 

important advantage because it was not time and resource consuming. Further, it did not 

involve potential copyrights difficulties in obtaining access to prime news or other TV 

broadcast segments.  

It is worth noting that the current research does not explicitly aim at comparing news 

coverage between tabloid and broadsheet editions, although it remains mindful of notable 

differences throughout the analysis. The research design is based on the awareness that a 

distinction between tabloid and broadsheet editions is not an unproblematic one. Baker et al 

(2008: 6-9) note that traditional classifications, such as style and format, are increasingly 
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becoming blurred. No longer are tabloid editions exclusively defined by their overreliance on 

puns and colloquialisms, which supposedly establish rapport with their core readership, or by 

their exclusive focus on sport and celebrity features at the expense of quality political 

analyses (Ibid, Fowler 1991). Neither are broadsheets larger in format, exclusively focused 

on national and international news and reliant on more formal language and systemic 

analysis, which their readers allegedly find appealing. Baker et al (2008: 7) note that whilst 

the Sun could be thought of as being a typical tabloid, the Daily Mail has become more 

difficult to locate because of its recent and notable increase in featuring more and lengthier 

political articles, albeit articulating a ‘tabloid’, populist worldview. This is reflected in the 

corpus, where it is evident that the Daily Mail (daily and Sunday editions) is the single most 

represented news outlet (see table 1 for details). The increased popularity of tabloid-style 

journalism has had an impact on all forms of news reporting and has contributed towards the 

mainstreaming of populism (see in Ibid).  

 

LexisNexis UK 

The sample was compiled by accessing the online news archive Lexis Nexis UK and 

searching for articles published between 1 January 2006- 1 January 2007, and 1 January 2013 

- 1 January 2014, using a Boolean search. The finalised corpus consists of 918 items or 

567,449 words1. The representation of tabloids vs broadsheets is 48.6 per cent: 51.4 per cent, 

respectively. The sample predominantly consists of news articles, but it also includes 

editorials and political commentaries, which is noted and specified in the analytical chapters.  

At first, a pilot search was conducted using the search term ‘BULGARIA! AND 

ROMANIA!’, which generated over 13, 000 results. This was problematic because Lexis 

Nexis had captured the mentioning of Bulgaria and Romania within a wide range of topics: 

migration, financial markets and investments, holiday homes and real estate issues, weather 

forecasts, travel, etc. Whilst migration appeared to be a salient enough theme, it would have 

been unfeasible to single-handedly filter through the search results to build a coherent corpus. 

Additionally, the usage of the ‘AND’ connector meant that Bulgaria/n and Romania/n could 

have been mentioned anywhere in the text, without necessarily having a connection to the 

                                                           
1 It is worth noting that the Lexis Nexis UK database does not retrieve images. This has not been deemed problematic as the current research 

is interested in written text. However, on the importance of images for the study of securitisation see Hansen 2000, 2011.  
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2007 Eastern Enlargement, which could have resulted in significant discrepancies between 

the remit of the research question and the available data.  

Therefore, it was deemed necessary to refine the search due to the scope of the research 

question. The refined Boolean search was ‘BULGARIA! OR ROMANIA! AND MIGRA!’, 

which enabled the retrieval of articles that contained any of the terms ‘Romania’, 

‘Romanian’, ‘Romanians’, or ‘Bulgaria’, ‘Bulgarian’, ‘Bulgarians’, ‘Migration’, ‘Migrant’, 

‘Migrants’ in any part of the text and within the context of migration. Boolean search 

connectors are the words that define the relationship between the search terms and are of 

crucial importance for the efficiency of the search. The ‘OR’ connector is best used when the 

key terms need to be mentioned together and usually within one-word distance from each 

other and when at least one of the terms must appear (such as synonyms, alternate spellings, 

or abbreviations). The ‘AND’ connector was required so that the search engine can retrieve 

articles discussing Bulgarians and Romanians specifically within the context of migration. It 

is best used when all the search terms must appear in the search but may be far apart from 

each other, i.e. adding it to the Boolean search achieved a twofold purpose.  

Firstly, it resulted in a thematically specific search which included 1, 564 items. This made it 

possible to manually filter through the results and remove the remaining duplicates 

undetected by LexisNexis. This is the reason why the number of news items uploaded to 

NVivo 10 is lower than the number of items originally retrieved by LexisNexis UK.  

Secondly, it allowed the sampling of news articles to include absences. This was deemed 

analytically advantageous because the research was mindful that newspapers might make 

sense of Bulgarians and Romanians vis-a-vis other categories of migrants and ethnic groups 

(Poles, BAMEs, non-EU nationals, asylum seekers and irregular migrants). In other words, 

exploring absences had the potential of revealing comparative elements within the analysis by 

highlighting ambiguities, silences and tensions. 
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Table 1: Sampling and characteristics of the corpus  

 

 

 

 

Source Items 

retrieved by 

Lexis Nexis 

UK (2006) 

Items 

uploaded and 

coded in 

NVivo 10 

(2006) 

Items 

retrieved by 

Lexis Nexis 

UK (2013) 

Items 

uploaded and 

coded in 

NVivo 10 

(2013) 

Total 

items in 

corpus 

Daily Mail 

and Mail on 

Sunday 

144 88 231 172 260 

Daily Mirror 

and Mirror on 

Sunday 

31 22 58 24 46 

Sun (including 

Sunday 

edition) 

70 46 152 94 140 

Guardian  

 
 

90 35 158 96 131 

Daily 

Telegraph and 

Sunday 

Telegraph  

72 45 233 145 190 

Times and 

Sunday Times 

85 46 240 105 151 
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Table 2: Distribution of tabloid and broadsheet items in the corpus  

Source 2006 2013 Total 

Tabloids  156 290 446 

Broadsheets  126 346 472 
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NVivo 10 

NVivo is a type of computer software that facilitates the analysis of qualitative data by 

allowing researchers to store, code and retrieve various types of data: interviews, news items, 

audio-visual materials, documents. NVivo was selected for three main reasons. First, it has 

the potential to enhance the transparency of qualitative analysis (Bryman 2012: 590-593).  

Using the software made the coding process more explicit and efficient, and opened up the 

possibility to quantify aspects of the qualitative analysis. Second, it affords the opportunity to 

explore the relationships between data segments. Functions, such as word frequency queries, 

have been particularly useful in identifying the most frequently occurring words and concepts 

in the corpus. The possibility to look for exact words, or to broaden the search in order to 

include similar or related words, generated useful information about the wider context in 

which key words appeared. In other words, word frequency queries helped to re-contexualise 

the coded segments within the broader scope of the corpus and showed an interrelatedness 

between the codes. This was helpful in the identification of themes and subthemes in the 

early stages of the research. Third, NVivo has been developed to accommodate and support 

different data formats, which was useful both in terms of importing and exporting data.  

Following these steps, the finalised corpus of 918 items was uploaded and coded in NVivo 

10. The coding process consisted of marking passages of the text with nodes. Nodes are 

defined by NVivo’s help system as “a collection of references about a specific theme, place, 

person, or other area of interest” (see quoted in Bryman 2012: 596). The process of coding 

was strictly inductive and was based on a close reading of the sampled news items. The 

content was coded thematically. Below is a more detailed description of the nodes:  

• Britain: references to British politics, British identity and domestic affairs.  

• Bulgarians and Romanians - depictions of images associated with both Bulgarians and 

Romanians. 

• Bulgarians - specific references to Bulgarians as a single group. 

• Romanians - specific references to Romanians as a single group. 

• Roma - specific references to the Roma minority in Bulgaria and/or Romania.  
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• EU - specific references to the European Union within the contexts of intra-EU 

migrations.  

• Mobility - the node reflects a wide array of issues related to both mobility and 

immobility, intentions to move/stay/settle. It is where the principle of free movement 

of people is discussed against the backdrop of permissive/restrictive immigration 

policies. 

• Labour market: various issues related to work (legislation, policies, penalties), wages 

and wage differences, working conditions, employability and unemployment. 

• Public services, welfare, NHS - various issues related to right to access, use and abuse 

of schools, hospitals, social benefits, etc.  

• Crime - the node captures a wide array of issues related to crime and anti-social 

behaviour, including petty theft, everyday crimes, begging, sleeping rough, public 

nuisance, benefit fraud, human smuggling, sex work and sex trafficking, etc.  

• Diseases – references to different diseases mentioned in relation to Bulgaria and 

Romania, or the Balkans more generally. Examples include HIV/AIDS, rubella, 

measles, tuberculosis.  

• EU vs Non-EU - a node capturing articles which discuss Bulgarian and Romanian 

migration within the context of non-European migration flows, as well as in relation 

to British Black and Ethnic minority communities.  

• Absences - the node has been used to code all those news items that contain at least 

one mention of Bulgaria/ns and Romania/ns within the text, however without this 

adding a distinct value to the news story. References from this node in the analysis 

have served as an illustration of ambiguity/silences within the broader representation 

of migration processes.  

 

It is worth noting that the content of one news article could be coded under more than one 

node. For example, if an item contained distinct references to the dangers of waiving work 

restrictions for Bulgarian and Romanian nationals as of 1 January 2014, the inability of the 

Coalition government to do anything about it due to Britain’s EU membership, to statistical 

data about claiming of Jobseeker Allowance and the potential danger of Bulgarians and 
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Romanians wrongfully claiming this benefit, as well as references to the relatively higher 

employability of Bulgarians and Romanians vis-a-vis BAME communities; the content would 

be coded under four nodes: labour market, EU, Public provisions and NHS, and EU vs Non-

EU.  

 

Sketch Engine 

The Sketch Engine is an important tool which explores corpora in both quantitative and 

qualitative ways. It is most commonly used in lexicography and linguistics. It is an online 

service software which allows the researcher to select from a number of preloaded and ready-

to-use corpora, as well as to create their own. However, the Sketch Engine is becoming 

increasingly popular for the purposes of academic research within the Humanities and Social 

sciences (Kilgariff 2014, Baker et al 2008). It has proved particularly useful for various types 

of discourse and text analyses, where it could enable the researcher(s) to explore attitudes, 

perceptions and manifestations of power relations within larger bodies of texts. A telling 

example is Baker et al’s (2008) research on the textual representation of various groups of 

migrants. By employing collocation and concordance analysis, the research team explored 

processes of discursive othering and were able to identify common categories of 

representation of refugees, asylum seekers, and labour migrants across a 140-million-word 

corpus (Ibid: 273). The researchers argue that the employment of corpus linguistics methods 

had enabled them to i) better substantiate the use of frequency adverbs used in Critical 

Discourse Analysis, such as usually, normally, frequently with the help of frequency and 

statistical counts; ii) the corpus-based approach helped to uncover deviations within the 

corpus. The authors suggest that the handful of articles which did not conform to the 

dominant discourse would otherwise have been omitted if only CDA analysis were to be used 

as that would have necessitated a much smaller corpus (Ibid: 296). The authors conclude that 

there is significant analytical value in being able to quantify qualitative findings and to apply 

theoretical and conceptual reading to quantitative empirical results (Baker et al 2008). 

Another example is Nørholm-Just’s (2009) research on the media framing of the EU in 

seventeen newspapers with nationwide circulation from the British, Danish, German, French, 

and Spanish press. The author argues that the corpus linguistic tools provided the basis for the 

qualitative study of discursive and rhetorical features of the texts, but the bulk of the analysis 

lies at the qualitative level, i.e. the quantitative part of the study primarily functions as ‘a 

means of selecting the most salient features for closer scrutiny’ (Ibid: 248).   
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Inspired by the possibility of a fruitful methodological synergy, the current research made use 

of the Sketch Engine as follows. Firstly, the 918 articles were uploaded onto the online 

software giving a total of 567,449 words. Secondly, the data was quantitatively explored 

using two core functions: word sketches and concordances. This was to aid the process of 

identifying the main themes as well as subthemes, which were to form the basis and structure 

for the empirical chapters.  

 

A word sketch is a one-page summary which shows the grammatical and collocational 

characteristics of a given word, providing “a feast of information on the word” (Kilgariff 

2014: 9). A total of nine word sketches was generated for the purposes of the current 

research: ‘Bulgarian’, ‘Romanian’, ‘Roma’, ‘migrant’, ‘migration’, ‘labour’, ‘work’, 

‘welfare’, and ‘crime’. These were key search terms, related to the main subjects of inquiry 

(Bulgarian, Romanian, Roma) but also the main themes within news content (work, crime, 

etc.). There is wealth of information for these in terms of the frequency with which the key 

terms appear in the corpus, which are their main modifiers, which nouns, and verbs are 

modified by ‘Bulgarian’ and ‘Romanian’, which verbs have ‘Bulgarian’ and ‘Romanian’ as 

an object and subject, etc. Exploring such a detailed breakdown of data allows for the 

unfolding of well-grounded intellectual creativity and resulted in awareness of possible 

idiosyncrasies and deviations within the corpus.  

 

Generating concordances is a useful way of further exploring the corpus because it shows the 

researcher everything that is in the corpus; it schematically maps out the raw data (Kilgariff 

2014: 10,11). A concordance is a list of all instances where the search word (also called a 

keyword or query) or the search-phrase appear, accompanied with some context to the left 

and some context to the right. The most frequently used format is the so-called KWIC (key 

word in context) concordance, where the search word is highlighted in the centre of the 

screen and an equal amount of context is displayed to the right and left. The concordance 

searches the corpus for a specific search term, say, ‘Bulgarian’ or ‘Roma’ and the software 

shows how many times said search term appears in the text and in what contexts, thus 

minimising the risk of overlooking details or omitting potentially important aspects of the 

large corpus. Four concordances were generated using the Sketch Engine: ‘Bulgarian’, 

‘Romanian’, ‘Roma’, and ‘Gypsy’. Below is an example of how a segment of the ‘Roma’ 

concordance looks like. It displays how many times the key word appears in the corpus with 
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all 495 instances listed within the same file. Should the generated concordance retrieve a 

larger number of hits (for example, 1993 for ‘Romanian’ and 1505 for ‘Bulgarian’), Sketch 

Engine offers the possibility to generate a smaller, randomised sample (usually the size of 

250 lines, or less if needed).   

 

 

Graph 1: excerpt from the concordance generated for ‘Roma’ 

# Corpus: News1 

# Hits: 495 

# Query [lc="Roma" | lemma_lc="Roma"] 495 

 

file3551182 all-parliamentary party group on Gypsies, Travellers and < Roma > have expressed alarm about provocative             

  

file3551182  prominent Tory council leader suggested some < Roma > were planning to come to the UK to "pickpocket     

  

file3551182  Philippa Roe of Westminster city council blamed < Roma > in central London for already causing "              

file3551182  seen in the past 18 months particularly the < Roma > in central London causing a massive amount           

file3551182  area, home to many from the impoverished < Roma > community. More than 2.5m live - often               

file3551182  flashpoint is in London, where sightings of < Roma > beggars camped out in squalid conditions             

file3551182  have only basic education." In fact, many < Roma > are already employed here, exploiting their          

file3551182  the building industry. Ion Vasiliu, 37, a < Roma >, travels each year from Tandarei, Romania            

file3551182  back their earnings. A lot of the town's < Roma > migrants live with Vasiliu in Edmonton,              

file3551182 Ethnic groups Romanian 89%, Hungarian 7.5%, < Roma > 1.9%, German/other 1.6% Religions Christian        

  

file3551182 low-level crime" caused by a "minority" of < Roma > beggars in London. ATTACKED She said new             
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Thematic Analysis  

Thematic analysis is one of the most common approaches to qualitative analysis and can be 

broadly defined as “a method for identifying, analysing and reporting patterns (themes) 

within data” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 79). These themes are significant for the description 

and understanding of the researched phenomenon (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006, 

Attride-Stirling 2001). By identifying themes, the method organises, as well as describes the 

data set (Ibid, Bryman 2012: 579-580).  A number of scholars have pointed out that despite 

its growing prominence in social science research (Creswell 2010, Bryman 2012,  Braun and 

Clarke 2006, Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006), it is a “poorly demarcated” analytical 

method (Braun and Clarke 2006: 77, Boyatzis 1998) without a “clearly identifiable heritage” 

or “a distinctive cluster of techniques” (Bryman 2012: 578). In this respect, both software 

packages used in this research – NVivo and Sketch Engine, proved to be particularly useful in 

assuring rigor and transparency in the process of identifying the themes.  

As stated earlier, despite the relatively large size of the corpus, the intention was to keep the 

analysis qualitative. In order for this to happen, the corpus was organised into themes (core 

and subthemes) which enabled a systematic, close and critical engagement with the sampled 

content. This analytical approach has been chosen because it complemented the research 

questions and because it was in agreement with the propositions of the theoretical framework. 

Both research questions focus on relatively under-researched phenomena – the portrayal of 

Bulgarians and Romanians in British print media and the analytical utility of securitisation 

for the study of intra-EU migrations. As such, there is a significant exploratory element to 

both research questions. Given the fairly large size of the corpus, it was deemed beneficial to 

employ a qualitative method that will provide an accurate reflection of the breadth and 

content of the entire data set.  

Further, thematic analysis “can be conducted within both realist/essentialist and 

constructionist paradigms” (Braun and Clarke 2006: 85). This is to suggest that there is 

certain flexibility that characterises the relationship between thematic analysis and different 

ontological and epistemological positions. Both components of the theoretical framework, i.e. 

securitisation and Balkanism, can be located within the epistemological tradition of social 

constructivism, admittedly in a somewhat rudimentary form. Also, both approaches are 

characterised by a sense of distance between the analyst and the analysis. Organising the 
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corpus into themes was helpful in exploring the analytical utility of the securitisation 

approach for the study of intra-EU migrations by allowing to identify threatening 

developments and referent objects with reference to the core and subthemes. This approach 

also facilitated an understanding of the intrinsic embeddedness of print news within broader 

historical, political and cultural contexts and afforded the possibility of exploring continuity, 

novelty, convergence and divergence of textual representation. Thematic analysis was 

deemed compatible with the propositions of the theoretical framework and it was to help 

minimise any bias on the part of the researcher whilst allowing to make the most out of the 

empirical materials.  

The relative independence of thematic analysis from explicit ties with certain ontological and 

epistemological standpoints was deemed a significant advantage for this research. The 

rudimentary social constructivism of both securitisation and Balkanism were not deemed 

compatible with approaches, such as Critical Discourse Analysis (van Dijk 1993, Fairclough 

and Wodak 2005, Wodak and Meyer 2009, inter alia), which are tied to more pronounced 

anti-realist ontology and constructivist epistemology (Bryman 2012: 529). Braun and Clarke 

(2006: 81) point out that “thematic analysis is not wedded to any pre-existing theoretical 

framework, and therefore it can be used within different theoretical frameworks (although not 

all) and can be used to do different things within them”. Although different subtypes of 

Discourse and Critical Discourse Analyses would share an emphasis on the importance of 

language and power relations, other emphases, such as processual understanding of identities 

or intertextuality, will clash with the research objectives of the thesis and its theoretical 

assumptions.  

Frame analysis was also deemed incompatible with the research objectives and design of this 

study. Whilst framing is not methodologically dedicated to a single discipline (see Entman 

1993, Gamson and Modigliani 1989, Snow et al 1986, Semetko and Valkenberg 2000, inter 

alia), it displays problematic overlaps with securitisation. To be more specific, securitisation 

could be conceptualised as type of frame (Watson 2012), which would clash with the 

research objectives of this thesis and will necessitate a total overhaul of the current research 

design. Thematic analysis was also preferred over content analysis, the latter being defined as 

“an approach to the analysis of documents and texts that seeks to quantify content in terms of 

predetermined categories” (Bryman 2012: 290). Although content analysis has been praised 

for its transparency and flexibility (Creswell 2010, Bryman 2012), there are significant 

disadvantages which could not have been overlooked. For example, it has been pointed out 
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that it is difficult to answer “why” questions through this method and that content analyses 

tend to be atheoretical (Bryman 2012: 307). Employing content analysis would not have 

suited the research objectives of this thesis, which is interested in “why” and “how” 

questions.  

 

Identifying the themes  

A theme was meant to capture something important about the data in relation to the research 

questions. This meant that in terms of scope, a theme would capture a relevant and interesting 

relationship between nodes and would therefore not be confined to a single node. In other 

words, a theme was to be explicitly related to the research focus of the thesis and was built up 

out of groups of nodes (Bryman 2012: 878-580). The process of identifying themes was 

twofold. First, there were quantitative considerations underpinning the identification of 

themes. The frequency of the occurrence of key words, phrases and phenomena (eg.“free 

movement”, “Roma beggars”) was a factor when considering what denotes a theme. The 

search for repetitions was one way of approaching the identification of a theme (Ryan and 

Bernard 2003, Bryman 2012). Second, decisions as to whether something constituted a theme 

or not were not exclusively predetermined by frequencies. This is to say that there were 

important qualitative considerations as to whether a theme was capturing something relevant 

to the research objectives of the thesis (Braun and Clarke 2006). For instance, the crime 

theme comprised 8 per cent of the corpus compared with 55 per cent for imminent 

immigrants. It was decided that a designated crime theme is directly relevant to the research 

questions and that will add more substance to the analysis.  

On the one hand, in the early stages of the research, themes began to emerge inductively 

during the coding process in NVivo through the careful reading and re-reading of the data 

(Bryman 2012, Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 2006). The coding process organised the data 

within the corpus and helped with the identification of themes (Fereday and Muir-Cochrane 

2006, Boyatzis 1998). Exploring the results from word frequency queries displayed where 

patterns and recurring motifs began appeared, which helped identify the four core themes: 

imminent immigrants, social raiders, stealing jobs and transnational vagabonds. In NVivo 10 

the researcher can explore, visually and textually, the relationship between the individual 

nodes and it was becoming clear how and when references coded under the smaller nodes 
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(such as EU vs Non-EU or Roma) have multiple links to the larger nodes (mobility or labour 

market). This was the basis on which ideas about the subthemes began to emerge.  

Whilst the interactive interface of NVivo 10 has been invaluable in many respects, there is an 

element of de-contextualising data from its broader background within the corpus. In this 

respect the Sketch Engine was particularly helpful in two ways. First, by reducing any 

potential bias or inadvertent overlooking of aspects from the data set. Second, in making sure 

that the themes were not disembedded from their broader context. Exploring the detailed 

word sketches and concordances, as well as the randomised samples, made sure that all 

relevant aspects were considered when the core and subthemes were formulated, thus 

organising the text for subsequent interpretation.  

On the other hand, there was an element of decision on the part of the analyst as to what 

constitutes a theme. This was based on the understanding that themes are not just passively 

waiting to emerge and to be discovered; rather, the researcher always plays an active part in 

the process of identifying, selecting and presenting themes (Taylor and Ussher 2001).  
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Table 3: core themes and subthemes  

Core themes Subthemes  

Imminent Immigrants 1) The soft and the tough, 2) The media 

campaigns of 2006 and 2013, 3) 

Bulgarians and Romanians will 

come because they can, 4) 

Bulgarians and Romanians will 

come because they want to, 5) 

Bulgarians and Romanians will 

come because they are worse (off) 

than the Poles, 6) The imminent 

Roma exodus. 

Social Raiders 1) Stealing jobs to claim benefits, 2) 

Roma: the ultimate social raiders, 3) 

It is the EU’s fault. 

Stealing Jobs 1) Cheating the system, 2) Desperate 

and hard-working, 3) Securitising 

precarity, 4) Bulgarians and 

Romanians vs BAMEs. 

Transnational Vagabonds 1) Uncivilised, 2) Corrupt, 3) 

Disorderly.  

 

Limitations of the study method 

Due to the nature of this doctoral study, the coding of data and the subsequent identification 

of core and subthemes were undertaken by one person. Whilst every stage of the process has 

been extensively discussed with academic supervisors, it must be recognised that limitations 

occur. The nature of the research objectives and the large size of the corpus were contributing 

factors. Further, the lack of clear-cut, precise guidelines as to how to sample and analyse data 

using a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods meant that many important 
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decisions had to be solely made by the doctoral researcher without the input of colleagues 

with relevant expertise.  

 

Conclusion  

This chapter has presented and critically discussed the methodological approach for this 

research. The approach consists of a quantitative (NVivo 10 and Sketch Engine) and a 

qualitative (thematic analysis) component. The chapter explained the logic behind the 

strategies of sampling and corpus building, paying attention to both sources (newspapers) and 

data analysis. It sought to demonstrate the useful methodological synergy between 

quantitative and qualitative approaches to data by showing the analytical possibilities that 

software packages, such as NVivo 10 and the Sketch Engine can provide. As Kilgariff (2014: 

12) has argued: ‘the Sketch Engine does the grunt work. What remains is the interesting bit. 

Do it’. The quantitative mapping of the empirical materials provided wealth of information 

about the raw data and enabled critical and creative thinking about the corpus. Thus, making 

use of NVivo 10 and the Sketch Engine has facilitated the quantitative substantiation of 

conceptually-driven analysis and claims, whilst simultaneously reducing the risk of 

convenient selectivity and bias when working with the corpus. This allowed for the 

delineation of the four core themes and corresponding subthemes, which have formed the 

bases and structure of the four analytical chapters in the thesis.  
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Chapter 4: Imminent Immigrants  

 

Introduction 

This first empirical chapter explores how Bulgarians and Romanians have been portrayed 

with regards to their mobility. The main argument the chapter seeks to make is that the ability 

of Bulgarians and Romanians to exercise the principle of free movement has been securitised, 

which facilitates an understanding of British sovereignty as a distinct referent object.  

Imminent immigrants is the first core theme and is based on the relationship between the 

following nodes: mobility, Bulgarians and Romanians, Bulgarians, Romanians, Roma, EU, 

EU vs Non-EU, media campaigns, and absence. It emerged inductively from the data set as 

news items related to mobility, border control and visa policies accounted for 55 per cent of 

the total sample. Reporting on these issues comprises 65 percent in 2006 and 55.5 per cent in 

2013 for the broadsheet editions (Guardian, Times and Telegraph), and 61 percent (2006) 

and 46 per cent (2013) for tabloids (Daily Mail, Sun, Daily Mirror), respectively. These 

figures are to be contextually understood within the specific political circumstances in both 

years. In 2006 the discussions are related to New Labour’s evidence-based approach to the 

management of migration. Newspapers debate and question the viability of border control 

and visa policies in light of the new round of Eastern Enlargement and against the backdrop 

of the larger than expected influx of Polish nationals. The year 2013 was marked by the 

attempts of the Coalition government (Conservatives and Liberal Democrats) to reduce 

significantly the levels of annual net migration. This was reflected in discussions about the 

role of EU institutions and policies in facilitating mobility between member states, and the 

impact of waiving the transitional measures for Bulgarian and Romanian nationals.  

A concordance generated by Sketch Engine revealed that the pace and volume of Bulgarians 

and Romanians’ mobility, their ability and willingness to move to Britain, the political and 

societal anticipation of their movement, as well as the desire to control and prevent it, were 

all of significance for newspapers. This has informed the logic behind the structure of the 

chapter, which has divided the core theme into six subthemes: 1) the soft and the tough, 2) 
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the media campaigns of 2006 and 2013, 3) Bulgarians and Romanians will come because 

they can, 4) Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they want to, 5) Bulgarians and 

Romanians will come because they are worse (off) than the Poles, 6) the imminent Roma 

exodus. 

 

The soft and the tough 

This subtheme focuses on the portrayal of British political class against the backdrop of the 

imminent influx of Bulgarians and Romanians. This angle is important because it reveals key 

insights about the British self and its vulnerabilities. Whilst newspapers appear to be in 

consensus that neither political party is doing enough to manage and control population 

dynamics, there is a discernable difference in the portrayal of the two main political parties: 

Labour and Conservatives. The former is portrayed as soft touch and incompetent on 

migration issues but also as responsible for the larger than expected influx of Polish nationals 

following the 2004 enlargement round. Generally, the Conservatives tend to be perceived as 

willing and capable of being tough on immigration but being constrained either by domestic 

opposition as well as their partner in coalition – the Liberal Democrats, or by the European 

Union, which was seen as overriding British sovereignty and meddling in its internal affairs. 

These images appear to be stable regardless of whether these two parties are in government 

or in opposition. It is worth noting that there were not enough inferences in the data set to 

delineate a distinct image of the Liberal Democrats.   

The data set reflects the complex political climates in both 2006 and 2013, critically 

suggesting that not all political parties appreciate the importance of British sovereignty and 

the ability of the British state to control and manage population dynamics. There appears to 

be a consensus across the sampled newspapers that the Labour party is too soft on 

immigration, that it underestimates or conveniently ignores the looming threat of Bulgarian 

and Romanian exodus and is therefore unfit to competently handle such an important matter. 

The Conservatives are generally portrayed as being more willing and competent to act tough 

on immigration. However, their ability to deliver on their promises and pledges to reduce 

immigration levels is objectively constrained by the other political parties. A key similarity 

between news editions from across the spectrum is that political elites and experts fail to 

appreciate the legitimate public anxieties over rapid change of pace and scale induced by 

intra-EU immigration.  
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A Daily Mail editorial (09.08.06) discusses how John Reid has handled political and public 

pressures with regards to the recent influx of Eastern Europeans. The piece argues that Mr. 

Reid had faced significant political pressure from Labour MPs “to get tough on 

immigration”, with former minister Frank Field warning that “a refusal to act would be a 

major failure of democratic politics.” Further, the Mail quotes Mr. Field in praising the then 

Home Secretary for acknowledging public anxieties about the growing numbers of East 

Europeans: 

The Home Secretary should be congratulated for responding to growing public 

concern about the level of immigration. He is right to say that it is not racism driving 

concern, but rather, the sheer scale and pace of change and the effect such historically 

high levels of immigration are having on wages and services like housing and 

healthcare and more fundamentally on the very nature of our community (Shipman 

2006: 2).  

In the news section of the Telegraph from the same month (07.08.06), political correspondent 

Brendan Carlin writes that in a “significant policy shift” Home Secretary John Reid had 

suggested that the cabinet would work with independent advisers to set “optimal levels” of 

intra-EU mobility, “consistent with the country’s economic needs and social stability.” The 

newspaper quotes Mr. Reid in saying that there is a need to “get away from this daft, so-

called politically correct notion that anybody who wants to talk about immigration is 

somehow a racist.” Further, the article reports that: 

In a speech this week, Mr Reid will say that mass migration is the greatest challenge 

facing European governments. In a recognition of public worries, he will tell the 

Demos think-tank that the volume of migration can also carry insecurity into the heart 

of our communities (Carlin 2006: 2).  

There is the noticeable trend that newspapers consistently avoid estimates altogether. There is 

also a growing scepticism towards evidence and migration forecasts. Whilst reporting on 

issues related to mobility, border control and visa policies comprises 55 per cent of the data 

set, the core theme of imminent immigrants is the least reliant on migration data and other 

relevant evidence. There are frequent references to the statistically significant mismatch 

between migration forecasts and the actual number of arrivals following the 2004 

enlargement round. This is narrated as an embarrassing error on the part of politicians across 
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the political spectrum and there is a growing realisation across the editions that forecasting 

migration flows is a futile political spin.  

In 2006, news coverage overall represents a scathing indictment of New Labour’s managed 

migration approach. The economically innovative policy approach has been widely criticised 

for causing social and structural unease and results in the textual portrayal of the Blair 

government as ‘soft’ and ‘incompetent’ for continuously failing to predict and manage 

migration flows. A Daily Mail editorial (24.07.06) explicitly blames the government for 

having “lost control over our borders”, further accusing the Immigration and Nationality 

Directorate of being “corrupt” and “in shambles.” It then goes on to assert that:  

Home Secretary John Reid he who damned his department as 'not fit for purpose' and 

promised to sort out the mess resorts to the usual New Labour 'solutions': cosmetic 

stunts instead of effective action; meaningless, eye-catching initiatives instead of 

taking a grip. The spinning goes on. And our borders are as porous as ever (Daily 

Mail Editorial 2006: 12). 

Another Daily Mail editorial (27.12.06) quotes a report produced by the right-wing think tank 

Migration Watch, which estimates that “one migrant arrives every minute.” The text evokes 

images of inevitable and uncontrollable influx, thus creating an atmosphere of urgency and 

general unease. The editorial further argues that:  

This time around, the British government is saying nothing about numbers. Very 

wise. After their absurd errors over the massive inflow from Poland, nobody would 

believe them in any case. Taken together, Romania and Bulgaria add another 30 

million to the EU (Hickley 2006: 12). 

Whilst the Guardian opts out of the urgency linguistic stylistics of the tabloid press, it too 

expresses growing scepticism towards the ability of the Blair government to handle the 

dynamics of intra-EU mobility: 

The government has no idea how many Bulgarians and Romanians have been 

prevented from coming to Britain by restrictions placed on their employment rights 

when the countries join the EU, Liam Byrne, the immigration minister, said yesterday. 

At a joint hearing of the Commons home affairs and European scrutiny committees, 

he said it would be very unwise to make predictions about the scale of demand for 
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entry into Britain when the two countries join the EU on January 1 (Woodward 2006: 

21).  

A news article from 31 December 2013 written by Sun’s Whitehall correspondent Emily 

Ashton argues that the main reason why the imminent influx of Bulgarians and Romanians 

cannot be contained is political. The edition quotes a comment from then Secretary of Justice 

Chris Grayling who claimed that the Conservatives have always wanted tougher immigration 

policies but were continuously constrained by their Coalition partner, the Liberal Democrats, 

as well as the Labour Party (now in opposition): 

David Cameron has said very clearly, he would like to see tougher rules in future, and 

we have always said we would have implemented tougher rules in the past. Labour 

and the Lib Dems are happy with what we’ve got (Ashton 2013: 9). 

The Coalition government is portrayed as powerless yet militant as it sees its regular arsenal 

of migration control mechanisms gradually diminished due to compliance with EU rules. A 

news article from The Times (15.12.13), titled “May goes to war over EU migrants”, suggests 

that the government is considering the introduction of an annual EU immigration cap of 75, 

000 people. According to the newspaper, this would constitute a radical change in Britain’s 

relationship with the EU and would reduce public anxieties over “unfettered freedom of 

movement”, which is making “Britons the biggest losers to the benefit of migrants.” The 

edition goes on to assert that Britain will “fight EU over immigration” (Leppard 2013: 10, 

11). A news article from the Daily Mail (24.04.13) uses similar militant language to convey 

the message that “Britain and Germany join forces to demand curb on the burden of benefits 

tourists” (Slack 2013b: 14). The edition describes a war-like alliance between Britain, 

Germany, Austria and the Netherlands that aimed at preventing “rampant abuse of the EU’s 

free movement directive.” Another Daily Mail news article (19.12.13) expresses a sense of 

powerlessness as British government officials are not allowed to alter domestic immigration 

policies because of Brussels. The edition goes on to postulate that:  

Ministers such as Theresa May and Iain Duncan Smith want to take a stand, but any 

changes that are acceptable to Europe will be so minor as to prove practically useless 

at controlling the expected new influx. So here we stand, staring at the oncoming train 

(Reid 2013b: no page). 

Further, Daily Mirror columnist Tony Parsons argues that it is not always clear where the 

main political parties stand on immigration control policies:  



67 
 

One of the strangest sights of our age is the way that the left wing and right wing have 

exchanged their views on immigration. Once the left were unthinkingly in favour of 

mass immigration. It showed they were non-racist, non-xenophobic and that all men 

are brothers. Now the left understand that mass immigration creates a pool of cheap 

labour, increases the number of indigenous unemployed and puts incredible strains on 

schools, hospitals and housing. And once orthodox right-wing thinkers were against 

immigration because they didn’t want a bunch of Johnny Foreigners coming over here 

to scrounge off our welfare services, mount our women, pinch our bottoms and stink 

the place out with garlic. But now right-wing thinkers understand that mass 

immigration stimulates the economy, provides a flexible source of motivated, 

inexpensive labour and increases competition among men keen to fiddle with your 

stopcock (Parsons 2006a: 17). 

Echoing such views is a 2013 political commentary from the Guardian, titled “it's not racist 

to be anxious over large-scale immigration: in between the right-wing hysteria and liberal 

pleas for tolerance is a public that's preoccupied not with race, but with rent” (Harris 2013: 

25). The edition goes on to argue that the upcoming waiving of the transitional restrictions for 

Bulgarians and Romanians means that no one could reasonably predict how many would 

arrive and the mere realisation of this fact is causing a political crisis. The text mentions the 

impact of the UK Independence Party in stirring political debates further to the right, as well 

as the “panic” within the Conservative party on issues of intra-EU mobility, as well as the 

Eastern Enlargement in general. The Guardian reports on David Cameron’s decision to veto 

the EU accession of candidate countries, such as Serbia and Albania, unless strict limitations 

on their mobility are put in place. Further, the commentary discusses the results of a YouGov 

poll, which shows that 49 per cent of Britons oppose free movement to 39 per cent who 

declare their support for it: 

Something is unavoidably up. The point is, millions of people will always be uneasy 

about large-scale change. Not because they are racist, or any more prejudiced than 

anyone else - but because human beings like a measure of certainty and stability. 

Further, it barely needs pointing out that immigration tends to impact places where 

certainty and stability are thin on the ground. If you pinball between part-time work 

and jobseeker's allowance and feel about two pay cheques away from destitution, the 

idea that your meagre chunk of the rock may be about to shrink yet further will not go 
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down well. (...) If you live in a constant state of anxiety, even the suggestion that it 

might will be enough (Harris 2013: 25). 

 

The media campaigns of 2006 and 2013  

News outlets provide some coverage of the two government-funded media campaigns, which 

were launched in 2006 and 2013. A total of 5 news articles report on the campaign in 2006 

(1.8 per cent of the data set) and 20 in 2013 (3.1 per cent of the data set). Even though the 

reporting on the campaigns is low per se, the campaigns themselves are worth mentioning 

because they signify two important developments. Firstly, they are indicative that the issue 

with the freedom of movement for Bulgarians and Romanians is placed high on the political 

agenda and that substantial resources have been mobilised to discourage unauthorised 

movement in 2006, and movement altogether in 2013. They articulate a message which is 

intended and understood as a warning across British media, but also in Bulgaria and 

Romania. This move effectively elevates a policy issue into the realm of political urgency. 

Thus, it is also a manifestation of the determination of political elites to manage a threatening 

development. Thirdly, having two official media campaigns funded by the Labour 

government in 2006 and the Coalition government in 2013 is a testimony of the general 

unease and undesirability associated with Bulgarians and Romanians’ mobility.  

The 2006 campaign followed growing public anxieties over the arrival of over 600, 000 Poles 

despite the expected 13,000 (Black et al 2010, Fox et al 2012a). The campaign, launched in 

December 2006 until March 2007, was to serve as a warning in Romania and Bulgaria, as 

well as Britain. The main message was not to travel to Britain without a work permit, which 

reflects the worry that the short-term visa free visits could lead Bulgarians and Romanians to 

disappear into the black market. Thus, fines for both employers and workers were introduced 

and advertised via billboards, leaflets, radio and television. These media campaigns are 

important because Bulgarians and Romanians are constructed as immigrants even if still 

living in Bulgaria and Romania and regardless whether they have expressed a desire to leave: 

The Home Office has sent nearly pounds 300,000 on a desperate last-minute 

advertising campaign to dissuade thousands of Romanian and Bulgarian workers from 

coming to Britain. The media blitz underlines growing concern in Whitehall that the 

two impoverished states joining the European Union at midnight tonight will trigger a 

fresh influx of East Europeans into the UK (Nicol and Boffey 2006: 19).   
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In January 2013, as the work restrictions were to be waived, the government introduced 

another media campaign which focused on the downsides of British life and aimed at 

discouraging Bulgarians and Romanians from considering moving to Britain altogether. The 

aim of this campaign was to “prevent an influx of immigrants from Eastern Europe when 

restrictions are lifted” (Shipman 2013: no page). It advised not to assume that the streets are 

paved with gold and warned that the weather is bad and there is housing shortage. The 

campaign has been widely discussed across all editions, with both tabloids and broadsheets 

being critical whether it would have any effect at all. The main argument appears to be that 

Romanians and Bulgarians are unlikely to fear the rain, given the dreadful destitution they 

live in. The readers are also reminded that the winter temperatures in the two countries could 

fall well below 30 degrees C:  

Faced by this universal desire to come to Britain, the Cameron government has talked 

of launching an advertising campaign that aims to correct the impression that Britain’s 

streets are paved with gold (Adams 2013: no page).  

A publicity campaign alerting Romanians and Bulgarians to the perils of heading to 

Britain is among the ideas being considered to prevent another wave of mass 

migration from Eastern Europe. A package is being drawn up that could see those 

without a job denied access to benefits and healthcare. Those without the means to 

support themselves during a period of job hunting could also be barred from entry 

(Savage 2013: 5).  

Both tabloid and broadsheet editions are sceptical that either of the campaigns is likely to 

accomplish their aims, mostly because under EU law, it is illegal to attempt to single out 

Bulgarians and Romanians, but also because the campaigns might have the opposite effect:  

On the one hand the Home Office doesn’t want them in but on the other hand, the 

minister for Europe is saying there is freedom of movement. The government is 

actually in danger of encouraging more people to come. Ministers would be better off 

working with Romanian and Bulgarian counterparts and the EU to address the reasons 

migrants want to come here in the first place (Syal 2013: 1). 
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Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they can 

Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed as imminent immigrants based on the assumption 

that they will come to Britain because they can. In other words, their mobility is assessed vis-

à-vis the permissive migration policies that govern intra-EU mobility. It is worth noting that 

news language displays a preference towards referring to Bulgarians and Romanians as 

migrants, rather than EU citizens. Whilst legally incorrect within the context of the empirical 

case (see here Arcarazo 2015, Anderson and Blinder 2015), such a terminology choice is 

interesting because it suggests that mobility per se is associated with danger. On the one 

hand, as already discussed, it emphasises the pace and scale of intra-EU mobility, rather than 

its legality/illegality. On the other hand, it is notable that Bulgarians and Romanians tend to 

be portrayed as being migrants, rather than becoming migrants. In other words, Bulgarians 

and Romanians are figures of political importance who are defined by their movement and 

not by their belonging to a fixed place of residence, i.e. a nation state. They are constructed as 

a threat regardless of whether they want to come to Britain, or they have done so already, still 

live in their respective home countries, or live and work in other EU countries.  

A Daily Mail editorial (01.01.07) titled “...And today we open door to 30m more”, describes 

a “jubilee” atmosphere of celebrations in Sofia and Bucharest that marks Bulgaria and 

Romania’s accession to the EU and signifies “the final break with communism for the former 

Soviet states.” Further, the text warns that “their inclusion brings 30 million new citizens to 

the EU from one of the poorest corners of Europe. The frontiers with Romania and Bulgaria 

opened at midnight” (Graham 2007: 18). In a similar vein, a news article from the Daily 

Mirror warns that then Prime Minister David Cameron is “under growing pressure to limit 

the number of new migrants coming to the UK when 29 million Bulgarians and Romanians 

gain the right to live and work here under European freedom of movement rules” (McTague 

2013: 9). Guardian’s political correspondent Rowena Mason writes in the home pages about 

a crisis within the Coalition government with regards to the upcoming waiving of transitional 

restrictions for Bulgarian and Romanian nationals. The article titled “borders open tomorrow 

for Bulgarians and Romanians” goes on to alarm that there is “just 24 hours before Britain’s 

borders are opened to immigrants from the two newest EU countries” (Mason 2013b: 7). 

Portraying Bulgarians and Romanians as imminent immigrants could be understood as 

indicative of the fact that post-1989 liberalisation of migration policies has made the mobility 

of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals less risky than it continues to be for other categories of 

people. In this sense, the data set reflects the fear that in the absence of stern, state-centric 
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immigration rules, an influx of people from poorer states will imminently migrate and by 

doing so will collapse the labour markets and welfare systems of the richer member states. A 

Daily Mail news article (30.07.06) titled “Migration meltdown” argues that a secret 

government report predicted chaos across the board, and that the “massive rise in 

immigration next year could trigger a devastating crisis in Britain’s schools, housing and 

welfare services” (Walters 2006: 1).  

The easement of mobility afforded by the free movement principle is narrated as a destructive 

and uncontrollable development, suggesting that Bulgarians and Romanians would be able to 

come and go as they please, unnoticed, without the actual ability of the state to control or 

regulate their mobility any more than it regulates the mobility and residence of French or 

German citizens in Britain. News language explicitly suggests that the Eastern Enlargement 

creates imminent immigrants because it reduces the power of the state to select and 

distinguish between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ migrants. Writing for the Daily Mail, Migration 

Watch’s Chairman Sir Andrew Green puts forward the rather ominous argument that there is 

nothing that the government could do to prevent and/or regulate the mobility of Bulgarian 

and Romanian nationals, likening New Labour’s immigration policies to having “more holes 

than a Swiss cheese”:  

From January 1, Romanians and Bulgarians will not need a visa. Like all other EU 

citizens, they will be able to show their passport and walk straight in. This time round 

there will not even be the registration scheme that applies to the first eight countries 

(Green 2006: 14). 

Not needing visas or other potentially expensive travel documents means that there is a 

convergence between the desire to leave and the ability to do so. Bulgaria and Romania’s 

accession to the European Union had alleviated any additional costs that the process of 

migration would have incurred otherwise. In a special lengthy investigation, Daily Mail’s Sue 

Reid argues that Bulgarians and Romanians are ready to come to Britain “in their hundreds of 

thousands.” The report paints a rather hectic and chaotic picture of the British Embassy in 

Bucharest, where eager Romanians are queuing “since sunrise.” A substantial part of the 

article is made up of an interview with 34-year-old stonemason Bobarlau Constantin who 

reflects on the prospect of making a better life for himself and his family in England:  

Up to now the biggest problem about going to England was the cost of the work visa 

and immigration papers of £750. We do not have that kind of money. But after 
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January it will be different. I will just be able to go to the bus station and take a ride to 

Europe for £25 (Reid 2006: 34). 

In 2013 fears are amplified as the slow economic recovery following the Eurozone financial 

crisis is taken under consideration. There are fears and warnings that the eurozone crisis will 

result in thousands of jobless Romanians (less so Bulgarians) relocating to Britain from 

crisis-hit countries, such as Italy and Spain. In other words, it is not just the Romanians from 

Romania that are bound to arrive, but also the Romanians who have been working in the 

Southern European member states. Whilst the main argument in the 2006 batch is that Britain 

is unlikely to be top destination for either groups, in 2013 it is articulated as the logical first 

choice, given its relatively strong economic performance and generous welfare system. 

Across the editions in 2013, the hypothetical movement of Bulgarians and Romanians 

towards the UK is narrated as more problematic than the actual movement of Spaniards, 

Italians or Greeks. The mobility of Bulgarians and Romanians is narrated as highly 

problematic despite existing evidence that more National Insurance Numbers (NINOs) are 

being issued to Southern Europeans than Eastern Europeans. For example, Guardian’s Alan 

Travis (30.08.13) reports that immigration to Britain from Southern European member states 

has increased by 50 per cent, whilst “data shows little evidence, however, of any surge in 

Romanians or Bulgarians arriving” (Travis 2013b: 15). Further, he argues, “the figures on 

new national insurance registrations by overeas workers show a fall in the number of 

Romanians (down 22 per cent on year to 17, 820) and Bulgarians (down 17 per cent to 10, 

400) coming to Britain in 2012-13” (Ibid).  

A news article from the Sun (14.04.13) offers a different angle to the same story. It alarms at 

the possibility that Romanians working as builders in Italy or Spain could move to the UK 

because of the financial crisis. The edition is quoting a Romanian construction union official, 

who said that due to the impact of the financial crisis, the Italian construction industry has 

been slowed down by 30 per cent and as a result, thousands of Romanian workers have been 

dismissed or made redundant. The short article’s title is in capital letters and gives the 

impression that a Romanian exodus from Italy and towards the UK is imminent: 

“WARNING: yet more quit Italy. Tens of thousands of Romanian builders will be heading to 

Britain from Italy, an expert warns” (Kington 2013: 33, emphasis in original).  
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The ability of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals to exercise the free movement principle is 

portrayed as threatening regardless of their country of domicile because it is understood as 

multidirectional and largely unsanctioned by the British state.  

However, examining articles where Bulgarians and Romanians are not central to the main 

story, shows a different perspective on the realities of intra-EU mobility. A leading article 

from the Telegraph, titled “Balkan scapegoats” critically discusses New Labour’s U-turn on 

matters of intra-EU mobility and argues that the decision not to impose restrictions on the 

2004 cohort is indicative of the political realisation of the net benefit that European citizens 

bring to the UK economy. Therefore, deciding to impose restrictions on Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals constituted a “cynical political calculation”, the sole purpose of which 

was to divert attention from the general inability of the government to manage non-EU 

migration:  

The truth is that making a scapegoat of Bulgaria and Romania diverts attention from 

the much more serious problem of migration into Britain from outside the EU 

(Leading Article, Telegraph 2006: 29). 

Whenever Bulgarians and Romanians are only marginal to the main news story, they are 

mentioned within the context of the fight against illegal immigration and crime, counter-

terrorism, and the refugee crisis (2013) and are considerably less negatively evaluated. A 

political commentary from the Daily Mirror (Parsons 2006a: 17) argues that Eastern 

Europeans “are cheerful, hardworking, decent and grateful for a chance to better themselves. 

And they love the UK”. Columnist Tony Parsons goes on to suggest that he, for one, is 

grateful for this fact, “especially at a time when we are becoming accustomed to hearing 

people with British passports telling us how much they hate the place and would like to make 

a few changes (bombs on public transport, Sharia law, perhaps a new flag - stuff like that)”. 

The text explicitly constructs Bulgarians and Romanians as culturally closer to the British 

self, than non-white (and presumably Muslim) UK residents and citizens, who are 

discursively identified as the real threat:  

Let the Romanians and Bulgarians come. I am all for immigrants who are willing to 

work, who learn to love this country, and who appreciate that this is the best place on 

Earth. No Bulgarian wants to dance on the graves of our children. No Romanian 

wants to impose Sharia law (...) It is not the Bulgarians or the Romanians or the Poles 
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that terrify me. It is all those beardie, bug-eyed nutters with British passports (Parsons 

2006a: 17). 

A political commentary in the Sunday Times (23.07.06) points out that Eastern Europeans 

“have taken up all sorts of jobs, from plumbers to financiers, and assimilated remarkably 

well” and that it would be wrong for the British government to treat Bulgarians and 

Romanians differently from Poland and the rest of the 2004 cohort. The edition substantiates 

this by claiming that the real problem lies with British ethnic minorities:  

Meanwhile, we have had shocking evidence, most notably in the bombings of July 7 

last year, of the lack of assimilation among a minority of the older immigrant 

communities. Fears of the risks created by a ‘wave’ of legitimate immigration from 

eastern Europe may have diverted attention from the task of clamping down on illegal 

immigrants and from the threat of the enemy within (Features, Sunday Times 2006: 

18).  

This shift in focus signifies three developments, that have been noted in the literature. The 

first one concerns net migration levels. Traditionally and up until the first round of Eastern 

EU Enlargement in 2004, non-EU migration has been the statistically significant immigration 

to Britain (ONS, Hix et al 2017, Geddes 2001). A recent YouGov online survey conducted by 

Hix et al (2017) asked 3,636 UK residents to indicate an optimal level of EU and non-EU 

migration, respectively. The main finding is that overall UK respondents prefer EU to non-

EU migrants and that this preference holds across all social groups who took part in the 

survey. Whilst middle class respondents preferred higher levels of net migration than 

working class people, both groups indicated fewer non-EU migrants as a desirable outcome. 

Along similar lines, younger respondents said that whilst they would be comfortable with 

higher levels of net immigration compared with older people, they would still prefer fewer 

non-EU migrants (Ibid).  

Second, the examined empirical materials within this subtheme point to the importance of 

another aspect of the free movement principle. The EU accession of Central and Eastern 

European countries has also made them active subjects in the common EU border control 

policies. Since the early 2000s there has been a notable liberalisation of the EU’s visa policies 

with regards to the list of countries whose citizens are not required to obtain visas before 

travelling (Sciortino and Finotelli 2013: 505). In 2002, prior to their actual EU accession, visa 

restrictions were waived for Romanian and Bulgarian nationals. This decision was influenced 
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by geopolitical interests, as well as by the general thrust of restricting non-European 

migrations. However, granting said visa exemptions was to happen only when the Bulgarian 

and Romanian governments demonstrated political will, legislative, and institutional efforts 

in the common European struggle against irregular migration (see in Ibid: 505, Guild 2001). 

The post-1989 liberalisation of EU border control policies and visa regulations has 

incorporated Eastern Europeans as active subjects as part of a wider security driven agenda 

with regards to controlling and restricting non-European migration. Some authors have even 

argued that the putative whiteness of Central and Eastern Europeans had been a contributing 

factor in affording them gradual, even if conditional, more liberalised access to Western 

Europe (Fox et al 2012a, Favell 2009, McDowell 2009) in the process of opening the borders 

to the East, whilst seeking to close them to the South (Favell 2009 (b): 188, Finotelli and 

Sciortino 2013).  

Lastly, this aspect of the analysis points out to the existence of points of convergence and 

divergence in terms of UK and EU migration policies and objectives. Whilst there are 

frictions in terms of governing intra-EU mobility, there is also some convergence with 

regards to reducing the levels of non-EU migration. During the Cold War era, British 

immigration policy was embedded within an explicit anti-Communist context, which has had 

an impact on the ways previous cohorts of European migrants have been admitted in Britain. 

European labour immigration to Britain has been subjected to harsher conditions than the 

Commonwealth migration (Foot 1965: 6,8) due to inverted imperialism, i.e. the idea that 

“people who have been conquered by Britain should be treated more leniently than people 

conquered by a foreign power, in this case, the Soviet Union” (Foot 1965: 8, see also 

McDowell 2009). 

However, between the I960s and the I980s the migration implications associated with the 

British imperial past were fading in order to give way to “a national model of migration” 

which since the 1990s was increasingly linked to the European Union (Geddes 2005: 723). It 

is worth noting that the United Kingdom was a proponent of the Eastern EU Enlargement and 

consecutive British governments have viewed sovereignty pragmatically in order to achieve 

national policy objectives via its EU membership (Geddes 2005: 733, 734). In this regard, the 

Eastern EU Enlargement has made possible the pursue common interests and policy 

objectives on an EU level, namely progressively restricting non-EU migration (Finotelli and 

Sciortino 2013, Favell 2008, 2009, Favell and Nebe 2009, Garner 2006). This selective 

Europeanisation is predicated upon the understanding that there is a European-wide 
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consensus over what constitutes good/wanted and bad/unwanted migration, and that such a 

distinction is both obvious and sustainable (Geddes 2005: 723, 724). The externalisation of 

territorial borders has hardened the discursive boundaries of entitlement and belonging, 

which has made the access to employment, welfare provisions and national citizenship more 

difficult (Geddes 2005: 738). Thus, Geddes (Ibid: 724) argues, the British way of engaging 

with EU migration regulations and policies has been highly “conditional and differential.”  

 

Bulgarians and Romanians will come to Britain because they want to 

Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed as imminent immigrants because they want to come 

to Britain. News coverage focuses on the economic backwardness and political volatility of 

the two countries in order to portray the mobility of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals as 

simultaneously rational and unwanted. On the one hand, the desire of Bulgarians and 

Romanians to leave their home countries for a better life abroad is portrayed as rational but is 

also a function of a problematic relationship with their respective states, which have failed to 

provide sufficient levels of security in order to minimise push factors. On the other hand, 

such desires and decisions are narrated as dangerous and undesirable for the United 

Kingdom. Thus, news reporting tends to focus on the deeply-seeded difference between the 

economically impoverished states of Bulgaria and Romania and prosperous and wealthy 

Britain.  

The Sun’s Oliver Harvey reports from the commune of Moroeni (Southern Romania) that 

“dirt-poor Romanians can’t wait to join EU” (Harvey 2006: no page). He describes a 

“poverty-rich village of mud shacks, horses and carts”, “fetid streets clogged with mangy 

dogs and loose pigs”, outdoor toilets, and lack of modern plumbing. The text expresses 

genuine disgust and anxiety at the prospect that “from January 1, impoverished villagers 

whose living conditions wouldn’t look out of place in the world’s worst slums, will be EU 

citizens.” The text reinforces the important difference between the village, which is 

oxymoronically rich in poverty, and the “dream life in Britain” as the epitome of cleanliness 

and prosperity.  

On the international news pages of the Sunday Telegraph (14.05.06), an article titled 

“Europe’s wild East is ready to go West”, further explores the differences between Bulgaria 

and Romania on the one hand, and Britain on the other. The newspaper’s reporter Colin 

Freeman went to the border town of Tran (Western Bulgarian) where the locals drink 
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“lunchtime vodkas with a hand well practised in drowning sorrows.” The text evokes images 

of physical and emotional despair: all of Tran’s factories are now shut, over 70 per cent of the 

population is unemployed and “the only good times in living memory came during the war in 

neighbouring Serbia, when locals made fortunes smuggling petrol.” The lengthy article 

makes it clear that Bulgaria is to be blamed for its own problems and misfortune, thus 

absolving ‘the West’ of any moral or other responsibilities:  

The problems of Bulgaria will soon become those of Europe (...) the prospect of EU 

membership has received a firm shake of the head - which, in this former Ottoman 

colony on the edge of Asia Minor, means yes rather than no (Freeman 2006: 27). 

Along similar lines, Sun’s Fergus Shanahan writes on the tabloid’s opinion pages that he has 

troubles believing John Reid that work restrictions will halt the influx from Bulgaria and 

Romania. In reality, he argues, migration constitutes the only way out of destitute and 

economic hardship and “any Bulgarian or Romanian will be free to come here as they please 

- and come they will, because their own countries are very poor and there is no work” 

(Shanahan 2006: no page). A news article from the Times argues that Britain is facing “a 

crisis in its attempt to stop immigrants from Bulgaria and Romania” and quotes a report from 

the House of the Lords EU Committee, which claims that “Romania and Bulgaria were 

allowed to enter the European Union before they were ready” (Kenber 2013a: 6). Daily 

Mail’s James Slack (2013a: no page) refers to the waiving of transitional restrictions for 

Bulgarians and Romanians as a “terrible mess” and “an accident waiting to happen.” 

The general dysfunctionality of the Bulgarian and Romanian states is evaluated vis-à-vis the 

expectations of Europeanisation following their EU accession. In this respect, news coverage 

on the desire of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals to leave for Britain represent a verdict and 

a warning. A verdict that the two states have failed to modernise and Europeanise to 

acceptable standards, thus depriving their citizens of basic security. And a warning that such 

a dysfunctional relationship between nation and state manifests as the omnipresent danger of 

mass exodus.  

After the collapse of the communist regimes in Eastern Europe there have been ongoing 

worries that the significant economic differences between both halves of Europe, coupled 

with varying degrees of political instability and ethnic tensions, would inevitably result in 

vast population movements (Black et al 2010, Huysmans 2006, Denitch 1990). Fassmann and 

Munz (1994: 535) have spoken of a “cordon sanitaire” in post-1989 Western Europe, which 
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was to protect them from impoverished economic migrants and potential bogus asylum 

seekers from Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as the Commonwealth of Independent 

States (CIS). The extent to which post-communist countries have “embraced the free market 

and democracy” has been continuously employed by the liberal West to judge and assess 

Eastern Europeans’ renewed claims to Europeanness (Buchowski 2006: 464-466).  

However, it is worth noting that Bulgarians and Romanians are not portrayed as threatening 

imminent immigrants in a handful of articles. Instead, the emphasis is put on their patriotism 

and self-proclaimed duty to stay and contribute to the development of their home countries. 

The excerpts below are from interviews with Bulgarian and Romanian nationals. These 

interviews have been placed within lengthier pieces in broadsheet editions. In the Guardian’s 

international pages, correspondent Luke Harding reports from Sofia that not all Bulgarians 

want to migrate, and that some are even eager to return home: 

Standing outside the British embassy in Sofia yesterday, Rozalina Boeva admits she 

wants a better life. After three years she has had enough - of Britain. She is coming 

home to Bulgaria. I’m fed up. I don’t like it in Britain much, Ms Boeva, a 37-year- 

old care assistant, said. I find it very discriminating against foreigners. The 

government seems to tell ordinary people that foreigners living in the UK are 

dangerous to British people. I don’t know why. Ms Boeva has spent the past three 

years living and working in Swansea. But she dislikes Britain’s culture of binge 

drinking and the fact that her teenage daughter has been bullied at school. Some 

British people are nice. But on Friday and Saturday night everybody gets drunk. 

Many girls get pregnant at 16 or 17. The general level of education is low. I’m going 

back for a couple of months to collect our things. Then we’ll start a new life in 

Bulgaria (Harding 2006: 22).  

In a similar vein, the Times’ reporter Charles Bremner in Bucharest talks to people in front of 

the British embassy about their aspirations to come to the UK. The article explicitly points 

out that it is not only the poor and uneducated that might seek a better life in Britain, but also 

Romania’s professionals and ambitious students who are fluent in English. The text contains 

numerous quotes from interviews with people from different walks of life, the leitmotif being 

that even if there was an increase in migration towards the UK, it is going to be only 

temporary as the state of the Romanian economy is improving: 
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Another argument against the stampede is Romania’s own boom. The country is 

enjoying high growth and low unemployment, and even though Bucharest still has its 

packs of stray dogs and crumbling Ceausescu architecture, it is abuzz with enterprise 

and foreign investment. Workers are even being brought in from China (Bremner 

2006: 28). 

 

Bulgarians and Romanians will come to Britain because they are worse (off) than the Poles   

This subtheme emerged from the 2006 batch and revealed an element of comparison between 

the 2004 cohort (Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, 

Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia) and the 2007 cohort (Bulgaria and Romania). Originally, the 

forecasts suggested that between 5, 000 and 13, 000 workers would arrive per year from all 

ten countries that became EU members in 2004. However, these estimates were quickly 

surpassed when it became clear that the real numbers were fluctuating between 600, 000 and 

1, 000, 000 (Fox et al 2012a, Black et al 2010, Somerville 2007). It became clear that the 

Poles were the single largest group of arrivals after the first round of Eastern EU 

Enlargement.  

Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed vis-à-vis Poles against the backdrop of the 

underestimation of the sheer volume of arrivals from the 2004 cohort. A leading article from 

the Sun, titled “bolt the door” (20.09.06), quotes the then Home Secretary John Reid’s 

promise to put “safeguards in place” in order to prevent a “flood” of hundreds of thousands of 

Bulgarians and Romanians. The edition goes on to suggest that accommodating Bulgarians 

and Romanians would be especially difficult, not just in terms of number of arrivals but also 

considering their reputation for corruption and crime: 

We have budged up to accommodate the influx of Poles and others because most are 

friendly, hard-working and well-educated craftsmen. But the problem with Bulgaria 

and Romania is not just about numbers, large though they are. The Serious Organised 

Crime Agency warns both countries are rife with corruption and gang warfare. The 

risk is that, because we are one of the few EU countries to offer open house, they will 

trip over one another in the rush to come here (Leading Article Sun 2006: no page). 

In the Guardian Home Pages, Cowan and Travis write that the cabinet’s decision to impose 

restrictions on the mobility and labour market participation of Bulgarians and Romanians was 

to “provide a breathing space for the British economy after the arrival of Poles and migrants 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cyprus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Czech_Republic
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Estonia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hungary
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Latvia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lithuania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Malta
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slovakia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slovenia


80 
 

from other new EU states.” The article juxtaposes Britain’s decision to “open its borders 

immediately to the Poles along only with Ireland and Sweden”, whilst other core member 

states, such as France and Germany opted to restrict access to their labour markets. The 

article quotes Home Secretary John Reid who said that “we need to consider very carefully 

all the implications of accession of new states and ensure that we have all the necessary 

safeguards in place right down to local borough level to reassure the public that this 

movement will be managed fairly and competently.” Mr Reid is also quoted in emphasising 

concerns about the “growth of international organised crime” within the context of global 

migration and EU expansion. The Guardian also quotes another senior cabinet minister in 

saying that “we have a strong record on accepting migrants from Europe, but sometimes 

politics has to override the economics, and that is what is going to happen in this case” 

(Cowan and Travis 2006: 12).  

A leading article from the Guardian leader pages (29.08.06) offers a scathing criticism of the 

Blair government internal party politics, but also broader issues, such as terrorism and 

immigration. The Guardian deems Mr Blair’s announcement that he is “fully focused on the 

questions of terrorism and immigration” “smug” and explicitly suggests that the voters and 

the wider public “are really fixated on these issues” but that “it is not clear that they any 

longer look to Mr Blair for answers” (Guardian Leader Pages: 26).  

Further, a news article from the Sunday Times (13.08.06) warns against the possibility of 

“Romanian migrant rush”, given that Romanians “have been inspired by the mass migration 

of Poles to the UK when their country joined the EU in 2004” (Ungoed-Thomas and Baird 

2006: 10).  

Whilst this is not to suggest that the post-2004 reception of Poles in Britain has been 

unproblematic, such coverage could be seen as indicative of raising political and social 

anxieties over yet another influx of workers from even poorer accession countries. In this 

respect, it is worth noting that sometimes newspapers tend to differentiate between the 2004 

and 2007 cohorts by referring to the latter as Balkan. An article from the Telegraph 

(08.12.06) refers to Bulgarians and Romanians as “Balkan scapegoats” (Leading Article: 29) 

due to the decision of the New Labour government to impose transitional restrictions on their 

ability to work and settle in the UK. Another news article from the Telegraph (28.12.06) also 

implies a double standard in the treatment of the two cohorts. The text makes the point that 

“in the same breath as praising the 2004 migrants, Mr Reid announced restrictions on 22.3 
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million Romanians and 7.7 million Bulgarians. The Bulgarians and Romanians are naturally 

rather offended” (Spillius 2006: 22). 

The comparison of Poles and Bulgarians and Romanians is neither static, nor one-

dimensional. On the one hand, it points out that there is a general undesirability and unease 

towards Eastern Europeans. On the other hand, it indicates a process of fracturing of the 

broader category of Eastern Europe into a more differentiated understanding of it. Some of 

the examined articles were expressing concerns that the state of affairs in Bulgaria and 

Romania was worse than that in Poland, which could easily result in a substantial, imminent 

influx from the two countries. Other articles pointed to the hypocrisy and double standards of 

the policy treatment of the 2004 and 2007 cohorts.  

 

The imminent Roma exodus 

Whilst there was some ambiguity and fluctuation of opinions as to whether the mobility of 

Bulgarians and Romanians should be more or less restricted in comparison with the 2004 

entrants or non-EU migrants, there was an unanimous consensus amongst the newspaper 

editions that the free movement principle should not be applied to the Roma even though, or 

perhaps precisely because, they are amongst the most mobile peoples in Europe. The textual 

portrayal of the Roma is particularly salient within the imminent immigrants core theme as 

they were unequivocally narrated as a menace for the civilised European societies.  

A news article from the Times (30.12.13) provides a lengthy overview of the presence and 

size of Roma minority groups across different European countries. The text reflects an 

atmosphere of political and public anxiety and states that “party leaders are braced for the 

political fallout from the expiry of the temporary curbs on Wednesday.” Further, the article 

quotes an adviser to the Romanian Prime Minister who downplayed British worries about an 

imminent Roma influx by saying “watch your bankers, not our beggars”, adding that “most 

Roma wanted to integrate” and should be given a chance to do so in Britain. However, the 

article maintains an alarmist tone throughout and argues that ultimately, neither Roma 

mobility nor Roma settlement are desirable: 

The migration of large groups of Roma has been one of the most visible and 

controversial effects of EU freedom of movement laws, which allow those who 

declare themselves self-employed to stay indefinitely in any member country (Charter 

et al 2013: 1,2).  
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A news article from the Sun from the same day (30.12.13), titled “time’s run out…. the tidal 

wave’s upon us” also articulates an alarmist message. The tabloid opted for a more colloquial 

turn of phrase and employed liquid metaphors that evoke images of natural disasters. The text 

goes on to suggest that the Roma are not wanted in any European country, East or West:  

Looming large in people's minds is the prospect of Roma gypsies and their reputation 

for industrial-scale begging and theft. Roma are unpopular wherever they settle, even 

in Romania. Now, spotting an opportunity, central European countries are 

"encouraging" their Roma to go elsewhere (Kavanagh 2013: 8).  

In a feature article from the Daily Mail (01.01.14), the tabloid addresses the issue of the so-

called “benefits teacher”, a 29-year old mother of four, who allegedly made a fortune by 

exploiting the generous British welfare system. The edition quotes interviews with people 

who claim she had helped them claim various benefits, as well as the president of the 

Federation of Romanian associations in Europe, who alarmingly claims that “invasion of 

people who will take advantage of the benefits system is imminent”, drawing a subtle yet 

clear distinction between Romanians and Roma. To further substantiate this distinction, he 

adds: “I’m warning the Romanian authorities to take the necessary measures to prevent the 

imminent exodus of Roma people into Northern Europe” (Martin 2014: no page).  

A news article from the Sun (08.02.13) refers to the Roma as “the untouchables”, which 

alludes to marginalised members of the lowest caste of Indian society (see Stevens 2004, 

Crowe 2003 for details). The text refers to the Roma as “nomads in Bulgaria and Romania” 

who would “head to our shores en masse as soon as the restrictions blocking their migration 

are lifted” (Culliford 2013: 34, 35). The edition states that “huge numbers of Roma gypsies 

are planning to move to Britain after being forced out of their home countries” because they 

are “convinced that they are hated” there. The language relies on the usage of quantifiers 

(“huge numbers”, “more than one million have already set up camp”) and liquid metaphors 

(“flood”, “en masse”) to convey the message of the imminence and looming threat of such 

mobility. The newspaper interviews members of a Roma community near Cluj-Napoca who 

eagerly express their desire to head to Britain as soon as this is made possible by the waiving 

of the transitional restrictions. Romani people are quoted saying that they will be eligible to 

claim benefits, how they will bring their sick spouses and relatives to be treated in the UK 

and would use the opportunity to bring over members of their extended families. A 24-year 

old Roma male is quoted claiming that: “most of my 20 cousins have moved to the UK 



83 
 

already. As soon as they lift the restrictions, I am sure even more of us will move there” 

(Ibid). Whilst this further securitises Romani mobility, it also alludes to racialised 

peculiarities associated with non-conformation to the European norm of the nuclear family.  

The mobility of Bulgarian and Romanian Roma was generally considered to be not only 

threatening, but also dishonest. The securitisation of Romani mobility is further aided by a 

conflation between migration and nomadism; i.e. between their desire and ability to migrate, 

and the nomadism that allegedly defines their ethnicity and culture. This conflation, 

Drakakis-Smith (2007: 463) has argued “simultaneously de-territorializes and racializes” the 

Roma. Matras (2000: 32) argues that the well-established “image of the travelling Gypsy” in 

Western European public imaginations is the main reason why the Roma people appear to be 

associated with nomadism. This term gradually became permanently attached to the group as 

a way of emphasising a lack of territorial and spatial attachment (Drakakis-Smith 2007: 463). 

Such definitions and classifications are often used to create and reinforce racialised 

hierarchies of entitlement and desert, as well as to inferiorise those groups who are not 

deemed deserving.  

Historically, the Roma have been discursively constructed as perpetually nomadic, 

disembedded population which is imminently displaceable and therefore suspicious 

(Silverstein 2005: 365, Malkki 1992). This is tied to the historical emergence of the nation 

state and its primary function as a sovereign political actor who has the prerogative of 

classifying and territorialising peoples “into specific, bordered geographies” (Malkki 1992: 

30), thus creating a double process of racialisation and spatialisation. Nowhere is the category 

of movement as politically problematic as with the Roma, nonetheless because it reflects a 

multi-layered expulsion: territorial, societal, economic and political. The marginality of the 

group appears to include both movement and stasis: the Roma occupy both categories, albeit 

never fully. Whilst it is clear that their mobility is problematic, it remains unclear whether it 

is a cause of effect of discrimination.  

This subtheme also points out that many Roma migrate because they experience structural 

discrimination in their places of permanent domicile. In this way they hope to blend in in the 

more multicultural and supposedly tolerant Western European societies (Grill 2011, Stevens 

2004, Kriglerova and Chudzikova 2013). However, they appear to be continuously seen as 

posing a substantial challenge to social tolerance and adding an explicit negative 

understanding of ethnic diversity (Steward (ed) 2012: vii). The textual portrayal of the Roma 
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represents an explicit and unequivocal denial of Europeanness, which establishes a textual 

proximity between Bulgarians and Romanians on the one hand, and Britons on the other by 

virtue of their shared dislike of the Roma. The textual portrayal of the Roma transcends the 

categories of victims and criminals by suggesting that the structural economic disadvantages 

and discrimination they are experiencing are justified. News language suggests that the Roma 

are a threat not just to the wealthier, core member states but also to their alleged home 

countries due to their innate criminality and poverty-driven migrations (Kriglerova and 

Chudzikova in Vidra (ed) 2013: 170).  

This reflects an understanding that on the one hand, the Roma lack loyalty and substantive 

identification with their states of domicile, thus having every incentive to evade state control. 

On the other hand, no state is willing to assume moral responsibility for the alleged havoc 

that their mobility inevitably causes. Thus, the problematisation of the Roma and the 

securitisation of their mobility displays a friction between European discourses of minority 

rights protection and the right of the state to exclude should it frame a particular event or 

policy development as a threat. It also suggests that someone is ultimately responsible for the 

Roma problem. However, it remains unclear who would assume such responsibility in 

practice, given the explicit reluctance of both EU member states and EU institutions (Balch et 

al 2014: 1165). This signifies multi-layered tensions between sovereignty, immigration and 

the processes of European integration (Ibid, Geddes 2000). 

 

British sovereignty as a referent object 

The analysis confirmed the importance of sovereignty as the main prism through which 

threats and vulnerabilities are articulated. Following from the conducted analysis of the core 

theme of imminent immigrants, and its respective subthemes, this chapter puts forward the 

argument that British sovereignty can be understood as a specific referent object that sits at 

the intersection between political and societal security, i.e. its significance is political but it is 

also about the importance of the distinct identity of the British self.   

Employing the securitisation approach has been useful in providing a good understanding of 

the impact permissive migration regimes have had on representations of sovereignty. Buzan 

et al (1998: 150) argue that sovereignty is the primary defining characteristic of the state, and 

that all threats that would classify as existential will inevitably involve sovereignty. 

Sovereignty, they claim, “can be existentially threatened by anything that questions 
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recognition, legitimacy, or governing authority (Ibid: 22). In other words, threats do not 

necessarily need to be of military nature; they could also be aimed at ideas, institutions, 

national and political ideologies (Ibid). Similarly, the analysis revealed a distinct presence of 

a British identity in contradistinction to the undesirable and uncontrollable Bulgarians and 

Romanians but also vis-à-vis the oppressive and undemocratic European Union. The latter 

was narrated as effectively overriding British sovereignty by unconditionally facilitating a 

development, i.e. the free movement between EU member states, which jeopardises the 

survival of the community in its essential character (Ibid: 119).  

Issues related to border control policies and free movement were discussed in a way that 

advanced the understanding that British sovereignty was a distinct vulnerability and a non-

negotiable aspect of the British self because it referred to its ability to include and exclude 

based on its own judgment and not due to compliance with EU rules. The ability of Bulgarian 

and Romanian nationals to exercise the EU principle of free movement was seen as damaging 

to the ability of the UK to control such population dynamics.  

Whilst the analysis pointed out that intra-EU mobility is primarily viewed through a state-

centric prism, it also highlighted that this is not the type of mobility which takes place 

exclusively between a sending and receiving nation state. Rather, the ability of Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals to exercise their Treaty rights was portrayed as multidirectional and 

(largely) unsanctioned from the state. Portraying Bulgarians and Romanians as imminent 

immigrants focused on them being migrants rather than becoming migrants. The mobility of 

Bulgarian and Romanian nationals was narrated as a matter of political urgency and general 

undesirability regardless of whether they have moved to Britain or not, and whether they 

were to move from Bulgaria and Romania, or from Italy and Spain due to the negative impact 

of the eurozone crisis. The states of Bulgaria and Romania were portrayed as having 

essentially emigrated following the 2007 EU enlargement round. Further, due to the free 

movement principle they were no longer “out there” – they are now “in here”, posing a threat 

to the ability and prerogative of the British state to decide on its own migration policies.   

 

Conclusion 

This chapter has analysed the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians with regards to their 

ability to exercise their Treaty rights due to their accession to the European Union in 2007. 

The theme imminent immigrants emerged on the basis of the overall salience of issues related 
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to border control/visa policies and freedom of movement between EU member states. These 

issues were discussed in 55 per cent of the corpus, making imminent immigrants the most 

salient theme. Newspapers’ coverage was predominantly concerned with the pace and scale 

of this mobility, rather than its legality sensu stricto.  

The main argument the chapter sought to put forward was that the ability of Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals to exercise the free movement principle has been securitised as posing a 

threat to British sovereignty. Through examining the six subthemes that made up the core 

theme of imminent immigrants, the chapter pointed out that the securitisation approach is 

analytically useful in facilitating a good understanding of the textual process of constructing 

threats and vulnerabilities. Whilst the evaluation of the danger, but also utility, of intra-EU 

mobility remained state-centric, it also became clear that this mobility is multidirectional, 

which is narrated as dangerous because it constrains the ability of a single EU member state 

to exercise full control over its borders. Based on the conducted analysis, the chapter has 

sought to advance the argument that British sovereignty can be understood as a distinct 

referent object, sitting at the intersection between political and societal security.  

The portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians revealed substantial political anxieties over 

diminished control over British borders and migration policies. Newspapers from across the 

political spectrum made the point that the distinction between “normal” and “exceptional” 

circumstances is not necessarily self-evident and that there is a significant relationship 

between identity and sovereignty. The mobility of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals was 

portrayed as threatening because it diminishes the ability of the British state to determine and 

uphold its own migration rules. The empirical findings lend support to the conventional 

wisdom that the right to exclude those perceived as undesirable is the ultimate attribute of 

sovereignty and a prerogative of the state which would ensure its survival.  

Whilst the mobility of Bulgarians and Romanians was securitised, their portrayal was marked 

by ambiguity. The analysis revealed that whilst there was some othering based on categorical 

assumptions about their political, economic or institutional deficiencies, this othering was 

neither absolute, nor unconditional. They were portrayed as worse (off) in comparison with 

the Polish nationals who arrived in the UK following the 2004 EU enlargement round, but as 

more desirable than non-EU migrants and the Roma minority. Put simply, the examined 

newspapers were attempting to make sense of Bulgarians and Romanians by comparing them 

with other known groups of migrants. Further, and related to this point, the portrayal of 
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Bulgarians and Romanians revealed important points of convergence and divergence between 

UK and EU migration objectives and policies. On the one hand, the analysis pointed out that 

Eastern European EU citizens are portrayed as undesirable and seen as impossible to control. 

On the other hand, when Bulgarians and Romanians were only marginal to the news story, it 

emerged that they were preferred to non-EU and/or irregular migrants. This points out to the 

growing importance of Bulgaria and Romania in particular, but also of southeast Europe in 

general, in the management of migration flows towards the EU. Thus, the othering of 

Bulgarians and Romanians within the core theme of imminent immigrants was not absolute 

and was not always portrayed in antagonistic terms; it tended to fluctuate depending on 

political circumstances and policy objectives.  
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Chapter 5: Social Raiders  

 

Introduction  

The second empirical chapter explores how Bulgarians and Romanians have been portrayed 

in relation to their access and use of welfare provisions, i.e. benefits related to housing, 

unemployment, in-work tax credits, child care, National Health Service (NHS). For the 

purposes of the analysis, the welfare state is hereby understood as an essential aspect of a 

government’s commitment to guarantee sustainable living standards for its citizens through 

the provision of health care, education and social benefits and to provide favourable access to 

housing and labour markets.  

Social raiders is the second core theme in the thesis. In terms of thematic scope, it 

encompasses a wide array of phenomena and developments: from bogus self-employment via 

abusing the free NHS, to unlawfully claiming assorted social benefits. Thus, the core theme 

of social raiders is not limited to benefits tourism; rather it incorporates different scenarios 

where Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed as being interested in cherry-picking various 

sources of income rather than looking for jobs per se. The theme is comprised by the 

relationship between the following nodes: Britain, welfare public provisions and NHS, 

Bulgarians and Romanians, Bulgarians, Romanians, Roma, EU, and diseases. It emerged 

inductively from the data set as news items related to access and eligibility for welfare 

payments, in-work and tax credits, use of NHS services and schools accounted for 35 per cent 

of the total sample. Overall, broadsheet editions dedicated more coverage on these topics than 

tabloids: 43 per cent and 26 per cent, respectively. Moreover, issues of access and use of 

welfare provisions were more frequently reported on in 2013 by all examined newspapers. 20 

per cent of tabloid editions reported on these topics in 2006, whilst in 2013 they dedicated 29 

per cent of their coverage to welfare issues. For the broadsheet editions the numbers stand at 

35 per cent (2006) and 45 per cent (2013), respectively. Further, a Sketch Engine analysis 

revealed that “welfare” appeared frequently in relation to budget reform (indicative of the 

austerity measures adopted by the Coalition government) and welfare tourism (as pointed out 

by key modifiers, such as “dependency”, “handout”, “tourism”, “curb”). The core theme of 

social raiders is further comprised by three subthemes: i) stealing jobs to claim benefits, ii) 

Roma: the ultimate social raiders, and iii) it’s the EU’s fault. After examining these three 
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subthemes, the chapter puts forward the argument that the British welfare system can be 

understood as a distinct referent object.  

The main argument the chapter seeks to make is that Bulgarians and Romanians' actual and 

potential access and use of various welfare provisions has been securitised as an attack on the 

British welfare system. Following from the analysis, the latter emerges as a distinct referent 

object. On the one hand, this referent object is indicative of the importance of the British 

welfare system to the British self. The analysis advances an understanding of the British 

welfare system as a system embodying values, such as fairness, solidarity and protection, 

whilst also delineating their boundaries and limitations. This is the first theme that puts an 

explicitly negative emphasis on the EU as the main culprit who facilitates benefits tourism 

from poorer to wealthier member states. Thus, the British self is established in sharp 

contradistinction to the EU. Whilst the British self is presented as generous, just and 

vulnerable, the EU is portrayed as maliciously and undemocratically meddling into the 

national policy affairs of the British self. On the other hand, the vulnerability of the British 

welfare system is understood vis-à-vis the idea that the Bulgarian and Romanian welfare 

systems are underdeveloped and underfunded to an extent where they should not even be 

considered proper welfare systems. In this respect, Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed 

as capable and willing to take unfair advantage of the generous British welfare system. Thus, 

the chapter reveals a securitised understanding of Balkanism.  

 

Stealing jobs to claim benefits  

This subtheme reveals that Bulgarians and Romanians are stealing jobs in order to wrongfully 

claim benefits. News coverage includes issues of precarious, underpaid, or temporary work 

and how these are framed as a strategy to access and take advantage of the British social 

security system. The subtheme points out to the important, mutually constitutive relationship 

between national labour markets and welfare systems and indicates a wide range of activities 

underpinning the social raiders core theme. Thus, the analysis speaks to a diverse body of 

literature that seeks to address and unpack the complex relationship between work and 

welfare.  

The integration of the processes of production and consumption establishes a mutually 

constitutive relationship between the welfare state and the labour market (Aidukaite 2009: 30, 

Esping-Andersen 1994). Immigrants play an important role in this relationship by being part 
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in both the expenditure and revenue sides of the welfare state (Gaston and Rajaguru 2013, 

Kvist 2004, Sinn 2001). Contemporary demographic challenges, such as ageing populations, 

humanitarian crises, and labour and skill shortages, mean that states are under constant 

pressure to maintain ‘a sustainable balance between openness and closeness’ of their 

economies and welfare systems (Nowaczek in Black et al 2010: 290). Data and scholarship 

alike suggest that the highly de-regularised nature of the British economy is a symptom of its 

vulnerability to international economic shocks, the main outcome of which is a welfare 

system subjugated to the needs of the economy and increasingly polarised in terms of 

employment opportunities, entitlements, and incomes (Rhodes 2000 in Scharpf and Schmidt 

eds, Rhodes 2007). Further, Kvist (2004: 313) argues that obtaining work in order to gain 

access to the welfare system of a wealthier member state, often with the intention of sending 

the acquired benefits payments back to the migrant’s home country, constitutes a significant 

challenge for wealthier member states. These concerns are grounded within the understanding 

that under permissive migration regimes, the labour markets and welfare systems of the core 

EU member states become dangerously exposed to EU nationals from acceding countries, 

which could encourage the latter to cherry-pick “the best mix of benefits, wages, and taxes” 

(Ibid: 313).  

The relative lack of wealth in the new EU member states is narrated as a strong push factor 

for migration, whilst the relative wealth of Britain is articulated as a pull factor. Newspapers 

from across the spectrum suggest that Bulgarians and Romanians have every reason to want 

to leave their home countries where their basic needs are not always met.  

A feature article in the Sunday Times (29.12.13) juxtaposes the futile efforts to deter 

immigrants from Bulgaria and Romania with the desperation of ordinary citizens to abandon 

the sinking ship in search for better life in Britain:  

A joke doing the rounds in the Bulgarian capital, Sofia, maintains that ‘there are two 

ways out of Bulgaria’s problems: terminal 1 and terminal 2 (Panchevski and Grimson 

2013:18).  

The two Times’ correspondents report from Bucharest and Sofia. The text tells the story of 

50-year old Dorin Cirlan, a retired lieutenant-colonel who, 24 years ago was one of a three-

man firing squad that killed Nicolae Ceausescu, the country’s communist dictator, and his 

wife Elena. Today, the Sunday Times reports, the former national hero “sits in his mother’s 

dilapidated home in northern Romania on a military pension of £180 a year.” Mr. Cirlan is 
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quoted saying that Romania was “rushed in too quickly” into the EU and calls it the “black 

hole in the European Union”. His pessimism is shared by many younger and educated 

Romanians and evident by the “brain drain” the country has experienced since its accession 

to the EU with “almost 40 per cent of the workforce” having left to work in wealthier 

member states (Panchevski and Grimson 2013: 18).  

The Daily Mail also had sent reporters over to Bulgaria and Romania to ask ordinary people 

whether the British social security system is something they find appealing. The narrative 

explicitly juxtaposes the poverty and backwardness of the two countries with the generous 

benefits system in Britain, arguing that this constitutes a “massive pull factor” to the UK. The 

tabloid alarms that: 

 People in these two desperately poor countries told our reporter about the lure of the 

generous benefits system in Britain and of an expected rush' to bring over their entire 

families before someone decides to padlock the door (Slack 2013d: no page). 

Further, the Mail quotes a report by the Migration Watch think tank which reveals that 

“unemployment benefit in the UK for a person over the age of 25 is worth £75 a week, which 

is more than two times the take-home income of a single person on the minimum wage in 

Romania, and 2.7 times the income of a Bulgarian”. The political commentary makes a 

similar observation for child benefit, worth £33.70 per week in the UK, which is “the 

equivalent of more than a week's wages, after tax, in both Romania and Bulgaria” (Ibid).  

The right to export child benefits outside the UK, as afforded by EU rules (see Nowaczek in 

Black et al 2010, Kvist 2004), was deemed problematic. A news article from the Telegraph 

(04.02.13) claims that “tens of thousands of children who live abroad but receive benefits 

claimed by immigrant families in Britain are costing British taxpayers more than £1 million a 

week”, according to research conducted by right-wing think tank Migration Watch. The 

newspaper quotes a comment from its chair, Sir Andrew Green, who claimed that “it is 

absurd that child benefit is paid to children who do not even live in the UK”, especially as 

UK residents are being hit by austerity measures (Daily Telegraph Reporter 2013: 10). 

Political correspondent Jason Groves writes on the pages of the Daily Mail (25.03.13) that 

then Prime Minister David Cameron was determined to “to end Britain’s something for 

nothing reputation” by demanding that migrants find work within six months of arrival, or 

otherwise they will not qualify for benefits. Then Immigration Minister Mark Harper 

described the new measures to be “amongst the toughest in the world” and “a response to 
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public fears of an influx of thousands of migrants from Romania and Bulgaria” as movement 

restrictions were to be lifted at the end of 2013 (Groves 2013a: no page).  

Low-skilled migration appears to be a particular problem because it is seen as resulting in 

ever greater inequalities in terms of labour market opportunities, welfare and public services 

entitlements. The Sun’s David Wooding argues that “aggressive begging is likely to be 

increased by those migrants who cannot find jobs – while those poorly paid workers who can, 

pull down wage levels” (Wooding 2006a: no page).  

Sun’s political correspondent Michael Lea praises the Blair government for having “slammed 

the door on a flood of immigrant workers from Eastern Europe yesterday”, referring to the 

restrictions imposed on Bulgarian and Romanian nationals. The edition further quotes then 

Trade and Industry Secretary Alistair Darling saying that “we must take account of people’s 

legitimate concerns about pressure on public services - and not be filling vacancies that ought 

to be filled by UK nationals” (Lea 2006: no page).   

A news article from the Times (19.10.06), reports that the Blair government is taking steps to 

substantially reduce low-skilled non-EU migration as it prepares to announce curbs on 

Bulgarian and Romanian workers coming to Britain. The text refers to a speech delivered by 

Immigration Minister Liam Byrne in which he highlighted the importance “of ending all low-

skilled migration to Britain” because “migration affects schools, hospitals and other key areas 

of British life” (Ford 2006a: 2). In 2013, a news article from the same newspaper (27.11.13) 

offers further recognition and validation of public anxieties over potential welfare abuse by 

EU nationals coming to the UK. The Times quotes then Prime Minister David Cameron who 

explicitly recognised the negative impact of low-skilled migration on the everyday lives of 

ordinary British citizens and addressed the “fears of an influx from Bulgaria and Romania” 

by announcing further restrictions for EU citizens who want to access the British welfare 

system. Cameron revealed “a package of measures aimed at making Britain a less attractive 

destination for would-be benefit claimants”, which included a ban on claiming out-of- work 

benefits for three months after arrival, a ban on claiming housing benefit, limited entitlement 

to jobseeker’s allowance, and the possible introduction of an income test for those who want 

to claim any benefits (Elliott 2013: 1,2).  

A news article from the Sunday Times (15.12.13) quotes a leaked government report on 

various problematic aspects of intra-EU mobility. The report contains proposals for 

regulating both high-skilled and low-skilled migration, for barring EU nationals’ access to 
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welfare payments for the first five years and limiting all labour movement from poorer 

countries who are new EU members until their GDP per capita is 75 per cent of Britain’s. As 

a result, “the government has raised the prospect of a 75,000 cap on annual EU immigration 

as part of a radical change in Britain’s relationship with Europe”. The report acknowledges 

the existence of ‘widespread public concern’ about the so-called benefits tourism amongst 

political elites and the wider public alike. The article adds that the government is “very 

concerned that the relative generosity of our in-work benefits acts as a strong pull factor for 

migrants and encourages benefits tourism”. Further, the text cites a polling by Lord Ashcroft 

(Conservatives), which found that “63 per cent believed immigrants were claiming benefits 

and public services when they had contributed nothing in return” (Leppard 2013a: 11).  

In a news article in the Daily Mirror (14.02.13), David Cameron is quoted reiterating the 

same utilitarian approach to migration whilst describing Britain as “soft touch”. He asserted 

that “immigrants should not be allowed to take advantage of benefits” (McTague 2013: 9).  

This subtheme also focuses on the human needs of Bulgarians and Romanians. In other 

words, there are discussions which do not focus on the economic utility of migrant workers 

but choose to emphasise the fact that these workers also get sick, unemployed, or pregnant. 

These inevitabilities of the human condition are used to emphasise the actual and 

hypothetical pressures on the welfare system and public services.  

A political commentary in the Mail in on Sunday (29.12.13) quotes a leaked Home Office 

report which warns of potential tensions between Bulgarians and Romanians and the Poles 

over employment opportunities at the low-end of the labour market, as well as for housing 

and social services. The newspaper refers to an interview conducted with 53-year old Sharon 

McNeil from Maidstone, Kent: one of the constituencies in the southeast with highest 

concentration of Eastern Europeans. She expresses concerns that “there’s no room at the 

schools or extra places. The services are stretched. At my doctor’s surgery you can’t get an 

appointment for at least two weeks”. After briefly referring to a report from the University of 

Reading which argued that the impact on public services will be limited in the short term as 

most Eastern Europeans are young, healthy and only rarely bring any dependents, the Mail on 

Sunday dismisses it and claims instead that:  
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There will be an impact on schools as one in three Bulgarian and Romanian 

immigrants are expected to have school-age children - and one in four will have 

babies - within four years of arriving (Petre and Walters 2013: no page).  

 Thus, the Mail on Sunday voices concerns that whilst migrant labour could be beneficial 

under specific circumstances, migrant workers staying and settling down is a different 

question altogether. 

Another aspect of this subtheme that deserves mentioning, relates to discussions of issues of 

bogus self-employment, undercutting wages or working for significantly less than the 

minimum wage as a strategy to claim benefits. Tabloids and broadsheets alike echoed 

concerns that the vast majority of Eastern Europeans are in low-skilled, low-waged labour, 

which means that they contribute less in taxes, often live in overcrowded accommodation and 

run the risk of becoming homeless, thus potentially becoming a burden on the British state.  

A news article from the Sun (31.07.06) claims that Britain’s schools, hospitals and housing 

are facing a “meltdown” due to uncontrollable immigration. The article claims that the 

“Home Office fears an angry backlash as newcomers grab council houses and NHS beds and 

force wages down”. The tabloid quotes a secret Government report which warns about 

“serious implications for services and community cohesion”, such as aggressive begging, 

homelessness, street-drinking and antisocial behaviour (Wooding 2006a: no page). “Despite 

repeated assurances that immigration is under control”, the tabloid continues, “leaked papers 

warn key public services could be plunged into chaos when the next deluge begins” (Ibid). 

Wooding, who is the Sun’s Whitehall Editor, argues that Bulgarians and Romanians will 

stretch the NHS “still further” because they will “block beds because they are ineligible for 

care and benefits once they leave.” The article also emphasises the inevitable pressures on 

housing and schools and the need to “hire an army of English teachers to help kids who 

cannot speak the language as well as finding extra places” (Ibid).  

An article from the Guardian’s home pages (06.03.13) discusses the Coalition government’s 

welfare reform programme. It quotes then Secretary of State for Work and Pensions Ian 

Duncan Smith claiming that the reforms “will make it easier to tackle EU nationals who settle 

in Britain claiming to be self-employed and seeking benefits” (Wintour and Watt 2013: 10).  

A Sunday Telegraph editorial (01.12.13) argues that “the likely entrance of thousands of poor 

Bulgarians and Romanians into our labour market in the New Year has raised fears about the 

pressure on jobs and services.” The broadsheet goes on to suggest that David Cameron’s 
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proposals for “tough curbs on their ability to claim benefits, as well as deportation if they 

sleep rough” are a step in the right direction, but not enough for a sizeable group of 

backbencher Tories who demanded further five-year restrictions on Bulgarian and Romanian 

nationals. The editorial asserts that “the PM’s amendment is perhaps an early skirmish in 

what will be a longer, more complex battle over the renegotiation of our relationship with the 

EU” (Editorial Sunday Telegraph 2013: 29).  

  

Roma: the ultimate social raiders  

The Roma gain negative prominence within the theme of welfare and public provisions and 

are textually portrayed as the ultimate social raiders. They are textually constructed as 

criminally impoverished, filthy and unscrupulous. The analysis in this subtheme points to an 

unambiguous process of othering in which the ethnic group is portrayed as the antithesis of 

Europeanness. The Roma are said to be particularly desperate to take advantage of the British 

welfare system given their political, economic, and social marginalisation in their countries of 

domicile. They are portrayed as a threat to the British social security system and are accused 

of bringing in numerous dependents with the sole purpose to claim various benefits, such as 

unemployment benefits and social housing, and to be treated for free by the NHS. There is 

also the risk of them exporting dishonestly acquired benefits to their families back in Bulgaria 

and Romania and the danger of them becoming a more or less permanent burden on the 

British welfare state. A concordance analysis in the Sketch Engine reveals that welfare fraud 

is a particularly prominent context within which the Roma are discussed, alongside economic 

poverty, cultural backwardness, lack of intention of integration, and causing various types of 

public nuisances. Vicol and Allen (2014) have further demonstrated that the most frequent 

verbs used to describe the Roma in both tabloid and broadsheet editions are 'claim' and 'steal'.  

A key difference between Bulgarians and Romanians on the one hand and the Roma on the 

other, is that the Roma are unequivocally presented as benefits scroungers, rather than as 

impoverished economic migrants. The disassociation between Roma and work constitutes a 

denial of their moral and ethical standing within society and rhetorically strips them off their 

Europeanness and the respectability that stems from having a strong work ethic (Garner 

2012). Within the corpus, they are not narrated as economic migrants based on the premise 

that they have no education or marketable skills and are therefore deemed unfit for needs of 

the knowledge-based European labour markets (Braham and Braham 2000). Thus, having 
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been portrayed as having nothing valuable to offer, their movement is generally considered 

not only threatening, but also dishonest.  

A special report on the feature pages of the Telegraph (28.07.13) investigates the un-

deportability of Roma “beggars” and “benefits scroungers”. The newspaper argues that in 

effect, “the Home Office has paid for them to go home for a brief holiday” and under EU free 

movement regulations, is “powerless to stop them coming back”. The text goes on to suggest 

that the three-month rule could be exploited by “Roma men” who would find a way to “be 

able to claim benefits and access to social housing” (Mendick and Duffin 2013: 2,3).  

Columnist Graham Grant writes for the Daily Mail (29.12.06) that a lot of Romanian Roma 

intend to “target” Scotland, as soon as the law allows. The text describes a morbid landscape 

in a “rundown, crime-ridden village in remote Romania” where “gipsy Ionel Stanescu is 

dreaming of a new future”. The tabloid argues that instead of Scotland’s museums and art 

galleries, Mr. Stanescu, his wife and two children are “anxious to discover its benefits 

culture” (Grant 2006: 9).  

On January 1, 2014, the tabloid reported on the court case of a Romanian Roma woman 

named Firuta Vasile, who had “won the legal right to claim more than £28,000 per year in 

benefits” when a judge overruled Bristol City Council. The woman, also known as “the 

Benefits Teacher” is portrayed as an influential figure in her community back home for 

educating other Romanian Roma families how to claim various benefits in the UK. The text 

quotes an interview with Ms. Vasile’s best friend Nadia Porojan, 29, who said she was 

inspired by Vasile’s success in taking advantage of the British welfare system. She is said to 

“have already travelled to England in 2012 when she was pregnant so that she could give 

birth to her third child Shakira in an NHS hospital that August”. Mrs. Porojan adds that 

“Firuta told me it would be better to give birth in the UK rather than Romania as it would be 

easier to claim benefits in the future” (Martin 2014: no page).  

 The Telegraph also had sent two special reporters in Bucharest, Romania to interview 

members of the local Roma community who have been expulsed from Britain for various 

fraudulent activities but apparently have all intentions to return in order to continue the 

profitable business of unlawfully claiming benefits. The broadsheet quotes a comment from 

Sonia Sandhu, 36, a mother of eight, “threatening” to return to the UK with her children 

because this is the only way they could make a living: “I will definitely go back, no doubt 

about it”. The Telegraph offers a rather unsanitary description of the “near-abject poverty” in 
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which the family lives, where “children and dogs play in the street, and horses pulling carts 

trundle up and down” (Mendick and Duffin 2013: 2,3).     

This subtheme portrayed the Roma minority as the ultimate social raiders, but it also 

highlighted their multi-layered expulsion: territorial, societal, economic and political and 

revealed that the Roma constitute an unreasonable burden even for Bulgaria and Romania. 

Inter-ethnic relations in Bulgaria and Romania are characterised by general ambivalence and 

whilst the co-existence of various ethnic group is formally recognised as a type of 

multiculturalism, this is not always reflected in policy (Balch et al 2014).  

There is some disagreement as to how sizeable the Romani population is in Bulgaria. 

According to the latest census in 2011, there were 325, 343 Romani people living in Bulgaria, 

which constitutes 4.4 per cent of the total population. However, according to Eurostat data, 

that figure stands as high as 750, 000 (just over 10 per cent of the total population (National 

Statistical Institute 2011, Szelenyi 2001, European Commission 2016). Many Bulgarian 

governments during the 1990s have boasted about the so-called Bulgarian ethnic model as an 

example of harmonious relations between the ethnic majority Bulgarians and the multiple 

officially recognised ethnic minorities. This sui generis Bulgarian multiculturalism 

recognised the integrity and difference of the various ethnic and religious groups and was 

considered a successful case of promoting their peaceful cohabitation, which was to set an 

example for other post-communist societies (Vassilev 2004: 40, Zhelyazkova (2001). 

However, whilst important strides were made to facilitate and preserve the ethnic and cultural 

identity of the Roma community and its right to self-organisation and political representation 

in post-1989 Bulgaria, the group was subjected to raising public intolerance due to the way 

economic and welfare reforms were handled by successive governments.  

Similarly, there are discrepancies in the estimated size of the Roma minority in Romania. 

According to Council of Europe estimates, there are approximately 1.85 million Roma in 

Romania, comprising 8. 32 per cent of the total population (full reports available on 

ec.europa.eu), whilst the 2011 Romanian census lowers that number to 621, 000 people or 

just over 3 per cent of the total population (Romanian Census 2011). In an in-depth study of 

the migrations of Romanian Roma to the UK, Dallal (2004) argues that the socio-economic 

standing of this minority has been low for centuries. Going back to the 14th century, the 

author points out that the Roma people were not free: “those not owned by a boyar 

(aristocrat) or by the Church were declared to be the property of the state” (Ibid: 441), further 
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pointing out that if an ethnic Romanian were to marry such a person, they too became a slave. 

The communist regime in Romania, much like in Bulgaria, aimed at improving social 

cohesion by adopting measures, related to employment, education and housing, which were 

to reduce the social, economic and political distance between the Roma minority and the 

majority population (Filipescu 2009, Vassilev 2004, Dallal 2004, Crowe 2003, Braham and 

Braham 2000). Following the fall of Communism in 1989 and the subsequent liberalisation in 

Bulgaria and Romania, many of the social security mechanisms that facilitated access to 

public services for the Roma ceased to exist, giving way to rapidly rising levels of 

unemployment (Crowe 2003, Dallal 2004, Braham and Braham 2000). Moreover, Dallal 

(2004: 446) argues that the growing scarcity of low-skilled jobs facilitated and legitimated 

anti-Roma sentiments in the form of overt ethnic violence but also institutional 

discrimination.  

The complex transition to a free market economy has resulted in the increased 

decentralisation and privatisation of healthcare, social benefits and education provisions, 

which in reality meant that the already very limited social security payments became 

available only to the means-tested poor, which happened to encompass predominantly the 

Roma community (Szelenyi and Wilk in Morgan et al 2010). This has resulted in intra-

societal tensions, as well as growing anger and frustration amongst all social strata that the 

Roma take advantage of benefits in the generating of which they have not contributed. Matras 

(2000: 38) argues that the Roma are predominantly seen as benefits scroungers in Romania 

and are subjected to “regular violent attacks by the Romanian population”. Trapped between 

the everyday realities of ethnic-based violence and lack of employment opportunities, the 

Roma are said to be amongst those who were left behind during the economic transition 

period.  

The Roma minority in both Bulgaria and Romania continue to occupy the lowest possible 

social standing and their socio-economic status has deteriorated after the 1989 transitions 

(Vassilev 2004: 42, see also Zhelyazkova 2001 and Szelenyi and Wilk in Morgan et al 2010). 

This is confirmed by Rudko Kawczynski, president of the European Roma Travellers Forum, 

quoted by the Times (07.11.13). Whilst he criticised the “panic within the European Union 

over the lifting of labour market restrictions on Romanians and Bulgarians”, he admits that 

the Roma are “doing what they used to do, what they used to do in Romania, to beg or to be 

misused in the black market” (Ford 2013: 4). Whilst his account suggests that their desire to 
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access the welfare systems of wealthier member states is not necessarily malicious, it is just 

what they do because surviving in the margins of society is all they know.  

The portrayal of the Roma as the ultimate social raiders is further facilitated by the emphasis 

on diseases, put forward by some newspapers. A total of twelve articles discusses diseases – 

HIV/AIDS, Tubercolosis (TB), rubella and measles – as another reason to worry about the 

impact of mass Bulgarian and Romanian migration to the UK. The Daily Mail dedicated two 

articles to these issues in 2006 and four in 2013. The Sun published three articles in 2006 and 

two in 2013. The Times is the only broadsheet which has an article on this topic.  

The Times (05.04.13) quotes a study conducted by the National Institute of Economic and 

Social Research, which issued “warnings over potential pressure on primary school places, 

privately rented accommodation and social housing”, as well the “high levels of tuberculosis 

notifications among Romanians and Bulgarians and says that this has implications for the 

NHS planning” (Ford and Savage 2013: 19). A news article from the Daily Mail (01.05.13) 

argues that permanent residence and tax contributions in Britain are not a necessary 

requirement for all births. The tabloid asserts that parents could travel to the UK “to take 

advantage of its free NHS” and quotes leading surgeon Professor Meirion Thomas saying that 

“the UK was becoming the world's maternity wing” (Martin 2013a: no page).  

In November 2006, the Sun’s leading article titled “killer plagues” claims that “Britain once 

wiped out TB and was gaining ground against AIDS. Today we risk an explosion in both 

these killer diseases, thanks to infected immigrants” (Leading Article Sun 2006: no page). 

The tabloid continues by claiming that “startling new figures show a sharp rise in cases from 

new EU states Bulgaria and Romania which have the highest rates in Europe” (Ibid).  

 

It’s the EU’s fault  

Within broader discussions of Bulgarians and Romanians’ eligibility to access welfare and 

public services, the EU gains negative prominence. EU policies on integrating and 

coordinating national social systems are narrated as threatening to British sovereignty and 

ultimately damaging for the British welfare system. The EU is portrayed as an anachronistic 

project which is out of touch with the demonstrable needs of its citizens, therefore lacking 

democratic legitimacy. In fact, the domain of social security is where the British self and the 

EU other are textually constructed in most antagonistic terms.  
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It is worth noting that fears over the actual and potential impact of intra-EU mobility on 

national welfare systems have preceded every EU Enlargement round and have been 

exacerbated by other external factors, such as economic recession and rising unemployment 

(Carrera et al in Arcarazo et al 2015). In this regard, research indicates that the anxieties 

surrounding the EU accession of Bulgaria and Romania are not an isolated phenomenon. 

Earlier entrants, such as Greece, Spain and Portugal have also been subjected to 7 years of 

restrictions during a transitional period and there have been fluctuations in levels of mobility 

throughout and after this period (Ibid).  

However, Kvist (2004: 307) argues, not much can be learned from history. One of the main 

reasons is that the migratory surplus in Eastern Europe in general and Bulgaria and Romania 

specifically, was more substantial in comparison with Greece, Spain and Portugal. The two 

rounds of Eastern enlargement have resulted in a relative “population increase of about 27 per 

cent”, compared with the combined Southern Enlargements of 1981 (Greece) and 1986 

(Spain and Portugal) (Kvist 2004: 305). However, the average GDP of the new member states 

“is only a quarter of the EU 15 average”, which distinguishes them from previous 

enlargement rounds, with the exception of the EU accession of Greece (Ibid: 305, 306).  

A news article from the Daily Mail (31.12.06) argues that “the two countries will be the EU's 

poorest members, with wages averaging less than £200 a month” (Nicol and Bottey 2006: 

19), whilst the Guardian reports that “Europe is tired and confused” as the EU accession of 

Bulgaria and Romania causes an “enlargement fatigue” (Tisdall 2006: 25).  

In the feature pages of the Daily Mirror (30.10.06), columnist Tony Parsons suggests that, 

strictly speaking Bulgaria and Romania “are not the problem”, and “poor old John Reid is 

neither the problem, nor the solution”. Instead, he argues the bedrock of the issue is “freedom 

of travel” within the EU, which results in the ‘national insanity’ of uncontrollable 

immigration. The columnist says that most Eastern Europeans are “a decent bunch” but “if 

recent history teaches us anything, it is that if a foreigner can get into Britain, then they can 

find a way to stay”. The main anxiety of his narrative is thus focused on the unsustainable 

pressure that EU nationals will put on the welfare system, schools and hospitals. This is also 

evident from the language that the article employs: the text refers to ‘waves of mass 

immigration’ that the British self must ‘cope with’ against its will and under the “EU laws 

that are killing this nation.” The text juxtaposes the scale and pace of social change with the 
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notion of finite number of hospitals and schools and rhetorically asks “at what point do our 

services collapse? And do we really want to find out?” (Parsons 2006b: 19). 

In 2013, the relative attractiveness of the British welfare system is narrated as the one thing 

that could alter migration flows, especially with labour restrictions for Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals coming to an end. Political and media debates reached a breaking point 

in 2013 as political and media discourses were asserting that Britain is the logical first choice 

for economic migrants, given its strong economic performance and generous welfare system, 

but with restrictions gone, there will not be any barriers left to prevent Bulgarians and 

Romanians from abusing its welfare system. Although leaders of both the Labour and the 

Conservative parties have advanced a robust defence of national sovereignty over welfare 

provisions, the Conservative-led Coalition government officials were more assertive in their 

conviction that EU institutions were dysfunctional and lacking legitimacy, therefore posing 

an existential threat to British interests (Daddow 2014: 84). Key conservative political 

figures, such as Iain Duncan Smith and David Cameron have consistently referred to the 

British welfare system as too generous and fragile. Then prime minister David Cameron 

proposed welfare policies changes, which local authorities were to adopt in order to restrict 

the eligibility of EU nationals to claim benefits, and to be able to “deport those found 

homeless” (Copsey and Haughton 2014: 79).  

A news article from the Sun (26.03.13) praises Cameron’s “bid to stop Britain being a soft 

touch for scrounging immigrants” (Newton Dunn 2013: 2). David Cameron has insisted 

action is needed immediately to “prevent a fresh wave of new arrivals from Bulgaria and 

Romania at the start of 2014”. However, the national tabloid expresses a concern that his 

ideas would not be approved by EU policy makers and human rights advocates who could 

“dismiss his get-tough approach as discriminatory” (Ibid). The text points out to the seen as 

out-of-touch European Union which fails to comprehend the tangible threat that Eastern 

Europeans are posing to the British welfare system. Anti-EU sentiments are also evident from 

a front-page news article in the Sunday Telegraph (29.09.13), which argues that Britain is 

“powerless to stop the carousel of career beggars” who can return to Britain to beg and 

commit benefits fraud “thanks to European laws” (Duffin and Mendick 2013b: 10, 11).  

The EU is portrayed as overriding member states’ national governments on matters related to 

welfare and public services. Not only tabloids, but also the broadsheets explicitly frame the 

EU as meddling, undermining and constraining Britain’s attempts to set its own set of fair 
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rules with regards to the eligibility of EU nationals to access various benefits. A news article 

from the Times (06.03.13) quotes Iain Duncan Smith who told MPs that it was currently “too 

easy for EU migrants to claim access to social housing, healthcare and tax credits”. The then 

Work and Pensions Secretary expressed the grievance that the government is “facing stiff 

opposition from the European Commission” in its attempt to “stop immigrants from Bulgaria 

and Romania coming to the UK solely to claim benefits” (Kenber 2013a: 6). The Daily Mail 

further accelerates the atmosphere of distrust and hostility towards the EU in a political 

commentary from June 2, 2013. The tabloid praises the Euroscepticism of Iain Duncan Smith 

and his political determination not to “buckle to diktats from the European Commission”, 

which “in an explosive move, has decided to take Britain to the European Court of Justice” 

over the proposed rights to reside test. The commentary goes on to suggest that Duncan 

Smith “fears that if he is forced to scrap the test, benefit shoppers' from around Europe will 

come here to take advantage of British generosity”. Unrightfully gained access to the benefits 

system is articulated as a fact, rather than a risk: “it is easy to imagine how a public fed up 

with abuses of the welfare state would react” (Forsyth 2013: no page).  

The right of EU nationals to claim social security payments in the UK is textually narrated as 

absolute and unfettered. Discussions were centred around the access of Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals to so-called ‘special non-contributory benefits’, thus sustaining the 

perception that some people would be motivated to exercise their Treaty rights solely in order 

to claim their entitlement to such ‘minimum subsistence benefits accessible to the 

economically non-active’ (Carrera et al in Arcarazo (ed) 2015: 259). In this regard it is 

noteworthy that newspaper editions from across the political spectrum opt to dismiss 

evidence that EU legislation contains safeguards to prevent abuse and misuse of the social 

rights provided, and that national governments retain considerable sovereignty within the 

domain of social policy.   

Daily Mail’s political correspondent Jason Groves discusses David Cameron’s determination 

to announce plans to further restrict the eligibility of EU nationals to access the British 

welfare system. According to Groves, this decision has put the Prime Minister “on a collision 

course with Brussels” (Groves 2013b: no page). The tabloid claims that whilst Mr Cameron’s 

feisty attitude is admirable, “critics dismissed the package as smoke and mirrors and warned 

that it would do little to curb an expected influx of migrants from Bulgaria and Romania next 

year.” The Daily Mail quotes UK Independence Party leader Nigel Farage, who claimed that 
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“the only way to stop mass immigration from EU states and prevent abuse of the British 

welfare system is to leave the EU” (Ibid).  

The tabloid edition briefly references Department for Work and Pensions figures, which point 

out that of the 2.2million migrants from Eastern Europe fewer than 13,000 are on Jobseeker's 

Allowance but dismisses it within the broader context of the presented narrative.  

Further, in 2013 there is considerable frustration with the EU with regards to the comments of 

then EU Commissioner for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion Laszlo Andor, who 

referred to the UK as a “nasty country”. This comment was made over Cameron’s 

government crackdown on EU migrants getting benefits. In November 2013, the Guardian 

reports that Mr Andor said that “the prime minister’s efforts to outlaw so-called benefit 

tourism were the product of hysteria” and “an unfortunate overreaction” (Mason and Wintour 

2013: no page). The EU Commissioner also said that “the unilateral rhetoric is not really 

helpful, because it risks presenting the UK as a nasty country in the European Union. We 

don’t want that” (Ibid).  

A lengthy opinion in the Daily Telegraph argues that  

It isn’t nastiness that is the cause of Britain’s welfare problems, it is pathological 

niceness. This is our historical burden and we are having a hard-enough time dealing 

with its consequences without importing the victims of other countries’ mistakes into 

the mix (Daley 2013: 28).  

The lengthy piece claims that David Cameron was correct in trying “to restrict the right of 

new migrants to our benefits system. Because the unusually generous UK welfare state does 

not require claimants to have contributed to the system, we have an attraction that most other 

European states do not, thus making us the destination of choice” (Ibid). The columnist 

singles out Eastern European accession states as “systemically, catastrophically poor” and 

asserts that “the problem is not just free movement: it’s free money” (Ibid).  

There are noticeable frustrations within the data set that any official challenges on an EU 

level, as well as domestic welfare policy reforms, must be non-discriminatory under EU legal 

provisions. Simply put, the British government would not be allowed to target only 

Bulgarians and Romanians because any policy changes are bound to affect not only them, but 

all EU nationals, including British recipients. So, whilst newspapers make anti-EU 

arguments, they also often specify their extent. In 2013, the Coalition government stepped up 
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its efforts to prevent Bulgarians and Romanians from gaining access to the British welfare 

system by co-signing an official letter alongside the interior ministers of Germany, Austria 

and the Netherlands. The letter demanded that the rules governing the principle of free 

movement are amended due to existing abuse of welfare systems “by certain immigrants” 

(Carrera et al in Arcarazo (ed) 2015: 260). The ministers also insisted on being granted more 

power to combat benefit fraud and to be able to deport as well as to deny re-entrance to 

suspect and convicted persons (Ibid: 260). Yet, the intensification of political and media 

debates should not be dismissed as mere politicking; by questioning the nature and legitimacy 

of the free movement principle, the United Kingdom along with a few other member states, 

made an unprecedented challenge to the fundamental freedoms of the EU.  

A news article from the Daily Mail (24.04.13) portrays a war-like atmosphere, where Britain, 

Germany, Austria and the Netherlands have formed a strategic alliance in order to protect 

themselves against “the burden of benefits tourists” and to demand “an end to rampant abuse 

by benefit tourists of the EU's free movement directive”. EU nationals from Eastern 

European member states are portrayed as putting “considerable strain' on schools, healthcare 

and the welfare state” and are therefore deemed undeserving of accessing the welfare systems 

of the wealthier core member states (Slack 2013b: 14). The Guardian also reports on the 

“growing coalition of support for Britain’s attempts to reform the principle of free 

movement” after Prime Minister David Cameron publicly called for “an end to vast 

migrations of people from poor to rich countries within the EU” (Mason 2013a: no page). 

Even though the Guardian’s account is not as explicitly Eurosceptic as the above quoted 

from the Daily Mail, it does refer to the opposition of any restrictions based on nationality 

and income by the European commission as “fierce”  

A news article from the Times (27.12.13) reports that “Mr Cameron is rushing through 

restrictions on European Union migrants claiming benefits that are designed to allay public 

fears about a possible influx of Romanians and Bulgarians” (Pitel 2013: 2). In a similar vein, 

the Telegraph (01.12.13) reports that the prospect of thousands of economically 

impoverished Bulgarians and Romanians “has raised fears about the pressure on jobs and 

services”. The news articles go on to praise Cameron not only for recognising the validity of 

such public anxieties, but also for taking action in order to remedy an impending social 

injustice. The newspaper reports that: “to try to allay those anxieties, David Cameron has 

proposed that arrivals from the EU should face tough curbs on their ability to claim benefits, 

as well as deportation if they sleep rough” (Ross 2013: 8).  
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The British welfare system as a referent object 

Following from the analysis, the chapter seeks to put forward the argument that the British 

welfare system emerges as a referent object which sits at the intersection between political, 

economic and societal security. The ability of the British state to regulate the right of access 

to welfare provisions is an important manifestation of political sovereignty. Further, the 

Copenhagen School advances the argument that economic security is “best understood 

against the backdrop of experiences of everyday insecurities in liberal democratic societies” 

(Buzan et al 1998: 103). In other words, the essence of economic security is the ability of the 

state to successfully manage the ever-changing needs and demands of its subjects under the 

conditions of the free market and its inevitable volatility. What makes the welfare system a 

viable referent object is that it is considerably more vulnerable than the market; where the 

state retreats from the market, it intervenes within the domain of welfare and public 

provisions. The proposition that the British welfare state could be conceptualised as a distinct 

referent object is based on the generally accepted view that the UK has a fairly de-regularised 

and open labour market (Ibid), combined with a ‘lean and mean’ welfare system, undermined 

by said financial deregulation (Buzan et al 1998: 111, see also Rhodes 2000 in Scharpf and 

Schmidt (eds)).  

The importance and inherent fragility of the British welfare system was further aided by the 

political rhetoric of key figures from the major political parties, quoted in the cited newspaper 

materials. Although the historical restructuring of the British welfare state has been a product 

of the frictions between domestic political debates and global imperatives (Rhodes 2000 in 

Scharpf and Schmidt (eds)), members of all major political parties have expressed 

protectionist views of the welfare system. In this respect the analysed material lend support to 

the argument that political and economic elites can choose to hold protectionist, nationalist 

positions on economic polices without, however, having to abandon the commitment to core 

liberal values (Buzan et al 1998: 115).  

Following the larger than expected influx of EU nationals from the 2004 cohort, New Labour 

has grown increasingly circumspect of the permissive nature of the EU’s principle of free 

movement (Parker 2017: 479, Dustmann et al. 2003). Given that the number of arrivals from 

newly acceded member states exceeded official estimates and forecasts (Dustmann et al. 

2003, Black et al 2010), many within the Labour Party were forced to “rethink the open-

doors decision as a fiasco” (Parker 2017: 479) and a heavy political price to pay. Key Labour 

MPs were becoming aware that public perceptions that this constituted a policy failure will 
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result in declining electoral support. Whilst news outlets have made extensive usage of 

various academic and political think tanks reports and assorted evidence pointing out that EU 

nationals contribute more to the economy than they take out of it, there appears to be a 

consensus that the primary concern of the British government should be its citizens. The very 

notion that citizens of other EU states could be entitled to access the British welfare system 

merely by virtue of coming to the UK was narrated as worrying and alarming. Back in 2004, 

at the onset of the Eastern EU Enlargement, Tony Blair said in the House of Commons that 

“we are not against people coming here to work properly; we will not, however, allow our 

system to be exploited or abused”.  

Further, the Coalition government embarked on restricting the eligibility of EU nationals to 

certain benefits payments, such as jobseeker's allowance, the access to which became 

conditional upon EU nationals' ability to secure employment within 6 months of arrival. 

Domestically, the Coalition government took steps toward reforming the welfare system. The 

Welfare Reform Act (2012) introduced more severe penalties for anybody who committed 

benefit fraud. Further, the document postulates that social payments can be withheld or 

stopped altogether should the claimant (or their immediate family) has been found guilty of 

committing benefit fraud (available on: gov.co.uk).  

Under the Conservative-led Coalition government, the UK had sought to challenge the EU 

with regards to what it perceived as the unconditional eligibility for social benefits for EU 

nationals. Then Prime Minister David Cameron raised the issue of imminent benefits tourism 

from poorer to wealthier member states on the EU level, which received a mixed response. 

On the one hand, some countries, such as Austria, Germany and the Netherlands expressed 

their support for tougher measures and restrictions of the rights of EU citizens from newly 

acceded countries to access welfare payments. On the other hand, then EU Commissioner for 

Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion Laszlo Andor criticised Cameron’s rhetoric as 

“hysterical” and unfounded, pointing out that available data does not indicate the presence of 

benefits tourism but also that there were safeguards in place (both on EU and national levels) 

that could tackle such issues. David Cameron's Bloomberg speech in January 2013 promised 

an in-out referendum as a way of addressing the democratic deficit between the British 

people and the EU (Carrera et al in Arcarazo (ed) 2015, Copsey and Haughton 2014).  

 The conducted analysis pointed to areas of friction between what is perceived as a 

prerogative of national governments, and the efforts of the European Union to coordinate and 
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harmonise the national security systems of member states. The empirical data indicated a 

clash between the assumed prerogative of the British self to have priority access to the 

welfare system, and the perceived as unconditional eligibility of EU nationals to access the 

same system. 

The importance and fragility of the British welfare system were portrayed in contradistinction 

to the EU, the latter being portrayed as undemocratically meddling in Britain’s domestic 

policies. In this respect, the British self was portrayed as generous but helpless in the face of 

the imminent abuse of its welfare provisions. However, the British welfare system was 

narrated as superior vis-à-vis the social security systems, or lack thereof, in Bulgaria and 

Romania.  

The substantial economic gap between Bulgaria and Romania on the one hand, and Britain on 

the other was the main lens through which the inevitability of social raids was narrated. The 

conducted analysis revealed that a strong stigma was attached to the pre-1989 social security 

systems, which were portrayed as diametrically opposed to liberal European values. Although 

informed by the neoliberal logic of the wealthier part of Europe, the social welfare reforms 

that took place during the 1990s, are deemed partial, insufficient and ultimately inadequate 

because they fail to provide Bulgarian and Romanian citizens with a decent social security 

net. The latter was quantitatively and qualitatively measured against set Western European 

standards and reproduced the idea that Bulgaria and Romania were caught up in the vicious 

circle of having to catch up with the West and failing to do so (Todorova 2009).  

Cited newspapers material made it clear that any failures to reform and perform in 

accordance to externally imposed expectations are Bulgaria and Romania’s own 

responsibility. Thus, the West was absolved of any responsibility towards the struggling 

economies of southeast Europe (see Denitch 1990, Glenny 1993, Hansen 2006 and Todorova 

2009). The conducted thematic analysis revealed that the two countries' social security 

systems, or lack thereof, are textually constructed as failed and inferior as they are judged 

according to criteria that fits predominantly Western welfare models. This reflects a broader 

issue within the academic scholarship on welfare development in post-Communist Eastern 

Europe because whilst post-communist countries are technically referred to as welfare states, 

the concept of the welfare state sensu stricto ‘refers to affluent capitalist democracies’ 

(Aidukaite (2009: 24). This appears to justify a Western gaze through which the former is 

judged, evaluated and ultimately portrayed as inferior.   
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Prior to the collapse of communism there were functional welfare states in Central and 

Eastern Europe. The social contract between the respective communist party apparatus, the 

nomenclature and the citizens ensured that people had access to subsidised food, healthcare, 

education, as well as transport, housing and were guaranteed employment (Deacon 2000: 

147). Additionally, the communist regimes had some achievements with regards to protecting 

minority rights and providing funding for their cultural and educational initiatives, such as 

local festivals and periodicals in indigenous languages (Zhelyazkova 2001, Vassilev 2004). 

Although some of the old systems' achievements are undeniable, so are their shortcomings. 

Deacon (2000) and Manning (2004) note the hidden privileges enjoyed by the nomenklatura, 

the underdeveloped and often inefficient health services, the sexist division of labour, the 

contingent inter-ethnic divisions as a result of separate housing and schools. The main 

consequence was an economically inefficient system, which was also insensitive to welfare 

and consumer needs (Ibid).  

During the 1990s the Eastern European countries began the complex processes of economic 

and political transitions to the market economy and political pluralism, with “varying degrees 

of speed and conviction” (Sotiropoulos et al 2003: 659). In Bulgaria and Romania, the 

conversion to a free market economy was marked by general reluctance and hesitation. In 

addition, key political and policy changes were taking place more slowly in comparison with 

other former Warsaw pact countries. Although the Bulgarian and Romanian economies are 

similar to those in north-eastern Europe, the former two are more extreme and characterised 

with greater economic hardship and a general deterioration of living conditions in comparison 

with the communist times (Glenny 1993, Denitch 1990, Wallace 2002 (a), (b), 2006). A key 

idiosyncrasy of the Bulgarian and Romanian welfare systems was their strong “commitment 

to socialist values” which continued to inform social policies well into the 1990s 

(Sotiropoulos et al 2003: 659). Further, the difficult transitions to market-based economy and 

the rolling back of the state with regards to social benefits and provisions were marked by a 

sense of nostalgia during the transition periods. This was most prominently experienced by 

women who found themselves under the double burden of having to be economically active 

with inadequate public provisions for day care, heavily reduced benefits for child support and 

shortened periods for maternity leave (Ghodsee 2004).    

Initially, the Bulgarian and Romanian governments preferred to preserve their welfare 

systems as a way of encouraging economic growth and to take the measures needed to tackle 

the rising social costs of the transitions later. During the mid-1990s, the Bulgarian and 
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Romanian governments introduced severe cuts, which were reversed in the late 1990s-early 

2000s when the social consequences of the cuts became visible and unbearable. A visible 

tension arose between the aspiration towards a Western European social-market economy and 

the austerity imposed by key global institutions, such as the IMF and the World Bank, as both 

countries were becoming more inclined to decrease welfare spending in order to attract 

foreign investment (Deacon 2000: 156). However, not enough capital came into the 

economies and the attempts to build a capitalist system without capital had a devastating 

effect on the region (Wæver et al 1993: 51; Glenny 1993, Denitch 1990).  

The neo-patrimonial transformations that took place in Bulgaria and Romania (but also 

Albania and parts of former Yugoslavia) resulted in poor economic performance, poverty and 

increased decentralisation of healthcare, welfare and education provisions vis-a-vis other 

former Warsaw Pact countries (Szelenyi and Wilk in Morgan et al 2010, Moravcsik and 

Vachudova 2003), which resulted in a set of particular problems. These were related to a 

“relatively low GDP, low levels of industrialisation”, significant agricultural sector, weak 

institutions and general economic dependency (East-Western Institute 2000: 6, Szelenyi and 

Wilk in Morgan et al 2010). Moreover, the gap between official pronouncements and actual 

developments had been especially pronounced in the case of Bulgaria and Romania (Glenny 

1993, Sotiropoulos et al 2003). By the mid-1990s the decrease in social spending began to 

affect education and health care more than pensions provisions. This coupled with significant 

levels of economically motivated emigration (Glenny 1993, Ghodsee 2000), resulted in 

“egalitarianism of poverty” (Deacon 2000: 148), which disproportionately affected the 

elderly, large families, as well as ethnic minorities, such as the Roma.  

 

Conclusion   

The chapter sought to explore the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to their 

access and use of welfare provisions and public services. Bulgarian and Romanian nationals 

were portrayed as social raiders, which emerged as the second core theme in the thesis.  

By employing as well as building on the work of the Copenhagen School on securitisation, 

the chapter has sought to argue that Bulgarians and Romanians' actual and potential access 

and use of various welfare provisions has been securitised as an attack on the British welfare 

system, the latter being conceptualised as a distinct referent object.  
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Welfare and public provisions (social security payments, state-funded education, healthcare) 

emerged as a specific manifestation of the British self’s social contract and represent the 

paternalistic functions of the state. The survival of this referent object was narrated as 

important to the British self, whilst also reaffirming the role of the state as a sovereign, who 

is in control of the process of justly redistributing material resources by prioritising British 

nationals. The importance of this referent object was also justified vis-à-vis negative 

categorical assumptions and evaluations of the welfare systems in Bulgaria and Romania. As 

a referent object, the British welfare system embodied the friction that arises within the 

interdependence of the openness of the labour market and the closedness of the welfare 

system. The EU gains explicit negative prominence within this theme and is explicitly 

constructed in antagonistic terms to the British self. On the one hand, this referent object was 

positioned in contradistinction to the EU, whilst on the other hand it was juxtaposed with the 

impoverished, insufficiently developed welfare systems in Bulgaria and Romania.  

Within the core theme of social raiders, there was evidence of the textual othering of 

Bulgarians and Romanians. Compared with the imminent immigrants core theme, the 

othering within this chapter was more explicit and less ambiguous, pointing out to a more 

extreme, securitised Balkanism. Across the editions, the abilities of Bulgarians and 

Romanians to contribute to the British economy have been undermined and challenged as 

newspapers focused on hypothetical issues of undercutting wages, bogus self-employment 

and exporting benefits back to their home countries. Overall, they were portrayed as 

impoverished and opportunistic, with little if any respect for law and order. The examined 

empirical material pointed out that they were textually located closer to the category of other 

than to the British self. Within the EU subtheme there was some evidence that Bulgarians and 

Romanians were portrayed as more likely to be benefits tourists than EU nationals from the 

core member states. However, it is worth noting that inasmuch as Bulgarians and Romanians 

were portrayed as undesirable and threatening, they were discussed in more desirable terms 

than the Roma people. In fact, some of the examined news coverage explicitly sought to 

distinguish between ethnic Bulgarians and Romanians and their respective Roma minority 

populations, thus establishing some cultural proximity between Bulgaria and Romania on the 

one hand, and Britain on the other.  
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Chapter 6: Stealing Jobs 

 

Introduction 

This chapter explores how Bulgarians and Romanians have been portrayed with regard to 

work and labour market integration. The main argument put forward is that the labour market 

participation of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals has been securitised as an abuse of the 

free movement principle. Following from the analysis, the British labour market emerges as a 

distinct referent object and is conceptualised at the intersection between political, economic 

and societal security, as per the securitisation approach.  

Stealing jobs is the third core theme in the thesis. In terms of thematic scope, it encompasses 

a wide array of phenomena and developments: levels of employability, work ethic, irregular 

or undocumented employment, precarious labour, and inter-ethnic tensions within the British 

labour market. Thus, the analysis transcends discussions as to whether migrants get jobs (see 

here Blanchflower et al 2007, Zaiceva 2014, Wadsworth and Vaitilingam 2014, inter alia) by 

exploring different political and inter-ethnic tensions and frictions that arise within the topic. 

The core theme of stealing jobs is comprised by the relationship of the following nodes: 

Britain, Bulgarians and Romanians, Bulgarians, Romanians, EU, EU vs non-EU.  

Reporting on work and labour market integration issues comprises 27.2 per cent of all news 

coverage in the examined corpus. In 2006, 26.2 per cent of tabloids and 49.2 per cent of 

broadsheets dedicated coverage to these issues, whilst in 2013 the figures stand at 19 per cent 

and 26.6 per cent, respectively. It is worth noting that the topic of work and labour market 

integration is more prominent in 2006 than it is in 2013. A concordance analysis conducted 

via Sketch Engine revealed several key threads within the corpus. These were related to right 

to work and conditions of employment, employability and work ethic, and competition over 

employment opportunities. Further, a word sketch analysis for “labour” pointed out that it 

was employed primarily within the context of migrant workers undercutting wages or 

working under exploitative conditions (“cheap”, “migrant”, “forced”, “slave”) and in 

connection with New Labour (“new”). A word sketch analysis for “work” indicated that it 

was used to delineate work ethic and work patterns (“hard”, “agricultural”, “seasonal”, “part-

time”, “building”), as well as to point to work-related policies (“permit”, “restriction”, 

“scheme”).  
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The chapter is structured as follows. First, it outlines the main principles and ideas 

underpinning New Labour’s managed approach to migration. The core theme of stealing jobs 

is further comprised of four subthemes. The first subtheme explores news outlets’ claims that 

Bulgarians and Romanians will find a way to cheat the system and circumvent immigration 

regulations. The second subtheme focuses on the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and 

Romanians as desperate and hard-working. The third subtheme reveals a securitised 

understanding of situations related to work precarity and labour exploitation. The fourth 

subtheme explores an alleged inter-ethnic conflict between Bulgarians and Romanians and 

British BAME communities over scarce employment opportunities. Lastly, the chapter puts 

forward the argument that the British labour market can be understood as a distinct, 

intersectional referent object.  

 

New Labour and the managed approach to migration 

Given the focus of this chapter on the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to 

issues of work and labour market integration, it is important to offer a succinct account of the 

essence of New Labour’s managed approach to migration, nonetheless because it contributed 

to the differentiation between the 2004 and the 2007 cohorts in policy terms (Fox et al 2012a, 

Somerville 2007). Further, and related to this last point, this section points out that UK policy 

makers have not communicated the labour mobility of Eastern Europeans as an exercise of 

EU citizenship. Rather, it was meant to fill vacancies at the low-end of the British labour 

market: a move which some have interpreted as a way of transforming the exercise of EU 

Treaty rights into state-managed labour migration (McDowell 2009, Ciupijus 2011).  

In the decade between 1997 and 2007 New Labour under Tony Blair has managed to 

transform British immigration policy via policy innovation, evidence-based policy solutions 

and a strong emphasis on economic growth through immigration (Somerville 2007). 

Migration policy has been a key component in New Labour’s intense legislative programme 

and was celebrated for its explicit focus on the role of evidence (Balch and Balabanova 2014: 

21, Somerville 2007). An essential component of the New Labour migration agenda was the 

establishment of the independent, expert-led Migration Advisory Committee (MAC) 

(Somerville 2007).  

The UK applied transitional arrangements for Bulgarian and Romanian nationals, which 

aimed at providing stricter regulations in terms of their access to the British labour market. 
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These were reviewed periodically based on MAC advice and maintained for the full period of 

seven years (Somerville 2007, Rolfe et al 2013). MAC’s recommendations were informed by 

the economic situation in the UK, as well as considerations about the positions of other 

member states on the freedom of movement of Bulgarians and Romanians. As members of 

the European Economic Area (EEA), Bulgarian and Romanian citizens did not need 

permission to enter and reside in Britain, which however was subject to them being able to 

financially support themselves and their dependants (Rolfe et al 2013: 1,2).  

With possible exceptions for highly-skilled and/or self-employed individuals, Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals had to obtain the so-called Accession Worker Card. They did not need to 

apply for this card if they were employed under the Seasonal Agricultural Workers Scheme 

(SAWS) or the Sectors Based Scheme (SBS) for work in the food processing sector. Work 

authorisation requirements were to become obsolete where Bulgarian and Romanian 

nationals could prove legal and uninterrupted employment for a period of twelve months. The 

logic behind the managed migration approach presupposed a strong role of the British state in 

selecting and distinguishing between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ migrants but was also meant to 

establish control over the number of arrivals, as well as to enforce a sense of fairness that 

migration contributes to the collective benefit. Labour market regulations had an impact on 

the distribution of Bulgarian and Romanian workers across the British labour market, where 

they appear to be clustered in the hospitality, cleaning and construction sectors. Further, 

scholars have argued that the transitional restrictions had a measurable impact on their rates 

of self-employment, which are higher in comparison with the 2004 entrants (Rolfe et al 2013: 

3, Blanchflower et al 2007, Markova and Black 2010).  

Then Home Secretary John Reid and the minister for immigration Liam Byrne are both 

quoted on the home pages of the Guardian praising the Migration Advisory Committee as 

“independent” and “made up of business and union leaders”, who “would take into account 

the economic, tax and wider social impact of migration” in order to “generate a more open 

debate about the level of immigration that was good for Britain” (Travis 2006: 11). A strictly 

utilitarian and rational approach to migration was also endorsed by then Shadow Home 

Office Minister Damian Green, who was quoted in a news article on the pages of the Daily 

Mirror. He praised the decision to block “unskilled workers from Romania and Bulgaria from 

entering Britain when their countries join the European Union” by claiming that “we should 

have roughly the same policy so that we take in only the people who will benefit our 

economy” (Prince 2006: 26).  
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Cheating the system 

This first subtheme was prominent in the 2006 batch and was embedded within the specific 

political circumstances of the time, namely, New Labour’s managed migration approach. It 

revealed two interrelated anxieties: i) the system of gradual access to the labour market is 

unlikely to work, which is worrying but expected because ii) Bulgarians and Romanians will 

find a way to cheat the system anyway. The analysis pointed to a sense of irregularity which 

defines the labour mobility of Bulgarians and Romanians and which was textually 

constructed as incompatible with the traditional British values of fair play and respect for the 

law. Bulgarians and Romanians’ alleged readiness to cheat the system, be that in terms of 

bogus (self) employment, circumventing immigration regulations, or the willingness to work 

for less than the native labour force, was portrayed against the backdrop of the general 

economic backwardness and democratic deficiencies of the Balkans (Todorova 2009).  

Newspapers from across the political spectrum were expressing concerns and scepticism over 

the viability of work restrictions espoused by the Blair government. The latter was portrayed 

as naive, soft and incompetent. Despite the fact that the economic-centred approach to 

migration aimed at utilising labour migration for the common good, as well as detoxifying 

discussions around migration and migrants, both publication types raised concerns over the 

social and cultural costs of free movement, emphasising the pace and scale of change. All 

newspaper editions were explicit that under EU legal provisions, the managed migration 

system is impossible to implement, let alone monitor. This in turn arouses worries that 

nothing would prevent any Bulgarian or Romanian from travelling visa-free as a tourist and 

simply staying in, thus evading state control and abusing the system. On the pages of the 

Daily Mail (08.12.06), Hickley suggests that the quota-based gradual access to the labour 

market has “more holes than Swiss cheese” (Hickley 2006: 12). In a similar vein, the Sun’s 

deputy political editor Andrew Porter claims that Bulgarians and Romanians are inevitably 

going to “cheat” and “fiddle” the system and that there is nothing the government could do to 

prevent such imminent abuse:  

New immigrants from Romania and Bulgaria will cheat the system to stay in Britain, 

the minister in charge warned last night. Liam Byrne said he had no idea how many 

would come here when both countries join the EU next month. And he said the 
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system for allowing workers could be fiddled. Immigrants can simply claim to be self-

employed - allowing them almost unrestricted UK access (Porter 2006: no page).   

A news article from the Mail on Sunday (27.08.06) reported from a site where East 

Europeans gather on a daily basis in order to look for work. The lengthy article builds on the 

viewpoints of workers, employers and the general public in order to demonstrate that getting 

a job is not a problem, with or without a work permit. Additionally, there is a growing 

disbelief that the managed migration approach, or evidence-based policies for that matter, are 

going to have any meaningful impact. References to the informal economy suggested that 

there is a level of tolerance on the part of the authorities towards the significant number of 

Bulgarian and Romanian workers available and that there are ways to circumvent the official 

requirement for immigration papers. The tabloid refers to a report produced by the Open 

Europe think tank which “warned Mr. Blair” that under EU law “Romanians and Bulgarians 

will get an automatic three-month right to reside anywhere in the EU” and that the only legal 

measure the British government can take is “to restrict the number who can legally work in 

the UK by denying them work permits”. According to Open Europe “this could 'lead to the 

worst of all worlds with those prepared to abide by the rules and pay tax being turned away, 

while those with no intention of working would still be let in” (Lewis 2006: 42).  

Another news article from the same tabloid (14.11.06), titled “How Bulgarians can stroll into 

British jobs”, reported on the findings of two undercover Bulgarian journalists who 

investigated whether their fellow citizens really needed work permits to work in the UK.  The 

edition claims that the pair “wandered in without visas and found jobs on the black market”, 

thus “Britain’s immigration controls were exposed as a farce.” Their report revealed that 

“neither of their employers, nor the health and safety officials who performed regular check-

ups at the construction site, ever demanded a work permit” and stated that UK authorities are 

aware of the numerous Eastern Europeans in North London working without proper 

authorisation from the authorities. The tabloid concludes by claiming that whilst “there are 

many cameras in London which monitor the whole city for potential terrorists. But this is not 

a "big" offence. It is tolerated” (Slack 2006c: 21). 

In 2006, both tabloids and broadsheets ran news stories about Bulgarians and Romanians’ 

established record of cheating the immigration system in order to get to the UK. There was a 

concern across the editions that attempting to enforce labour market restrictions after their 

accession to the EU will be futile because for years Bulgarians and Romanians have travelled 
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westwards with fake documents. A news article from the Daily Mail (24.05.06) warns that 

“hundreds of Romanians may have entered Britain on forged Hungarian passports” (Slack 

and Camber 2006: 13). Echoing such concerns, the Times (17.05.06) points out that “24,000 

lying Romanians and Bulgarians entered the UK between 2002 and 2004 as part of an 

immigration racket in which they claimed to be self-employed” (Ford 2006a: 28). Further, the 

Telegraph reports that a young Romanian national has called Britain “racist and small-

minded” after being sent back to Romania by Scottish authorities. The young man is quoted 

to say that he then planned to travel to Greece to obtain a fake Polish passport for £200 in an 

attempt to re-enter the UK. However, once Romania joins the EU, he says, “they cannot stop 

me” (Connolly 2006: 4). 

A news article from the Daily Mirror (31.12.06) quotes an interview with a Romanian 

national who claims that the one thing that is going to change on New Year’s Day 2007, is 

that even if British authorities do not want him in the UK, there will be nothing they could do 

to prevent him from entering:  

They have to let me in, without question. Then I disappear, I go to my job and I work 

hard, and I earn good money and I send this money to my family here in Bucharest 

(Graham and Duffy 2006a: 2).  

In a Daily Mail editorial (30.12.06) titled “you can’t stop us coming” columnists Bob Graham 

and Steven Doughty argue that “would-be migrants boast how they will get jobs here”. 

Employing an alarmist tone, the tabloid claims that “the non-stop and unstoppable movement 

of Eastern European immigrants to Britain will intensify on Monday when Romania and 

Bulgaria join the EU”. The text quotes an interview with construction worker Mihai Ionescu 

who ridiculed moves to limit the number of work permits for unskilled Romanians and 

Bulgarians as “crazy and a little desperate”. Adopting a street-smart attitude, Mr. Ionescu 

suggests that British politicians, much like their Romanian colleagues, are “stupid and 

ignorant” to think they could stop him from going to London for work. He claims that he 

already has a job lined up and that he is going to “work without Mr Blair’s permission 

because no one will be able to stop me because I will be a full European and there will not be 

checks in London” (Graham and Doughty 2006: 12).  

In the home pages of the Guardian, Jon Henley reveals the attitudes of young and educated 

Romanians from Bucharest about the various work restrictions they have been subjected to 

and asks them what, if anything, would change on January 1, 2014, when they are finally 
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waived. A young man is quoted claiming that those of his fellow citizens who were the most 

desperate to leave, have already left without worrying about any restrictions. He dismisses 

British fears that the waiving of the work restrictions would result in a flood of Romanian 

workers:  

This isn’t the border opening, it’s a simplified procedure for working. Some people 

live so poorly here it was a no-brainer to go; no restrictions would stop them, and they 

went. But I haven’t heard a single person say: God, I’m just waiting for 1 January 

(Henley 2013: 1).  

Similarly, a woman named Horia Vernescu is quoted saying that:  

Just one thing will really change for us on 1 January, that little line at the bottom of 

the job ads, you know? The one that says: ‘Apply only if you are eligible to work in 

the UK’. We won’t need to worry about it anymore. Because, well, we will be. 

Eligible (Henley 2013: 1). 

The analysis of empirical materials within this subtheme speaks to research findings which 

have demonstrated that economic factors are the most significant drivers of migration (Black 

et al 2010, Markova and Black 2010, McDowell 2009, Blanchflower et al 2007, inter alia). 

Specifically, within the context of Bulgarian labour migrations, Angelov and Vankova (2011) 

emphasise the importance of economic factors against the backdrop of labour market 

restrictions. The authors argue that the existence of labour market restrictions will inevitably 

push many Bulgarians into pursuing or temporarily settling for illegal and/or precarious 

employment (Ibid: 1). Choosing to avoid or circumvent immigration policies is not a 

qualitatively new economic strategy of survival for Romanians either. Potot (in Black et al 

2010: 250, also Sandu in Ibid) argue that this is just a revamped continuation of informal 

labour practices that existed well before the collapse of communism in 1989. 

Even though the European economic community (EEC) was formed along the lines of 

economic recovery and was, at least, partially meant to absorb local economic shocks to 

employment (Favell and Recchi 2009: 5, Sanchez in Arcarazo et al 2015: 84), the post -1989 

mobility experiences of Eastern Europeans have followed a different logic. Early post-1989 

accounts have predicted substantial migration flows towards Western Europe based on the 

newly acquired ability to move, as well as the desire to leave. East-West cross-border 

migrations have been an ongoing phenomenon and have taken the form of circular semi-

regular, but mostly irregular movements (Fassmann and Munz 1994, Favell 2008). The 
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partial and selective liberalisation of immigration regimes and visa requirements formally 

enabled short-term trips to the wealthier part of Europe, however, maintained a clear 

separation between border-crossing and the right to take up employment (Ciupijus 2011, 

Burrell, 2009). The legal access to old member states’ labour markets remained tightly 

controlled despite evidence that irregularly employed Eastern Europeans were a common 

sight in Britain since the late 1990s (Ciupijus 2011: 542, Fassmann and Munz 1994, 

MacKenzie and Forde 2009, Finotelli and Sciortino 2013).  

The rounds of Eastern Enlargement could have potentially transformed these already mobile 

Eastern Europeans from temporary workers into EU citizens with proper employment rights 

(Ciupijus 2011: 542). However, even after the 2007 enlargement round, several European 

countries, the UK being a case in point, maintained protectionist labour market regimes, 

which has stained labour migration with a lingering sense of irregularity (Potot in Black et al 

(eds) 2010: 256). Whereas one of the aims of the enlargement has been to regularise this type 

of migration precisely because it had been happening for a long time (Favell 2008: 702), 

there is an explicit thread throughout the examined corpus suggesting that some level of 

irregularity persists.   

 

Desperate and hard-working  

This subtheme puts an emphasis on the push factors that come to define the mobility of 

Bulgarians and Romanians. Newspapers point to the dire conditions in their home countries, 

which prompt Bulgarians and Romanians to leave, whilst also suggesting that they possess a 

strong work ethic. The subtheme challenges the conventional wisdom that migrants take up 

employment which locals do not want by arguing instead that they take up employment 

which they are legally allowed to take, and which is openly available to them. The two main 

reasons that emerge from the corpus as to why Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed as 

stealing jobs are that i) they are actively undercutting wages because they are desperately 

seeking economic security, and ii) because they are better workers and possess superior work 

ethic than the native workforce.  

On the surface, there are frequent references to job demand and the economic rationale for 

attracting workers from the EU. There is some acknowledgment within the data that there is 

some need for migrant labour, particularly in the low-end of the economy, i.e. agriculture, 

food processing, hospitality, catering, etc. However, a closer reading reveals a complex 
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constellation of concerns and a growing anxiety that the high employability rates of 

Bulgarians and Romanians are not because they fill in labour shortages per se, but because by 

willingly bypassing regulations and accepting low wages, they are de facto creating an 

“endless cycle of immigration” (Green 2006: 14), which continuously threatens the integrity 

of the labour market. The tabloids adopt a more critical stance towards the economic 

justification of labour shortages, explicitly suggesting that the social costs of Eastern 

European labour mobility override its economic rationale. They do not seem to take the 

existence of labour shortages for granted and put a significant emphasis on the fact that there 

are no labour shortages per se, but merely “cheap labour shortages” (see also in Ghodsee 

2002: 10).  

In an article for the Daily Mail written by Sir Andrew Green, chairman of the right-wing 

think tank Migration Watch, he argues that the Blair government “has allowed border 

controls to crumble, immigration to balloon and our social cohesion to be threatened” (Green 

2006: 14). He goes on to suggest that it is perfectly reasonable for ordinary people to be 

worried about the impact of large-scale labour mobility on their everyday lives and says that 

the government cannot effectively control the numbers arriving from Eastern Europe by 

adding that “you do not have to be Einstein to work out that in that time you could either find 

a job on the black market or declare yourself self-employed and thus legally present in the 

country”. He further dismisses the official government logic that the UK economy is doing 

well and that there are hundreds of thousands of jobs vacancies to be filled as “snag” by 

pointing out that: 

If anyone accepts a low enough wage, they are likely to get a job. There are plenty of 

British workers earning £8-an hour who could be replaced by East Europeans at the 

minimum wage of £5.30. Are we as a country really happy to put our own workers on 

the dole and use cheaper labour from Europe? (Green 2006: 14). 

An editorial from the Sunday Telegraph (29.12.13) quotes an ICM/Sunday Telegraph poll 

which shows that 72 per cent of those surveyed “were against lifting the restrictions for 

Bulgarians Romanians - even if it means flouting EU law” due to concerns that the EU2 

nationals are taking jobs away from the native workforce. However, the Telegraph claims, 

this public opposition had nothing to do with “xenophobia”; rather, it was a reflection of the 

fact that “Britain is a generous country, but it does not have boundless wealth, and 
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uncontrolled immigration has a significant impact on jobs and services” (Editorial Sunday 

Telegraph 2013: 27).  

Bulgarians and Romanians are portrayed as desperately wanting to immigrate to the UK as a 

way of compensating for their lack of economic security at home. This reflects dominant 

arguments in the scholarship on Eastern European migrations that the main drivers for 

undertaking migration are, indeed, economic, with the objective of improving employment 

prospects and living standards for individuals, as well as their families (Rangelova and 

Vladimirova 2003, White 2009, Wallace 2002, Sandu et al 2004, Rolfe et al 2013, 

Blanchflower et al 2007 inter alia). Bulgarian and Romanian nationals are collectively 

constructed as a migratory surplus population which poses dangers to the social fabric and 

disrupts the integrity of the labour market. This is evident as news outlets from across the 

political spectrum portray Bulgarians and Romanians as unjustly stealing jobs at the expense 

of the native British workforce.  

The Daily Mail’s Whitehall correspondent Daniel Martin claims that “migrant males are 

more likely to be in work than men born here”, further quoting a report by the Organisation 

for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), according to which “Britons have not 

benefited from economic growth over previous years” (Martin 2013b: no page). Similarly, a 

news article from the Telegraph warns that with the upcoming EU accession of Bulgaria and 

Romania “fears grow over threat to unemployed Britons” (Johnston 2007: 6). The newspaper 

argues that the “latest expansion of the European Union” has harmed “domestic job 

prospects” and has increased the number of young people who are out of work (Ibid).  

The substantial economic gap between Britain on the one hand, and Bulgaria and Romania on 

the other remained the main prism through which their actual and potential mobility is 

understood and evaluated. One the one hand, the UK is portrayed as wealthy and prosperous 

but on the verge of its patience and tolerance. News outlets rely on economic evidence to 

textually demonstrate Britain’s higher employment rates and higher GDP per capita, which is 

to logically explain its attractiveness to prospective economic migrants. On the other hand, 

Bulgaria and Romania are constructed as economically and morally impoverished, politically 

volatile and incompetent and generally unable to provide decent living conditions for their 

citizens. The consensus across the editions is that the economic gap between Britain and 

Bulgaria and Romania is too substantial to ignore and that it will inevitably result in a mass 

influx of desperate economic migrants.  
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In a news segment in the Sun, Oliver Harvey reports from the impoverished area of Moroieni 

in Romania. He interviews local resident Dan Nelu (38) who shares that it is his ‘dream to 

work in Britain’ because he wants to make a lot of money. He then says that he has seen the 

wealth of Britain on the TV and that he is inspired by the idea of “working hard and make 

something of myself” (Harvey 2006: no page) Dan then goes on to juxtapose the image of 

prosperity and betterment in the UK with the sobering realities of his life in Romania: “I have 

nothing here in Romania. We have just enough to eat. There is no running water and we 

freeze in the winter”, adding “who wouldn't want to leave?” Finally, asked whether he is 

worried about the restricted access to the UK labour market he will encounter, he responds 

that even though emigrating to Britain might be difficult, staying in Romania is impossible: 

“it’s not really a gamble - I haven't got anything to lose” (Ibid).  

In the business pages of the Telegraph (08.09.06), Jeff Randall comments that “more than 

half a million Romanians and Bulgarians prepare to come here next year. And who can blame 

them?” The columnist recalls the time he spent reporting from Romania in the early 1980s 

and describes the country as “economically impoverished and spiritually bankrupt”, “a 

disgusting place” where ordinary people were ‘all but crushed’ by Ceausescu's brutality. He 

goes on to suggest that even though the economic situation in the country has improved since 

then, it won’t be enough “to prevent vast numbers flooding to these islands” (Randall 2006: 

5).  

The line of argument that there is a substantial gap between the UK and Bulgaria and 

Romania that cannot be easily bridged was prominent across both publication types.  

Whilst the Guardian, as a rule, opts out of the sensationalist rhetoric of the tabloid press, it 

too embeds its political analyses and news reporting along a similar civilizational axis. In the 

Guardian’s international pages, Nicholas Watt and Alan Travis report from Strasbourg that 

even though “Bulgaria and Romania yesterday received the green light to join the EU in 

January”, the European commission imposed its toughest restrictions yet to “force the two 

countries to intensify the fight against crime and corruption”. The text further emphasises that 

Bulgaria and Romania “lag behind the eight other former Communist countries that joined 

the EU in 2004”. The edition quoted the European commission’s president Jose Manuel 

Barroso in claiming that were it not for the accompanying strict measures, it would have been 

“difficult to sell their EU membership” (Watt and Travis 2006 :14).  
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As far as the Guardian was concerned, there was some recognition on the pages of the 

broadsheet that economic factors are far from being static and that there is evidence of 

convergence of living standards between the east and west halves of the old continent, 

particularly in the big cities. The Guardian sporadically recognised changing economic 

realities in the two countries and the emergence of local middle classes, as well as an 

increased consumption of luxury goods, the main implication being that these positive 

developments would reduce the incentives for poverty-driven migration from Bulgaria and 

Romania:  

While Romania enjoys an economic boom with plush office blocks and new roads 

dotted with shiny cars, there are plenty of crooked building bosses willing to exploit 

the gap between rich and poor (Chrisafis 2006: 14).  

On the Guardian’s home pages, Jon Henley reports from Bucharest and Sofia. The article is 

based on several interviews the columnist had conducted in the two capital cities with 

“students, professionals, labourers and government officials”. According to his respondents, 

“things look less dramatic.” The article quotes Elena Ghita, an operations manager, who 

openly expresses her anger at the portrayal of Romanians in the UK:  

It makes you angry. And ashamed, for the first time, to be Romanian. We know our 

flaws. But when you’re attacked so – dishonestly….is this really how you see us? 

Beggars and thieves? (Henley 2013: 1). 

The Guardian also quotes Brandusa Predescu from the Romanian foreign ministry, who 

noted that: “the Romanian economy continued to grow throughout the crisis; levels of general 

wealth are rising; Romania is attracting more and more foreign investors . . . The temptation 

to leave en masse is falling. We do not really understand these British fears” (Henley 2013: 

1). Further, the article noted that Bulgarian and Romanian nationals could travel freely within 

the EU since the early 2000s and most people move because they want to work hard and 

contribute to their host country, as well as to support their families back home. The reporter 

comments that whilst “Britain grapples with its Eurosceptic demons, Romanians and 

Bulgarians fear freedom is threatened”. This is followed by a comment from 31-year-old 

Andrei from Bucharest who says:  

Verify, check, clamp down, tighten up, plug the holes in your systems all you like,’ 

says Andrei, 31, in Bucharest. ‘But please, don’t touch freedom of movement within 

the EU. This was our parents’ dream; even 25 years ago you couldn’t imagine it. My 
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dad has a friend who jumped in the Danube, to get to France. So, don’t stop working 

people moving. Don’t stop them filling the vacancies that need to be filled (Henley 

2013: 1). 

In a similar vein, an article from the international pages of the Sunday Telegraph praises the 

work ethic of Bulgarians and Romanians against the backdrop of the anxiously anticipated 

influx from the two countries. The text claims that “British firms like Bulgarian staff. They 

are quiet, loyal workers who don’t complain or cause trouble.” This sentiment appears to be 

shared by a Romanian builder in Bucharest who is quoted saying that “on British building 

sites you only see foreign nationals, go into a pub, though, and all you’ll see is the English” 

(Freeman 2006: 27).  

Further, the notion that the native British labour force is work-shy and overly reliant on 

welfare payments is reiterated by another news article from the Telegraph. The article 

explains the high employability of Bulgarian and Romanian nationals by referring to their 

allegedly better work ethic. The newspaper claims that “Bulgarians are preferred because 

they are hard workers’ and goes on to suggest that ‘they are not going to the UK for pleasure, 

they are going because they need money and they are willing to work for it” (Evans 2013: 1).  

Whilst this type of reporting seemingly seeks to counterbalance the dominant discursive 

construction of Bulgarians and Romanians as an impoverished threat to the British labour 

market, it remains embedded within the understanding of an ongoing race to catch up with 

the developed West. 

The analysis of empirical materials within this subtheme indicates that Bulgaria and 

Romania’s EU accession in 2007 has created new opportunities for those actively seeking 

economic security for themselves and their families. Free movers practise an understanding 

of equality that is now the benchmark by which social inequalities are perceived: formal 

equality of opportunity (Faist 2013), the pursuit of which is made possible by a set of 

enabling circumstances, i.e. liberalisation of immigration policies, visa and labour market 

regulations, which allow EU citizens who live and work in other member states to contribute 

to a Europeanisation from below (Recchi and Triandafyllidou 2010). The analysis suggests 

that the aim of this mobility is to assume some of the functions that traditionally were seen as 

primary to the state: providing basic economic security for its citizens. Academic research 

has also pointed out that Bulgarian and Romanian citizens demonstrate higher than average 

levels of mobility in comparison with other EU nationals (Black et al 2010, Sanchez in 
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Arcarazo et al 2015). According to the 2010 EU Labour Force Survey, Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals of working age (15-64) have significantly higher employment rates in 

comparison with the working age populations of countries, such as Italy and Great Britain 

(European Commission 2011).  

Emigration has established itself as a survival strategy to counter the economic hardship that 

has ensued since the 1989 revolutions, compensating for the deficiencies of faulty socio-

economic systems (Black et al 2010, Morokvasic 1999). During the socialist period in 

Eastern Europe, large scale immobility was imposed by the state to conceal the distortions 

brought about by the centralised planned economy. This alone made travel restrictions 

essential (Der Dussen and Wilson (eds) 1995, Glenny 1993, Denitch 1990). The 1989 

political changes saw a weakened state that was increasingly unable to control the market, 

which rapidly led to the resurfacing of large-scale societal inequalities and the accumulation 

of substantial migratory surplus. The fundamental challenge for the post-1989 states of 

Bulgaria and Romania has been to adapt to the global economic structure of capitalism.  

The transition from planned economy to free market economy has been exceptionally 

difficult, nonetheless because the West had not been particularly interested in the Balkans 

(Todorova 2009, see also Buchowski 2006). As far as the 1989 events were unfolding, the 

key focus of attention had been furthermost on Germany, then on northeast Europe (Poland, 

Czechoslovakia and Hungary). The only revolution in the Balkans to receive widespread 

media attention in the West was the Romanian revolution “because it was exceptionally 

violent and because Ceausescu was exceptionally insane” (Glenny 1993: 12). The 1990s were 

marked by significant political disorientation and economic insecurity where the radical free-

market idea of the shock therapy has been established as the guiding strategy of economic 

transformation. This was based on the policies outlined by Margaret Thatcher and George 

Bush Senior whereby the economies were to be opened up to private Western investment and 

then use the attracted private capital to fund the transitions from planned to market economies 

(Glenny 1993, Denitch 1990).  

The main paradox that emerged was that not enough capital came into the economies, partly 

because the “newly democratic legislatures” were chaotic and dysfunctional, partly because 

such investments have been considered “high-risk” (Glenny 1993: 240, Denitch 1990). 

Attempting to build capitalism without capital had a devastating impact on the societal 

security in the region, underlying its dependency on Western goodwill, or in this case, the 
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absence of it (Wæver et al 1993: 51; Glenny 1993). Thus, the main problem that emerged for 

the state was how to relate to this economy and manage it (Wæver et al 1993). Arguably, the 

governments of Bulgaria and Romania failed to achieve this task, thus abandoning large 

segments of their populations to the mercy of the market. This in turn introduced a significant 

element of coercion to the decision to emigrate that millions of Bulgarian and Romanian 

nationals have taken since the early 1990s (see Rangelova and Vladimirova 2003, Glenny 

1993). As Glenny (1993: 263) points out: “the greatest movement of peoples into Western 

Europe has so far resulted not from the Yugoslav wars but from the economically motivated 

migrations from Romania, Bulgaria and Albania.” 

 

Securitising precarity 

This subtheme focuses on the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to 

precarious and/or exploitative employment practices. Conditions and issues of precarious 

labour are recognised across the examined corpus as a problem but are predominantly 

narrated as the responsibility and fault of Bulgarian and Romanian workers. In other words, 

they are portrayed as both subjects contributing to precarity, as well as objects of precarious 

employment practices. The availability of Eastern European workers and their good work 

ethic are seen as creating the space for their labour exploitation. The fact that many Bulgarian 

and Romanian workers accept sharp downward mobility in the low end of the labour market 

was explained against the backdrop of the aforementioned economic gap between the UK and 

Bulgaria and Romania. 

For the most part, newspapers are putting forward the understanding that whilst labour 

exploitation is a pressing problem, it is the Bulgarians and Romanians who are to be blamed 

for it. Therefore, articles reporting on these issues were requesting more state control over the 

regulation of the labour market which would ultimately reduce the overall levels of 

immigration. A news article from the Daily Mirror (24.05.13) titled “wages of sin” quotes 

Labour MP Emily Thornberry who expresses fears that a “a fresh wave of Romanian and 

Bulgarian migrants could produce a “gang masters’ paradise” (Lyons 2013: 18). Further, Ms 

Thornberry warns that “if the government doesn’t toughen up, we’ll see more immigrant 

workers being exploited” (Ibid). 

Similarly, an editorial in the Times (20.11.13) claims that the problems related to labour 

market exploitation are due to inefficient state control and the only way to solve them is to 
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“enforce the minimum wage, crackdown on illegal subletting” so that “fewer will come” 

(Knowles 2013: 34). The text highlights that issues with the so-called modern-day slavery are 

not as prominent in countries such as Sweden, where “in its tightly regulated labour market 

trade unions effectively control access to jobs, so Poles could not so easily undercut the 

natives” (Ibid).  

A news article from the Telegraph goes further in suggesting that the prevention of 

movement is preferable to its management. The edition reports that a police mission was sent 

to Romania to discourage people from considering a move to the UK:  

The Scotland Yard mission to Transylvania aims to pass on warnings that migrants 

risk being exploited by gangs or having to turn to crime if they arrive without a job 

(Farmer 2013: 10).  

Reporting on exploitative work conditions and wages below the national minimum did not 

have the aim of revealing the vulnerability of Bulgarian and Romanian workers. Rather, they 

were seen as being solely responsible for their poor working conditions and were to be 

blamed for undercutting wages and prices for services. This was justified against the 

backdrop of arguably poorer living and working conditions in Bulgaria and Romania. 

A slightly different angle was offered by Daily Mail’s columnists James Slack and Becky 

Barrow who focus on the viewpoint of business owners. The article quotes the chief 

executive of Domino’s pizza Lance Batchelor, who claimed that it was “harder to hire staff in 

the UK” and “criticised the government for making it more difficult to recruit immigrants 

instead” (Slack and Barrow 2013: no page). The tabloid also quotes the chairman of the 

online delivery firm Ocado Sir Stuart Rose, who praised the work ethic of Eastern Europeans 

by saying it is their own choice to work long hours for little pay and that such a decision 

should not be criticised because it is good for business. He claimed that: 

It is wrong to criticise immigrants who are prepared to work for lower salaries that 

Britons turn down. These people are entitled to come here and if these people want to 

come here and work the hours they are prepared to work for the wages they are 

prepared to work, so be it. There is nothing against that (Slack and Barrow 2013: no 

page). 

It is worth noting that the only newspaper which reports on issues of precarious employment 

as a problem of structural abuse of vulnerable workers, is the Guardian. In a lengthy 
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investigative article, reporter Hsiao-Hung Pai reports on workers’ rights abuse in London’s 

hospitality industry. The investigation reveals that whilst “London's top hotels built their 

reputations on high standards and excellent service, some have been accused by their migrant 

workers of poor conditions, low wages and bullying”. However, the article argues that hotels 

and recruitment agencies “simply don't care” if employees raise concerns about being bullied, 

underpaid or forced to work in breach of health and safety regulations, because they know 

there is a “steady supply of migrant workers. If the Polish workers are all gone, there will be 

the new workers from Bulgaria in future” (Pai 2006: 2).  

Another special investigative report from the Guardian (19.12.06) explore the working 

conditions of EU citizens who work in Italy. The report reveals that “migrants who work on 

Europe's fruit and olive harvests live on meagre wages, forced to survive in conditions that 

would fail to meet the UN's basic standards for refugee camps”. Reporter Felicity Lawrence 

tells the story of a Bulgarian woman, Elena, who had to seek medical help from a free clinic 

set up in Calabria by the international charity Medecins sans Frontieres after she suffered 

“severe allergic reaction to the pesticides in one of the factories making candied peel”. 

Further, the report says that in the village of San Ferdinando near Puglia, the Catholic Charity 

Caritas “is organising its twice-weekly feeding of some of the most desperate among the 

1,000 or so Bulgarian and Romanian migrants living among the 5,000 local residents” 

(Lawrence 2006: 17).  

Overall, reporting on issues of precarious and exploitative work conditions facilitates, rather 

than challenges, the securitisation of the labour market participation of Bulgarian and 

Romanian workers. This subtheme indicated that seemingly positive qualities, such as high 

employability, flexibility and good work ethic, could be presented as politically, 

economically and socially problematic. Portraying Bulgarians and Romanians as desperate 

economic migrants who would do anything for a wage facilitated the understanding that they 

create, sustain and are to be blamed for their own precarious working conditions. Further, the 

subtheme shed light on another aspect of intra-EU mobility. Whilst the EU accession of 

Eastern European countries has made their mobility legal and easier by substantially reducing 

migration costs, these costs still exist and are increasingly placed on the migrant worker, 

rather than on state agencies or employers (Anderson et al. 2006, Sommers and Woolfson 

2008, Ciupijus 2011, Andrijasevic 2016). Since labour migration is predominantly theorised 

and understood as determined by the forces of the market and the interests of employers in 

the receiving nation state, workers find themselves constrained by the such external 
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pressures. Consequently, their ability to make informed and independent decisions with 

regards to their labour mobility is considerably limited (Ciupijus 2011: 541).  

 

Bulgarians and Romanians vs BAMEs 

Despite the fact that only six articles report on inter-ethnic tensions within the British labour 

market, this aspect deserves attention. It reveals the existence of divisive rhetorical strategies 

which aimed at pitting Bulgarians and Romanians against BAME communities. Thus, the 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within this subtheme appears ambiguous: in some 

instances, they are preferred to BAMEs in terms of labour market participation, in other 

instances they are not. On the one hand, the relatively high employability of Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals was seen as amplifying structural problems with lack of employment 

opportunities and social mobility for non-white British nationals. On the other hand, the same 

quality was presented as a clear asset and a sign of successful integration against the 

backdrop of references to home-grown terrorism with regard to BAME communities.  

A news article from the Times (05.12.06) argues that “minorities believe new migrants pose 

threat to jobs”. The newspaper’s home correspondent Richard Ford quotes a report which 

suggests that “competition over scarce and finite resources and services” between BAMEs, 

resettled asylum seekers and newly arrived Eastern Europeans could “cause problems for 

community relations as 70 per cent of the black and minority ethnic population live in the 88 

most deprived wards”. The article suggests that it is ‘not diversity but immigration that 

preoccupies people’ and that “working-class blacks and Asians are just as likely as white 

people to resent new migrants” (Ford 2006c: 4).  

An article from the Mail on Sunday calls for the government to “impose limits on future 

immigration”, specifically referring to Bulgarians and Romanians. The lengthy opinion piece 

suggests that Eastern Europeans are nowhere near as economically useful as the “old” 

“Indian or Caribbean” immigration. Rather, they are “needy, helpless and dependent” on state 

handouts. The piece goes on to assert that “we are rapidly Europeanising the needy and 

dependent”, specifically “that part of the poor who cannot be absorbed into the workforce”, 

presumably because it has no valuable skills to offer (Bird 2006: 27). Thus, the columnist 

argues that Bulgarians and Romanians will soon join the “Czechs, Poles and Lithuanians 

sleeping rough on park benches” and “hanging around on street corners hoping to get black 

market, cash-in-hand work for the day” (Ibid).  
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However, news language is not always openly sympathetic to the labour plight of minorities. 

In the business section of the Times (25.10.06), Carl Mortished argues that despite public 

criticism over the large influx of Poles, John Reid’s decision to introduce work restrictions 

for Bulgarians and Romanians has an “ulterior motive” (Mortished 2006: 60). The columnist 

suggests that Bulgarians and Romanians are socially unproblematic, explicitly referring to 

their putative whiteness and good work ethic: “these immigrants from the East are easily 

absorbed, learn English quickly and pass unnoticed. They don't seem to want to kill us and 

they work like Trojans for whatever money they can get”. Mortished further argues that Mr. 

Reid is so “fearful” of the “new Europeans” because their successful labour market 

integration will expose the unsuccessful societal integration of “young Asian males”, who are 

particularly susceptible to radicalisation. Bulgarians and Romanians, he claims:  

Represent competition for Britons seeking unskilled or semi-skilled jobs. And it is 

black and brown Britons that are particularly threatened by the pale-skinned workers 

from the Baltic and Black Sea. Unemployment among ethnic minorities in Britain is 

disproportionately high. There is massive concern within government about 

joblessness among young Asian males and genuine fear of what idle thoughts will fill 

those years of empty days (Mortished 2006: 60) 

Following a similar line, the Sunday Times ran an article in late July 2006, in which the 

arrival of Eastern European workers is praised as “highly beneficial” but referred to BAME 

communities as “the enemy within”. The article makes the point that these recent 

“immigrants have taken up all sorts of jobs, from plumbers to financiers, and assimilated 

remarkably well.” However, the broadsheet raises concerns over “the lack of assimilation 

among a minority of the older immigrant communities”, explicitly referring to the bombings 

of July 7, 2005. The Times suggests that “fears of the risks created by a wave of legitimate 

immigration from Eastern Europe may have diverted attention from the task of clamping 

down on illegal immigrants and from the threat of the enemy within” (Features 2006: 18).  

The ambiguous portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians is particularly stark when their actual 

and potential labour mobility is discussed vis-a-vis the labour market participation of 

BAMEs. It is worth noting that although Central and Eastern European citizens exhibit higher 

levels of labour market mobility and employability than members of established ethnic 

communities, their work patterns are marked by job insecurity, low pay and precarious 
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recruitment practices. In comparison, McDowell (2009: 750) argues, BAMEs often struggle 

to get employment opportunities or tend to be in long-term but low-pay employment.  

 

The British labour market as a referent object 

Following from the conducted thematic analysis, the chapter seeks to put forward the 

argument that the British labour market could be conceptualised as a distinct referent object, 

sitting at the intersection between economic, political and societal security. Buzan (et al 

1998: 115) argue that within the context of economic security “securitization is a way of 

taking economic nationalist positions in economic policy debates without having to abandon 

superficial commitments to the liberal consensus.” Based on the premise that within the 

context of a highly deregularised market economy, such as the UK, “insecurity is a basic 

feature of life” (Ibid: 103), Buzan suggests that “the whole idea of economic security is 

exceedingly controversial and politicized” (Ibid: 95). The securitisation approach has been 

analytically helpful in identifying the construction of threats and vulnerabilities within the 

examined corpus, as well as to explore the relationship between them. Applying the 

securitisation approach revealed that within the context of complex political 

interdependencies between national (British) and supranational (EU) economies, economic 

security spills over into the political and societal sectors.  

The ability of Bulgarians and Romanians to navigate the British labour market has been 

securitised as an abuse of the free movement principle. This is important for two reasons. 

First, the high level of their labour mobility was seen to be a threatening development despite 

the fact that one of the main aims behind the free movement principle, as noted earlier in the 

chapter, was that it can facilitate economic activities between EU member states, legally and 

otherwise. Second, the securitisation of Bulgarians and Romanians’ labour market 

participation was indicative that it is not merely economic in nature. The examined empirical 

materials challenged and rejected quoted evidence that demonstrated the economic benefits 

of intra-EU mobility. The referenced newspapers made it clear that the problem was not that 

Bulgarians and Romanians do not get jobs; it was that they do. This was primarily blamed on 

the British government which was seen as unable to exercise proper control over internal 

economic affairs. Thus, substantial criticism towards the negative impact on the labour 

market and the wider social fabric was actually directed towards the then Labour government 
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for its alleged inability to forecast and properly control Eastern European labour mobility, 

thus allowing the latter to spiral out of control to the detriment of societal cohesion.  

The securitisation of Bulgarians and Romanians’ labour market participation provided 

valuable insights into understanding the role of identity in the textual construction of threats 

because it revealed not just an ambiguous other, but also an ambiguous and fragmented self. 

In fact, the core theme of stealing jobs is the only theme within the thesis where the British 

self does not emerge as superior or more deserving than the other. Within this theme, the 

British self appears divided across ethnic and class lines: Bulgarians and Romanians’ 

employability and work ethic were praised against the backdrop of the lazy and workshy 

Brits and the traditionally low labour market integration of Black and Minority Ethnic 

(BAME) communities.  

 

Conclusion  

The chapter explored the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within the context of 

their access and integration into the British labour market. The core theme of stealing jobs 

has been put forward as a way of capturing their representation within the examined 

empirical materials. The main argument the chapter sought to make is that the ability of 

Bulgarian and Romanian nationals to navigate the realities of the British labour market has 

been securitised as an abuse of the free movement principle. This argument was developed 

across four subthemes: cheating the system, desperate and hard-working, securitising 

precarity, and Bulgarians and Romanians versus BAMEs. Further, the chapter made the case 

for conceptualising the British labour market as a distinct referent object, which is located at 

the intersection between economic, political and societal security.  

The textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within this core theme was marked by 

ambiguity. The analysis revealed that whilst Bulgarians and Romanians were subjected to 

some textual othering, their overall portrayal within the stealing jobs core theme is better 

understood as ambiguous. On the one hand, the impact of actual and potential labour 

migration from Bulgaria and Romania was negatively evaluated as a threat to the integrity of 

the labour market, but on the other hand, the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians per se 

was not explicitly pejorative. In fact, the securitisation of their labour market participation 

and integration was focused on seemingly positive qualities, such as high employability, 

flexibility and strong work ethic. This ambiguous portrayal means that Bulgarians and 
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Romanians are referred to both as valuable workers, and as a threat to the socio-economic 

order and stability, which disrupts the racialised hierarchies of the British labour market.  

Such textual portrayal exposed a more nuanced and self-reflexive understanding of the 

British self by drawing a contrast between the hard-working Bulgarians and Romanians and 

the workshy, state-dependent British working class (on the Chav discourse see Skeggs 2004). 

The analysis revealed a complex relationship between the arrival of recent Bulgarian and 

Romanian workers and established BAME communities. On the one hand, minorities were 

said to feel as threatened by Bulgarians and Romanians, as the white British majority. On the 

other hand, the employability and good work ethic of Bulgarians and Romanians were 

praised as something that BAMEs are lacking, thus positioning Bulgarians and Romanians as 

more desirable and economically useful. It is worth noting that the Roma minority was absent 

within this theme. Whilst disproportionately represented in the core themes of social raiders 

and transnational vagabonds, as far as labour market participation and integration were 

concerned, there were no explicit references to either Bulgarian or Romanian Roma.  

Further, the analysis revealed that the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians was 

embedded within a securitised type of Balkanism. This was made evident through repeated 

references to the dire economic conditions in their home countries. The economic gap 

between Bulgaria and Romania and the UK was the main prism through which labour 

mobility was evaluated. Even though a handful of articles (mostly in the Guardian) indicated 

that the economic situation in Bulgaria and Romania is rapidly improving and that it was not 

just uneducated and desperate Bulgarians and Romanians who migrate, but also students and 

professionals; the overall consensus was that the economic gap between Britain and Bulgaria 

and Romania was too significant to ignore and that it was bound to have consequences for the 

pace and scale of labour migrations. Overall, workers from Bulgaria and Romania were 

portrayed as desperate, if hard-working. This contributed to an understanding of their labour 

mobility as opportunistic and dishonest. They were accused of cheating the British 

immigration system, of being willing to work unsocial hours for too little money, and for 

generally abusing the hospitality of the British self by taking away its rightful priority access 

to employment opportunities.  
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Chapter 7: Transnational Vagabonds 

 

Introduction 

This chapter explores the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to crime and 

anti-social behaviour. The main argument it seeks to put forward is that by emphasising the 

unacceptable and deviant behaviour of Bulgarians and Romanians, the examined newspapers 

portrayed them as a threat to the British public order. Following from the analysis, British 

public order emerges as a distinct referent object which is conceptualised at the intersection 

of societal security and Balkanism. The analysis demonstrates that the focus on deviant 

behaviour could contribute to a more in-depth understanding of identity with regard to both 

securitisation and Balkanism. The analysis within this chapter has a strong comparative 

element: it focuses on the portrayed differences between Bulgarians and Romanians, between 

Bulgarians/Romanians and the Roma minority, and between the 2004 and 2007 cohorts, i.e. 

Poland and the other nine countries that joined the EU in 2004, and Bulgaria and Romania 

who acceded in 2007.   

Transnational vagabonds is the fourth and last core theme in the thesis. In terms of thematic 

scope, it encompasses a wide range of phenomena related to criminal and anti-social 

behaviour, corruption, minority discrimination and inter-ethnic violence. Some aspects from 

the broader category of criminal behaviour have been discussed in the rest of the analytical 

chapters with regards to mobility, irregular and bogus employment practices and unrightfully 

claiming benefits. However, this chapter focuses on a narrower understanding of the nexus 

between criminality and legality, which is concerned with overt acts of criminal behaviours, 

such as petty crime and credit card theft, but also anti-social behaviour. The core theme of 

transnational vagabonds is comprised by the relationship between the following nodes: crime, 

Britain, Bulgaria, Romania, Bulgaria and Romania, Roma, EU, EU vs non-EU, and diseases.  

Reporting on crime and anti-social behaviour comprised 8 per cent of the examined corpus. 

The tabloid editions dedicated more coverage to these issues (10 per cent), whilst this figure 

stands at 6 per cent for the broadsheet editions. With regard to the examined time periods, 

11.5 per cent of tabloids and 8.7 per cent of broadsheets reported on crime related issues in 

2006, whereas in 2013 these figures stand at 17.3 per cent and 5 per cent, respectively. The 

Roma appear particularly salient within this theme and even though only 5.8 per cent of the 

entire corpus consists of articles with an explicit focus on them, the group de facto dominated 
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the crime node. This is to say that whilst not all articles coded under crime explicitly 

mentioned the Roma, all articles coded under Roma were explicitly connected to crime. The 

ethnic minority group was exclusively mentioned in relation to various aspects of anti-social 

behaviour, such as aggressive begging, sleeping rough, disorderly behaviour, and welfare 

fraud. References to crime and anti-social behaviour were attributed to the Roma in 3.3 per 

cent of the tabloids and 2.5 per cent of the broadsheet editions.  

A word sketch and concordance analysis for “crime” generated via Sketch Engine indicated 

that it was discussed within the context of “corruption”, “behaviour”, “disruption”, 

“immigration”, “unemployment”, “police” and “health”. The modifiers of crime described 

specific types of crime, such as “petty”, “violent”, “cashpoint”, “low-level” and “street”. This 

quantitative mapping of the corpus was helpful in exploring the breadth of behaviours and 

activities associated with crime and helped identify the three subthemes: uncivilised, corrupt, 

and disorderly. The chapter is structured as follows. First, the analysis reveals the textual 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within the aforementioned three subthemes. 

Particular attention is paid to the renewed importance of the Balkans within the global 

governance of migration, as well as to the conditionality of their otherness in comparison 

with the 2004 cohort, and especially with regard to the Roma minority. Second, the chapter 

puts forward the argument that British public order can be understood as a distinct referent 

object.  

 

Uncivilised  

This subtheme portrays Bulgarians and Romanians as undesirable and uncivilised migrants 

whose unrestricted mobility detriments the British public. The examined empirical materials 

relied heavily on negative categorical assumptions about Bulgarians and Romanians, as well 

as their home countries. This subtheme points to a fixed and pejorative identity attributed to 

Bulgarians and Romanians; and identity that is pervasive and impossible to change. An 

incompatibility of values and behaviours was deemed particularly problematic within the 

enlarged European Union, where the social problems and moral deficiencies of Bulgaria and 

Romania have moved from “over there” to “over here” and have somehow become “ours” 

too.  

In a lengthy piece titled “we are importing misery and despair”, Daily Mail columnist John 

Bird writes that the “more than a million new immigrants” from Eastern European accession 
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states is “beginning to ring alarm bells all over the country” (Bird 2006: 27). The journalist 

argues that unlike “previous waves of new Britons who took up hard-to-fill vacancies in our 

factories, textile mills, hospitals and public transport systems”, Eastern Europeans work 

illegally, sleep rough and do mostly “cash-in-hand” work (Ibid). Bird continues by claiming 

that “poverty generated hundreds of miles from our shores is haunting the streets of our cities 

and small provincial towns. This isn’t immigration as we have traditionally known it. This is 

imported refugee-camp living.” The text goes on to suggest that many of these newcomers 

have “no money, no contacts, no English and no prospects”, which means that they “become 

refugees in a town of plenty”, the latter being used in reference to London (Bird 2006: 27). 

The tabloid’s columnist is adamant that “the wretched and the dejected of Europe will 

become our problem. Britain will become a social dumping ground” (Ibid).  

As far as crime and anti-social behaviour are concerned, the term “undesirables” was 

frequently employed by tabloid and broadsheet editions alike. It was related to the numeral 

45, 000, which is perhaps the only number on which there has been consensus across the 

corpus. It refers to a confidential warning index of Bulgarian and Romanian convicted 

criminals, known to the Home Office. A news article from the Sunday Times quotes a Home 

Office paper “circulated in Whitehall last week”, according to which “45,000 ‘undesirable’ 

migrants from Romania and Bulgaria could legally be allowed to live in Britain when the two 

countries join the European Union” and that “ministers fear they may be unable to stop these 

people” (Cracknell 2006: 1). The broadsheet emphasises that most of these “undesirables” 

have “criminal associations” or are “posing a security risk” (Ibid). Reporting on the same 

issue, the Sun is going a step further by suggesting that said “undesirables” are already on 

their way to Britain: “45,000 known ‘undesirables’ in corrupt Romania and Bulgaria are 

packing their bags for the day when they join the EU -with plenty more to follow” (Wooding 

2006: no page).  

A political commentary from the Times quotes unnamed Home Office officials who wanted 

to prevent the free movement of Bulgarians and Romanians: “don’t open up to the Balkans 

yet, say officials. Don’t make things worse” (Cavendish 2006: 19). Partly in response to the 

warnings about the 45, 000 undesirables, and partly due to a general mistrust towards the 

behaviour of Bulgarians and Romanians, both tabloid and broadsheet editions ran news 

stories on the London Metropolitan Police and Scotland Yard embarking on campaigns 

aiming to prevent any unwanted criminal mobility. A Daily Mirror news story from New 

Year’s Eve 2006 explores the dangers of mass immigration of low-skilled Bulgarians and 
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Romanians against the backdrop of London’s ongoing worries about Balkan organised crime. 

Despite recognising that there have been some positive results stemming from the 

cooperation between British and Bulgarian and Romanian police forces, the text also 

explicitly suggests that Bulgaria and Romania are so profoundly riddled by organised crime 

that they need all the help they could get:  

The major area of concern for the British Government has been organised Balkan 

crime gangs who are known to target the UK. In the past three years Britain has spent 

more than pounds 1million and provided liaison officers from Scotland Yard to 

Bucharest and Sofia, the Bulgarian capital, to help the war on organised crime. Since 

the beginning of this year the Serious Organised Crime Agency (SOCA) has helped to 

set up a multi-agency task-force - known as Project Reflex - which is based in 

Bucharest and is targeting organised immigration crime. Results claimed so far 

include 21 criminal networks that have been dismantled (Graham and Duffy 2006: 2).  

In a news article for the Times, columnists Fiona Hamilton and Simon de Bruxelles write in 

an attempt to “drive gangs from British roads”, Scotland Yard “is creating a foreign legion of 

European police officers to counter the growing problem of overseas offenders in London” 

(Hamilton and de Bruxelles 2013: 15). The broadsheet claims that following the rounds of 

Eastern EU Enlargement “Eastern European gangs are believed to be making regular visits to 

Britain, where they are involved in rackets including metal theft, shoplifting, fraud and 

stealing catalytic converters from cars” (Ibid). The aforementioned “foreign legion” affiliated 

to the Scotland Yard was made up by “four officers from Romania, two from Lithuania and 

two from Poland” who were to “access their own countries’ national police computers far 

quicker than a formal request by British officers” with the aim of identifying drivers and 

passengers with criminal convictions (Ibid). Hamilton and de Bruxelles claim that “in the first 

48 hours of the operation, 54 people were arrested, and 62 vehicles seized”, which was to 

simultaneously point out that the joint police operation was a success, as well as that there are 

too many criminals in Eastern Europe.  

A news story from December 2013 in the Sunday Times discusses in great length a leaked 

Home office report on migration and its impact on key areas of British life. The edition also 

refers to an unnamed poll, according to which “45% of respondents believed migrants were 

responsible for a disproportionately high level of violent crime”. The edition draws a 
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connection between the free movement principle and the dangers of crime, further 

emphasising homelessness as a particularly acute form of nuisance:  

Open borders have led to an upsurge in crime and rough sleeping, the report says. In 

Westminster, police reported that the majority of begging and rough sleeping involves 

people from other EU states. Of 292 arrests for begging in the borough in 2012, 207 

(71%) involved Romanians (Leppard 2013b: 1, 2). 

The textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians as uncivilised was further aided by 

newspapers’ descriptions of landscapes. The produced debased descriptions of landscapes 

merged physical and moral degradation by embedding them within images of abjection and 

misery (Spurr 1993: 77, see also Todorova 2009). A political commentary from the Daily 

Mail depicts a rather morbid winter scenery at the Bucharest’s Obor market and conveys 

images of despair and backwardness:  

Obor market, Bucharest, on a chill winter evening, and a cassette recording of some 

wild gipsy melodies competes with an out-of- tune interpretation of Santa Claus Is 

Coming to Town from a plastic Christmas tree. (...) Outside the covered market area, 

in a drab park, a couple of dozen drink cheap spirits, shout and warm themselves 

against fires made from rubbish and wooden pallets (Pendlebury 2006: 36).  

A political commentary in the Telegraph from the same day describes a similarly grim and 

grotesque picture of Sofia. The narrative portrays a dysfunctional and impoverished society 

with severe problems of organised crime and poverty, which most reasonable people would 

choose to leave:  

Bulgaria’s capital is not the loveliest of cities: it is the 1970s in urban form. The drive 

into town from the airport takes you up flyovers with concrete cancer and along ring 

roads lined by the grimmest of apartment blocks, where washing is hung out to dry 

even in temperatures close to freezing. The place has a strong whiff of the 

communism it abandoned 17 years ago (Spillius 2006: 22). 

Dedicating coverage to diseases performed a similar function. References to tuberculosis, 

HIV/AIDS, typhoid, etc., reinforced the boundaries between the civilised and healthy British 

self and the uncivilised and unhealthy other. Such news stories or commentaries sought to 

expose the policy implications for NHS planning, whilst also pointing to deeply seeded 
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cultural deficiencies. A total of twelve articles discusses diseases – six in the Daily Mail, five 

in the Sun and one in the Times.  

A special investigation by the Sun in 2013 suggests that the general poverty and poor 

healthcare provisions are creating a “timebomb” and that Romanian migrants would 

inevitably bring a “drug-resistant bug” to the UK, should they be allowed to come in the first 

place. The language unequivocally points to a situation of crisis and political urgency and 

reveals notions of a spatial, as well as a temporal backwardness. Sun’s columnist Lynsey 

Hope writes that “it is feared the UK is sitting on a timebomb which will go off when the 

doors are opened to tuberculosis-riddled Eastern European countries in 2014” (Hope 2013: 

13). The news article quotes figures from Public Health England on tuberculosis that show 

that “migrants accounted for 73 per cent of the UK’s 8, 751 cases last year” (Ibid). The text 

also emphasises that “the killer lung condition which ravaged Britain in Victorian times, was 

largely wiped out by the 1970s - but is now showing a menacing resurgence from abroad”, 

suggesting that migrants bring diseases which were successfully eradicated by the medically 

advanced and clean British self. The Sun quotes “Romania-based expert Jonathan Stillo” who 

claimed that “an influx of TB carriers is expected from countries such as Romania, which has 

35, 000 patients” (Hope 2013: 13).  

Another interesting example is an opinion column in the Mail on Sunday from October 2006 

where the journalist introduces herself as an empathetic person, having reported on the 

“plights of Eastern Europe” for many years, however currently being reasonably and 

legitimately worried about the sheer number of arrivals of HIV-infected migrants. The text 

very clearly establishes the categories of a kind and tolerant self, whose hospitality is going to 

be abused; and a demanding, diseased other who willingly or unwillingly but inevitably is 

going to burden the self with its problems. The first line of the text reads: “I wept as I held 

the Romanian baby dying of AIDS...but can Britain really afford to take in thousands of 

children like her?” (Fairweather 2006: 66). The text continues with a morbid, yet heart-

breaking description of the living conditions of one of the tens of thousands of the so-called 

Ceausescu’s HIV babies of the late 1980s and early 1990s, suggesting that this event is still 

vivid in the public imagination: 

The mother gave me her small, sick child to hold and smiled proudly. Her home was a 

tiny, unheated hut with a mud floor and beds covered in rags. But the mother with the 

prematurely old, fallen face had reason to look proud: she had rescued Catalina, her 



140 
 

little HIV-positive daughter, from the Romanian institution where she had been 

infected and brought her home to live or die. Here there was no electricity, running 

water or lavatory but at least the child was loved. It was a tearful, moving scene 

(Fairweather 2006: 66). 

Referencing health-related statistical data from the United Nations, the World Health 

organisation, the EU Commission, and Britain’s Migration Watch think-tank, the text actively 

blurs the line between journalism and imaginative literature. It securitises a past phenomenon 

by explicitly iterating its devastating consequences for the present and future wellbeing of the 

British self. The text is built around the realisation that Ceausescu's HIV babies are now all 

grown-up, uneducated, leading meaningless lives of drug-abuse and sexual exploitation and 

hoping to come to Britain.  

This subtheme portrayed Bulgarians and Romanians as uncivilised by focusing on negative 

categorical assumptions about their innate criminality, poor health and wellbeing, and lack of 

aesthetically pleasing landscapes. Balkan as a category was juxtaposed against an idealised 

European imaginary which embodies cleanliness, efficiency, appreciation of law and order 

and which signifies higher civilisation and noble behaviour (Todorova 2009: 119). The 

categories of self and other were well established and appeared fixed across a pan European 

hierarchy in which the northwest represents the highest and the southeast the lowest symbolic 

value embodying notions of lack of discipline, law and order (Goldsworthy1998: 9). Along 

this axis, Britishness and Balkanness stand at the opposing ends, the former textually 

established as civilised and disciplined, whereas the latter is narrated as the corrupt and 

undisciplined other, perpetually threatening the values that comprise the British social fabric. 

The rhetorical strategies employed in the examined empirical materials debased the other by 

evoking images inspired by the anxiety of the self but presented as the product of rational 

thought (Spurr 1993, see also Todorova 2009). 

  

Corrupt  

This subtheme portrays Bulgarians and Romanians as politically and morally corrupt. Within 

the examined newspapers there was the consensus that the EU accession of both countries 

was a poor and premature political decision which does not adequately take into 

consideration political, economic and everyday realities. Newspapers from across the 

political spectrum emphasised the dangers of pervasive political corruption and organised 
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crime for life in Bulgaria and Romania but also indicated broader dangers in terms of the two 

countries’ (in)ability to act as an external border of the EU. Further, there is a strong 

comparative element in this subtheme as differences emerged between the portrayal of 

Bulgarians and Romanians, as well as between the portrayal of Bulgarians/Romanians and 

Poles.  

Sketch Engine concordance analysis pointed out that when mentioned separately, Romanians 

(1263 hits) appear more frequently in the corpus than Bulgarians (1001 hits). It highlighted 

another difference: Romanians were more frequently associated with criminal activities and 

anti-social behaviour than Bulgarians, whilst Bulgarians were more connected to corruption 

and organised crime.  

Across the editions and years of publication, there is the dominant view that Bulgaria and 

Romania were admitted to the EU prematurely and that the EU has made a fatal mistake in 

allowing them in.  News outlets from across the political spectrum highlighted real and 

perceived moral deficiencies of Bulgaria and Romania and the malfunctions of their judicial 

systems, as well as the EU’s alleged willingness to turn a blind eye to these issues.  

Both the Daily Mail and the Times report on this issue on the same day (27.09.06). The 

tabloid rhetorically asks whether the EU accession of Bulgaria and Romania represent “a new 

dawn or a new problem?” (Slack and Hickley 2006:6). The two columnists argue that “it is 

certainly a new dawn for Europe as the EU expands to the East, stabilising the discarded 

remnants of the Soviet Empire”, whilst also suggesting that Bulgaria and Romania’s EU 

membership remains a serious problem because of high levels of “organised crime, people 

smuggling, high-level corruption and food safety” (Slack and Hickley 2006:6).  

The Guardian’s B. Maddox writes that “an enormous amount” could be said about the 

Eastern EU Enlargement, “the pity is that the Commission is so bad at it”. The text goes on to 

suggest that: 

Yesterday Jose Manuel Barroso, the President, heralded "the completion of the fifth 

enlargement of the European Union, which further pursues the reunification of our 

European family". That made enlargement sound as if it were entirely a project to 

remedy an historical wrong, rather than the key to Europe's future (Maddox 2006b: 

34).  
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Along similar lines, Guardian columnists Nicholas Watt and Alan Travis write that despite 

the “green light” to join the EU in January, “the European commission imposed its toughest 

restrictions to force the two countries to intensify the fight against crime and corruption” 

(Watt and Travis 2006: 14). The article quotes a report, according to which “Bulgaria and 

Romania lag behind the eight former communist countries that joined the EU in 2004” and 

suggests that there is a lot of “unease” and “enlargement fatigue” within the EU commission 

as well. This was reflected in the so-called “safeguard measures” which “allowed other EU 

countries to disregard court rulings and warrants from Bulgaria and Romania”, further 

highlighting that these measures were to affect Bulgaria more so than Romania. Watt and 

Travis (2006: 14) write that “Bulgaria would have to prove it had removed any ambiguity 

regarding the independence and accountability of the judicial system and conduct 

professional, non-partisan investigations into allegations of high-level corruption”, whilst 

“Romania faces less strict rules” (Ibid).  

Earlier the same month, the Times runs a news story in which it criticises the “hollow threats” 

of the European Commission with regards to Bulgaria’s notorious corruption problems. The 

newspaper relies on language which expresses judgment as much as it expresses urgency:  

An even more serious concern, particularly in Bulgaria, has been about the courts’ 

ability to tackle the breathtakingly pervasive corruption. Bulgaria’s failure to remedy 

this in the past year has alarmed Brussels (Maddox 2006a: 38). 

Such observations and conclusions are supported by academic research, which provides 

further detail and greater context for making sense of news coverage on corruption in the 

examined corpus. 

Ivanov’s (2010) research on corruption in Bulgaria and Romania and its relation to their 2007 

EU accession is a case in point. The author points out that on both political and institutional 

levels, the EU has monitored closely the pertinent problems with corruption and organised 

crime in Bulgaria and Romania (Ivanov 2010: 211). This insistent fixation on problems of 

corruption was on the one hand driven by internal dynamics within the European 

Commission, but on the other highlighted the exceptionality of Bulgaria and Romania with 

regards to crime and corruption. These accusations, rooted equally in facts as well as 

dominant perceptions in the public imagination, were the main reason why the two countries’ 

accession to the EU was at first delayed (they were singled out from the 2004 entries) and 

subsequently threatened altogether amidst unfavourable evaluation reports from the European 
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Commission (Ivanov 2010: 211). Failure to effectively tackle corruption had the potential to 

trigger a safeguard clause which could substantially defer the EU accession of Bulgaria and 

Romania.  

On the one hand, even though Romania was initially considered to be lagging behind 

Bulgaria, it soon demonstrated envious political determination in catching up, if not 

surpassing its southern neighbour (Ibid: 211). This was facilitated by the political climate 

post-2004 elections, in which the newly elected Romanian government began to expose 

existent issues of corruption. On the other hand, Bulgaria did not follow suit, likely because 

there had been virtually no transition of political power since the elections of 2001 (Ibid: 

211). A key characteristic of post-1989 Bulgarian politics is that a closely interconnected 

political elite had been dominating its political scene, which has rendered any ideas for 

political purges or persecuting political and public figures on corruption charges, moot. 

Rather, the political commitment of Bulgarian governments was reduced to last-minute “rush 

of activity” which was to at least partially satisfy EU’s requirements before the official 

Commission reports were to be published. Such simulation of political will had been 

continuously exposed and criticised in national media. Partial and often apathetic progress in 

the fight against corruption led EU negotiators to declare that Bulgaria and Romania were not 

fully prepared for EU membership and certainly not as part of the 2004 cohort. As a result, 

their accession date was further extended. Even though the formal negotiations with the two 

countries were concluded in June 2004 (Bulgaria) and December the same year with 

Romania, EU officials remained unconvinced that the two southeast European countries have 

done enough to tackle structural issues of corruption and organised crime on all levels of 

government (Ibid).  

Moreover, it was Bulgaria and Romania that became prominent in public imagination as the 

only two countries of the former communist bloc to “buck the trend” in the first ‘free’ 

elections in 1990 (see in Glenny 1993: 164), referring to the re-election of the successors of 

their communist parties: the Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) and the National Salvation Front 

(NSF) in Romania. One of the key paradoxes of this continuity of power was the 

impossibility, and indeed the lack of political will, to purge the political elites of all those 

who were known to collaborate with the former communist security services (DS and 

Securitate in Romania (Glenny 1993, 2007, Denitch 1990). Glenny (2009) has noted that the 

deepening links of an increasingly globalised and interconnected world would magnify the 

impact of significant disruptions to the international order, such as the collapse of Soviet 
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Union, particularly in the Balkans, where the shadow economy had been particularly ripe 

(Ibid: 7,8). In the 1970s and 1980s, he writes, “communist Bulgaria was only topped by 

Albania and Romania as the most miserably depressing place to live in Europe, where 

resilience against the communist regime did not comprise of intellectuals or brave political 

dissidents, but of opportunistic young males who’d later form the backbone of the notorious 

Bulgarian mafia” (Ibid: 14,15).  

The Daily Mirror emphasised the dangers of the rush to admit Bulgaria and Romania into the 

EU. A day before their official accession, the tabloid acknowledged the threat of “Balkan 

crime gangs who are known to target the UK” and who represent a “major area of concern for 

the British government” (Nicol and Boffey 2006: 19).  

Reporting from Plovdiv, Bulgaria, a Sunday Times correspondent attempts to investigate 

claims that human trafficking, and baby trafficking in particular, is rampant in the 

economically and morally impoverished Roma ghettos outside the city. She posed as a 

childless wealthy woman, willing to adopt a baby and pay whatever price is demanded. The 

narrative she produces reveals her shock and disgust at the realisation that human life has 

predominantly monetary value and that anything is possible so long as one knows the right 

people and is willing to circumvent the law:  

Rumen, a streetwise man in his mid-twenties who hopes to work as a labourer in 

London when Bulgaria joins the EU, said there would be no difficulty in getting hold 

of adoption papers. He knew a lawyer who could ‘arrange things’ in one to two days 

if I paid him well (Smith 2006: 24). 

The firm textual attachment and ascribed belonging to the backward Balkans, is further 

exacerbated by the clear contrast that is established between the 2004 cohort and the 2007 

entries. A news article from the Daily Mail portrays Bulgarians and Romanians as unruly 

children who simply do not understand how to behave properly and need constant scolding: 

Unlike the eight countries which joined in 2004, Romania and Bulgaria have serious 

problems with organised crime. The EU Commission has set the two countries a 

deadline of this autumn to prove they are getting a grip on the menace (Slack 2006a: 

4). 

Corruption was narrated as a phenomenon that penetrates all layers of society and has been 

culturally internalised to an extent where bribes become essential for the normal functioning 
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of everyday life, for example, as means to access healthcare, employment, or education 

provisions. The notion that there is a merge between state and mafia is particularly salient in 

the 2006 batch and suggests that the latter effectively controls all business activities, the 

judicial system, and even interferes with the everyday lives of ordinary citizens. A political 

commentary in the Sunday Telegraph from 14.05.06 paints a morbid picture of the Bulgarian 

capital, Sofia and suggests that “granting membership now would allow an untamed mafia to 

spread its tentacles west” (Freeman 2006: 27). Further, the text draws a clear line between the 

orderly West and the disorderly East by claiming that:  

The problems of Bulgaria will soon become those of Europe’. Once Bulgarians set up 

communities abroad the mafia will come with them, and their mafia is really brutal. 

Right now, Bulgaria is like the Wild East. In the restaurants in Sofia there are signs 

saying, ‘No guns permitted’ (Freeman 2006: 27).  

The worrying prospect that the mafia would follow the economic migrants as they settle in 

and establish communities was represented in the tabloid editions as well. The Daily Mail 

(17.08.06) refers to Bulgaria as “Europe’s gangster state where prostitution, contract killings 

and even baby trafficking are rife” (Barton 2006: 34). The over-2000 words commentary 

consists of interviews with underage victims of sex trafficking, key Roma criminals, 

Bulgarian social workers, as well as a Commander from the Metropolitan Police in London, 

all pointing out to the various dangers associated with the deeply ingrained culture of crime:  

The criminal gangs who rule this former communist stronghold - a country of just 7.8 

million - do not limit themselves to sexual exploitation. They also offer babies for sale 

to desperate foreigners, smuggle heroin, manufacture amphetamines, sell counterfeit 

cigarettes and spirits, and steal cars to order. This multi-million-euro trade in human 

misery and greed is carried out, with apparent impunity, by the Bulgarian mafia, who 

silence critics and rivals by shooting them in broad daylight. And in just over four 

months, these gangsters and their associates are set to have full access to the unlimited 

opportunities in Western Europe when Bulgaria is admitted to the European Union 

(Barton 2006: 34). 

Interestingly, corruption was portrayed simultaneously as a means and a reason for 

emigration. Alongside economic considerations, corruption is listed as a key reason for 

emigration in order to “escape both poverty and corruption that are rife among the eight-

million strong population” (Freeman 2006: 27). In 2006, there is substantial coverage on 
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issues related to forgery of passports, professional qualification diplomas, as well as English 

language certificates. Building on series of interviews and reporters’ undercover experiences, 

it is established that it is possible to buy forged documents in order to circumvent official 

legal requirements for obtaining work in Britain. 

As it was noted above, when mentioned separately, Romanians were exclusively associated 

with low-level street crime, cashpoint and credit card theft. In this respect, another relatively 

stable figure that is present across the tabloids, concerns the levels of Romanian involvement 

in ATM and credit card theft operations: the figure varies between 80 and 90 per cent.  

In an exclusive news section, titled “migrant crooks warning”, the Sun refers to a secret 

Cabinet memo warning about the crime dangers associated with Bulgaria and Romania’s EU 

accession. The employed language suggested an impending crisis (“staggering figure”, “a 

devastating rise”), and is assertive, leaving no space for disagreement over the verdict of the 

Sun’s political editor:  

Romanian gangs commit 80 to 85 per cent of all cashpoint crime in Britain, The Sun 

can reveal. The staggering figure is contained in a secret Cabinet memo which warns 

the crooks will be joined by a wave of new recruits after Romania and Bulgaria join 

the EU in January. The classified document, seen by The Sun, predicts a devastating 

rise in street violence, people-trafficking, prostitution, tax dodges and cash card fraud 

(Pascoe-Watson and Lea 2006: no page). 

Similarly, in 2013, the Daily Mail runs a news story on the same issue: ATM and credit card 

fraud, raising this figure to over 90 per cent: 

Criminal gangs from Romania are responsible for a boom in cash machine 

card thefts. Over the past year the number of thefts related to ATMs has 

trebled and police intelligence suggests more than 90 per cent are linked to 

Romanian immigrants (Poulter 2013: no page).  

The final aspect of this subtheme concerned the implications of political corruption and 

organised crime for the ability, or lack thereof, of Bulgaria and Romania to act as the new 

external border of the EU. As the 2007 Enlargement round incorporated the Eastern Balkans, 

it effectively moved the EU’s external borders further southeast. Highlighting the new role 

Bulgaria and Romania following their EU accession is important because it points out the 

renewed importance of the Balkans in the global governance of migration.  
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Across the editions and years of publication, there were references that Bulgaria and 

Romania’s EU accession would result in increased rates of immigration from non-EU states, 

evoking images of borderless crime and various types of fraudulent activities. One of the key 

worries is about asylum migration, which will be facilitated by the corruption-rife cultures of 

Bulgaria and Romania. On New Year’s Day 2007, the Sun ran a story titled “Sofia’s halfway 

house (halfway to Britain)” on the new challenges that Bulgaria in particular is due to 

experience with regards to the omnipresent danger of irregular migration from outside the 

EU: 

Bulgaria’s immigration chiefs are bracing themselves for a tide of illegal immigrants - 

seeking a way to Britain. Its new EU status makes it an attractive starting point for 

those fleeing troubled areas such as Afghanistan and Iraq (Hipkins 2007: no page).  

Another salient concern was related to Bulgaria and Romania’s neighbouring countries in the 

Western Balkans, but also to Ukraine, Moldova and Turkey, whose nationals are feared for 

being afforded the opportunity to acquire Bulgarian or Romanian passports, due to alleged 

ethnic proximities or simply by buying them. Some articles from the corpus emphasise that 

this will create a mobility easement and enable the citizens of even less desirable countries to 

circumvent immigration and visa policies currently in place. A news article from the Daily 

Mail (06.10.06) claims that “300, 000 Moldovans” are on their way to Britain (Slack 2006c: 

2). The Guardian reports on then Home Secretary Charles Clarke’s visit to Bulgaria and 

Romania where he urged for “redoubled efforts to counter illegal immigration, drug and 

people trafficking, and corrupt border policing. Romania, with over 1,000 miles of borders 

with non-EU countries, is set to become Europe's new frontier” (Tisdall 2006: 25). A news 

article from the Sun (25.10.06) makes a similar argument:  

But this issue has moved on from the sheer explosion in numbers - serious though that 

is. Much more alarming is that Bulgaria and Romania are seen by Brussels as ‘hubs’ 

of crime, corruption and gangland slaughter. Once in, they will provide a route into 

Europe for drugs, sex slavery and money-laundering from neighbouring states. By 

offering them an open door, Britain risks becoming the capital of organised crime 

(Green 2006: no page).  

The Times postulates that relations of ethnic proximity could result in a “loophole” that may 

allow citizens from even poorer countries into the UK:  
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An estimated 400, 000 citizens of Moldova have applied to exploit their right to 

Romanian passports - the two nations are ethnically close. Tens of thousands of 

Macedonians have applied for citizenship of Bulgaria using a similar right (Swinford 

2006: 9).  

Similarly, on New Year’s Day 2014 the Sun reports that government ministers were 

“warned” that “hard-up families from Moldova, Macedonia and Serbia could pour in” 

(Hawkes and Parry 2014: 15). A same-day news article from the Telegraph also warns that 

passport agreements between Bulgaria and Romania and neighbouring countries would mean 

that “free movement will expand far beyond EU” (Evans and Kirkup 2014: 1).  

 

Disorderly  

As it was noted earlier in the chapter, the Roma gain particular prominence within the 

transnational vagabonds core theme. Across the examined empirical materials, the ethnic 

minority group was portrayed as the epitome of disorder: Roma were seen as wreaking havoc 

and threatening British public order with their unacceptable behaviour. The ethnic minority 

appeared more frequently in relation to Romanians than to Bulgarians. The Roma were 

portrayed as a (European) problem, rather than a (European) minority and their alleged 

inability and unwillingness to integrate and behave in a civil way, were discussed within the 

contexts of Britain, as well as Bulgaria and Romania.  

A special report in the Sunday Telegraph investigates the notorious case with Romanian 

Roma beggars in Park Lane, in London’s wealthy area Mayfair. The newspaper had sent two 

investigative journalists to Romania to inquire why the costly evictions are not yielding the 

desired results, i.e. why Roma beggars continue to return to London to beg. The text portrays 

a grim picture of the living conditions in Lisa, village 90 miles from Bucharest, where one of 

the evicted families lives in “near-abject poverty”, where “children and dogs play in the 

streets and horses pulling carts trundle up and down” (Mendick and Duffin 2013: 2,3). The 

nearly 2000-word special report builds on numerous interviews with deported Roma beggars, 

as well as with representatives of London’s local authorities who unanimously narrate the 

situation as a crisis and a matter of political and public urgency. The edition quotes Nickie 

Aiken, the council’s cabinet member for community protection, saying that Britain is far too 

lenient when it comes to aggressive begging and sleeping rough: 
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Until people suspected of entering the country to beg are stopped at the border, the 

council will forever be playing this hide-and- seek game around central London and 

using taxpayers’ money to clean up the mess. (...) As a local authority, we do what we 

can to disrupt rough sleeping camps and to make life difficult for those who beg and 

commit low-level crime, but businesses and residents are utterly fed up with it 

(Mendick and Duffin 2013: 2,3).  

Daily Mail columnist Richard Littlejohn lends support to this line of thinking from the 

platform of his column for the national tabloid by suggesting that there is no public benefit, 

whatsoever, stemming from Roma migrations: “far from bringing vital skills, the Park Lane 

squatters have been linked to pick-pocketing, aggressive begging and scamming tourists” 

(Littlejohn 2013: no page).  

The negative portrayal of the Roma was indicative not only of the fear that is provoked by 

their behaviour, but also of the very low levels of tolerance towards it. Such perceptions were 

further enhanced by assertions that Roma’s lifestyle has a damaging impact on the everyday 

functioning of cities since the everyday management of immigration is placed on local 

authorities. The latter need to handle matters of irregular employment, public offences and 

general nuisance (Matras 2000: 4), as well as to cope with any tensions that emerge. The 

analysis demonstrates that a securitised portrayal makes use of assorted evidence to 

emphasise Roma’s unruly and disorderly behaviour. Such evidence included, for example, 

official statements and comments from front-line bureaucrats, local councils, law 

enforcement agencies and members of the public.  

In a news story, days before the final work restrictions for Bulgarian and Romanian nationals 

were to be waived, the Daily Mail reports on some of the concerns expressed by local city 

councils, as well as residents in Manchester:  

Manchester City Council highlighted concerns over its Roma community, saying 

there were high rates of truancy and teenage pregnancy. Residents also complained 

that Roma households appeared to enjoy a comfortable lifestyle without appearing to 

work (Petre and Walters 2013: no page).  

The motives for Roma’s mobility are consistently narrated as threatening, dishonest and 

undesirable. News language leaves little doubt that since they cannot fit within the definitions 

of either labour migrants, or asylum seekers, the only legitimate thing that the Roma could 

do, is in fact crime. A Daily Mail crime investigation story (03.10.13) with the headline 
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“Roma gangs use no-frills flights for crime sprees” reveals the various tactics that Roma 

criminals use to steal, deceive and empty the bank accounts of unsuspecting Britons: 

Thieves, credit card fraudsters and pickpockets buy cheap tickets to fly in and out in 

just a few hours. As a result, police are almost powerless to identify those responsible 

(Greenwood 2013: no page).  

In September 2013, the Daily Mail ran a news story about homeless Eastern Europeans 

camping at the Imperial War Museum. Even though the article is vague in terms of attaching 

ethnic labels, it refers to the people whose behaviour is deemed unacceptable as “homeless”, 

and “rough sleepers”. They are also blamed for violating the sanctity of the memorial by 

treating it as a homeless shelter:  

A gang of homeless East Europeans has begun sleeping rough just yards from the 

museum’s entrance, leaving behind a grim collection of used condoms, beer cans and 

cigarette butts. Each evening, they bed down in sleeping bags in the museum’s 

Tibetan peace garden, with some drinking heavily and even smoking crack cocaine 

(Sears 2013: no page).  

Further, the Daily Mail states that it would be hypocritical for Bulgarians and Romanians to 

complain about being discriminated against in Britain whilst blatantly mistreating their Roma 

minorities: 

But if they want to talk discrimination, perhaps we should shine a torch on the brutal 

treatment they inflict upon the Roma themselves, who make up nearly 10 per cent of 

their own benighted population (Pendlebury 2006: 36).  

A Sun’s opinion column (30.12.13) explicitly securitises the possibility of a Roma exodus by 

warning that “Roma are unpopular wherever they settle, even in Romania” (Kavanagh 2013: 

8). The tabloid emphasises the disorderly and uncivilised behaviour of the Roma and further 

argues that Eastern European countries have every incentive to “encourage their Roma to go 

elsewhere” and would see their EU accession as an opportunity to get rid of them (Ibid). 

Thus, the textual othering of the Roma can no longer be seen strictly through a culturalist 

lens, but also gains a political purchase as Bulgaria and Romania are narrated as unable and 

unwilling to control the Roma problem. In a news article from the same tabloid, the Roma are 

textually constructed as a particularly difficult case because “they have no intention to aspire 

to integration or would find it difficult if they want to hold on to their traditional values” 
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(Phillips 2013: 44, 45). In this regard, the portrayal of the Roma in the examined corpus 

transcended the categories of victims and criminals and suggested instead that any 

discrimination the ethnic minority is experiencing, is justified and deserved.  

The Daily Mail chose to embed its anti-Roma sentiments within the trope of the abused 

British hospitality:  

We have welcomed a succession of immigrants over the years from Pakistan, Somalia 

and the Yemen. But the Roma are different. They are not interested in integrating with 

the rest of us and want to live in the same way as they did back home (Reid 2013: no 

page). 

One of the key stories discussed at length by both tabloid and broadsheet editions concerned 

the community tensions and even possible race riots in Sheffield, following the arrival of 

several Slovakian Roma families. The Times runs a lengthy news story about the complexity 

of the issue, building on comments of politicians such as David Blunkett, Nick Clegg, and 

Nigel Farage, as well as on interviews with local residents, concerned about their local 

community in Page Hall. Mr. Blunkett is quoted saying that “the arrival of Roma migrants 

could trigger riots if they did not change their behaviour and adhere to our standards” 

(Kenber 2013: 4,5). Similarly, in its comment section the Daily Mail quotes the former Home 

Secretary saying that “if the migrants did not change their culture, start sending their children 

to school and stop dumping rubbish, Britain’s streets could be scarred by riots” (Daily Mail 

comment 2013: no page).  

Further, the Times voices the concerns of local British-Pakistanis, who appear proactive in 

detecting and reporting offences committed by the Roma families. One of them, Kashmir 

Malik, 34, is said to have been active in organising neighbourhood patrols that collect 

photographs of antisocial behaviour to report to the respective authorities. The article 

portrays the local British-Pakistani community in Sheffield as civilised and law-abiding, thus 

establishing a sense of cultural proximity between them and the British self. Mr. Malik says 

that whilst the atmosphere of suspicion and discrimination is something he could relate to, 

there is an element of exceptionality to the Roma case:  

It’s probably like how people perceived us 50 to 60 years ago,’ but suggested that 

Roma men were collecting benefits that they gambled away at the local bookmakers, 

while Pakistanis ‘had to make our own path (Kenber 2013b: 4,5).  
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Events like the one in Sheffield point to complex and dynamic inter-ethnic relations, where a 

consensus over what constitutes a threat could consolidate and textually unite groups, which 

could be viewed in more antagonistic terms under different circumstances. There was a 

consensus amongst the editions that the freedom of movement principle should not be applied 

to the Roma because they are most likely to take advantage of it for all the wrong reasons. 

News outlets from across the political spectrum suggest that subjecting the Roma to a 

differential treatment based on their uncivil and unacceptable behaviour would be in the 

public interest. Euroscepticism manifests across the editions as claims that the freedom of 

movement is de facto an i) unqualified and unconditional right, which cannot be challenged 

by national governments, and that ii) it will result in imminent and uncontrollable influx of 

Roma criminals. The Roma minority was portrayed as a threat to public order not only in 

Britain, but also in Germany.  

The Daily Mail runs a news story (06.02.13) claiming that in Germany, according to the 

police “Romanian gangs send children out each morning with instructions to steal. And in 

Munster new arrivals from Romania and Bulgaria last year formed a tent city alongside a 

canal” (Gladdis 2013: no page).  

An article from the Telegraph (29.09.13) titled “How we are powerless to stop the carousel of 

career beggars”, argues that taxpayers’ money has been wasted in the futile attempts of local 

councils and police enforcement forces to arrest and deport “jobless Roma” for causing 

havoc. The piece emphasises their behaviour negatively impacts ordinary people’s everyday 

lives and prevents them from having access to safe and clean public spaces. The edition 

explicitly blamed “European laws” for legally enabling the Roma to return and “camp out on 

our streets” (Duffin and Mendick 2013: 10, 11).  

Sketch Engine concordance analyses for “Roma” and “Gypsy” indicated that Romanian 

Roma appear more frequently in comparison with Bulgarian Roma. Although academic 

accounts have highlighted an element of conflation between Romanian and Roma (see here 

Fox et al 2012, Vicol and Allen 2014), the examined empirical materials displayed a 

tendency to differentiate between the two.  

In an opinion column from the Daily Mail (28.12.06), the author paints a grim picture of the 

winter landscape in Bucharest, whilst simultaneously evoking the contradictory emotions of 

sympathy and fear: “it is a tough life in a ‘homeland’ where the Roma are widely despised 

and accused of innate criminality by most of the Caucasian majority” (Pendlebury 2006: 36). 
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Within a single sentence, the columnist has managed to i) deterritorialise (referring to their 

homeland in inverted commas), ii) racialise (excluding them from the white Caucasian 

majority, emphasising their ‘innate criminality’) and iii) securitise (conveying a sense of 

threat stemming from the realisation that there is nothing preventing the Roma from leaving 

en masse) the entire community.  

On New Year’s Day 2014, a political commentary in the Guardian critically assesses the 

possible impact of the waived work restrictions for Bulgarian and Romanian nationals on the 

overall job security of British workers. One particular aspect of the analysis is that the newly 

liberalised labour market regulations would make it more challenging to filter out the Roma, 

who show neither interest, nor intention to work. The newspaper is quoting Philippa Roe 

from Westminster city council who blamed Roma in central London for causing “a massive 

amount of disruption and low-level crime, including defecating on doorsteps” (Syal 2014: no 

page). Further, she draws an explicit line which discursively separates ‘good’ Bulgarians and 

Romanians from the ‘bad’ Roma:  

I know the vast majority of Romanians and Bulgarians planning to come to the UK 

are planning to work and contribute to society here,’ she said. ‘But I think the fear that 

everybody faces is those that come to Britain and either fail to find jobs and therefore 

fall back on our welfare system, or those who deliberately come here to pickpocket 

and aggressively beg (Syal 2014: no page).  

Further, Ms Roe becomes more explicit by arguing that the real problem with public disorder 

lies with the Roma: 

We have seen in the past 18 months particularly the Roma in central London causing 

a massive amount of disruption and low-level crime which has made a very negative 

impact on our communities. It’s this minority one is really concerned about, but it is 

this minority that has this really big impact (Syal 2014: no page).  

In another Daily Mail investigation published on New Year’s Day 2014, the national tabloid 

refers to an interview conducted with Daniel Teau - the president of the Federation of 

Romanian associations in Europe, who claimed that up to 50, 000 Roma a month are bound 

to travel westwards for the sole purpose of claiming benefits. He suggests that sending 

Romanian police officers to Western Europe is a good strategy to “prevent the crimes of the 

Roma gangs who are already in these countries, or those who will travel there” (Martin 2014: 

no page).  
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Bulgaria and Romania’s bid to join the European Union has certainly acted as a strong 

incentive to widen the social gap between the majority populations and the Roma. The 

Telegraph runs a story on its news pages, in which their correspondent in Romania explores 

whether Britain is likely to be “flooded” by a new wave of economic migrants. Similarly, the 

Telegraph focuses on students and young professionals, who either express their preferences 

for working abroad based on a rational cost-benefit analysis or appear reluctant to leave their 

homeland because the Romanian economy is showing signs of improvement and it will need 

its talented and educated citizens. However, when the Roma come up, the tone of the 

narrative changed: 

What lies behind some of the fears expressed in Britain about an influx of Romanians 

after December is the often-unspoken assumption that for Romanians read Roma. And 

the Roma travellers, who camped out around Marble Arch in central London during 

the Olympics last summer, gave such migrants a very bad name indeed. Police 

reported a marked upturn in street crime as a result of their presence. But Dana's 

casual attitude to coming to Britain makes clear that relaxing work permit restrictions 

will make no difference to many in this community because they operate outside any 

law (Stanford 2013: 31).  

This line of logic is sustained by a story in the Sunday Times titled “Don’t panic!” (Grimston 

2013: 18), which argues that efforts to deter Bulgarian and Romanian nationals are not 

working and whilst their economies are stagnant and living and working conditions are grim, 

the real problem lies with the Roma:  

For those worried about east European immigration, the problem does not come from 

educated young Romanians. (...) It is to be glimpsed on the streets of Sheffield (...) 

home to many from the impoverished Roma community (Grimston 2013: 18). 

The Roma were securitised as a threat not only to the wealthier, core member states but also 

to their alleged home countries, due to their alleged innate criminality. The undisputedly 

negative textual portrayal of the Roma established a sense of textual and cultural proximity 

between Bulgarians and Romanians on the one hand, and Britons on the other by virtue of 

their shared dislike of the Roma.  

A commentary from the Guardian’s Home pages, titled “Is this really how you see us? As 

beggars and thieves?” (Henley 2013: 1) focuses on interviews with young, well-educated and 

aspiring professionals and entrepreneurs from Bucharest and Sofia. Some have UK degrees, 
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others work for global IT companies and are contemplating relocating to London because 

they’d like new professional challenges and an exposure to a different work culture. This 

wide range of narratives seeks to reveal another facet of the Balkans: clean, civilised, 

ambitious and highly educated, sending the message that some Bulgarians and Romanians 

move because they have the right cultural capital, not because of moral and economic 

poverty. The text goes on to express the concerns of a couple of Bucharest students regarding 

conflations of Romanian and Roma in European public discourses:  

Like many here, Marius Todea and Cristina Matache from Bucharest's Saint Sava 

high school, who hope to study at British universities next year, are eager to draw a 

distinction. "It's partly our fault; we've failed to integrate the Roma community," says 

Todea. "I'm not prejudiced; they have their way of life. Some do go abroad and do 

unpleasant things. But people abroad should not confuse Roma and Romanians 

(Henley 2013: 1).  

The Roma were portrayed as bad migrants and as failed citizens. The examined empirical 

materials revealed that it was not only the British that associated the Roma with criminal and 

anti-social behaviour – Bulgarians and Romanians did too. Whilst crime appears to be a 

steady characteristic of the group, it operates along two distinct axes. The first one is linking 

their alleged nomadism with criminality. This is to say, as migrants, they prefer short-term 

itineraries and often seek income rather than employment, which opens possibility to 

associate them with petty crime, aggressive begging, pickpocketing and benefit fraud. The 

second axis establishes them as failed citizens by emphasising the difference between 

‘domicile’ and ‘integration’. It suggests that even though the Roma have settled in southeast 

Europe centuries ago, they have never succeeded in integrating into their host societies. Here 

integration has a cultural aspect, but it also refers to economic contributions, i.e. tax revenue.   

 

British public order as a referent object 

Following from the conducted thematic analysis, the chapter seeks to put forward the 

argument that British public order could be conceptualised as a distinct referent object. 

Within the transnational vagabonds core theme, the British self and the Bulgarian/Romanian 

other were established in more clear-cut antagonistic terms, indicating that the threat 

Bulgarians and Romanians pose to societal security is not merely physical but also normative 

and as such it reflects a level of civilizational incompatibility. The analysis of the corpus 
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revealed that unacceptable, deviant behaviour was marked by backwardness and primitivism, 

violence and cruelty. News coverage related to crime and anti-social behaviour was heavily 

reliant on negative categorical assumptions about Bulgarians and Romanians, but also about 

their home countries. Such portrayal suggested that they are perceived as lacking both value 

and values.  

The analysis revealed the importance of behaviour as a marker of civility and Europeanness – 

ideas and narratives about what constitutes acceptable and deviant behaviour were of crucial 

importance for the construction of self and other within the core theme of transnational 

vagabonds. Such an emphasis on behaviour could contribute to a more in-depth 

understanding of identity with regard to both securitisation and Balkanism because it points 

to an added political purchase to what has been viewed as a predominantly culturalist 

argument.  

Public order emerged as an essential, non-negotiable component of the identity of the British 

self and reflected ideas of the British self’s self-conceptualisation as law-abiding and 

generally non-interfering with others’ wellbeing and safety. Bulgarians and Romanians’ 

alleged uncivilised, corrupt and disorderly behaviour has been securitised as a threat to 

British public order. Such unacceptable and intolerable behaviours were portrayed as 

obstructing the British self’s peaceful everyday existence and right of enjoyment of public 

spaces, such as parks and museums, by literally and metaphorically contaminating it.  

Delineating public order as a distinct referent object is made possible by exploring an 

intersection between societal security and Balkanism. Whilst the Copenhagen School does 

not dedicate special analytical attention to the threatening qualities of behaviour per se, their 

1993 seminal work explicitly recognises that competing identities and ‘both inward and 

outward migration are articulated as the main threats within the societal sector itself’ (Wæver 

et al 1993: 43). Further, they argue that the relative cultural proximity of identities does not 

preclude them from being perceived as threatening one another in various aspects (Ibid). 

Balkanism is more explicit and elaborate in terms of demarcating the rational, civilised and 

orderly European self from the irrational, uncivilised and disorderly (Balkan) other by 

emphasising the cultural distance between them (Ibid). Balkanism indicates that discourse 

production about the region and peoples of southeast Europe is embedded within a broader 

historical and political discourse of deviant behaviour. This discourse is to be traced back to 
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the late 19th - early 20th century when the Balkans were discovered, imagined and classified 

as the European internal other (Todorova 2009).  

The analysis of the corpus indicated certain continuity of the Balkanism discourse. One 

particularly telling example from Imagining the Balkans in this regard is an early 20th 

century account, written by H.N. Brailsford, who was active in the British Relief Fund after 

the suppression of the 1903 revolt in Macedonia, and who unequivocally expresses his belief 

in a fundamental difference between the moral standards of London and those in the Balkans: 

I have tried, so far as a European can, to judge both Christians and Turks as tolerantly 

as possible, remembering the divergence which exists between the standards of the 

Balkans and of Europe. In a land where the peasant ploughs with a rifle on his back, 

where the rulers govern by virtue of their ability to massacre upon occasion, where 

Christian bishops are commonly supposed to organise political murders, life has but a 

relative value, and assassination no more than a relative guilt. There is little to choose 

in bloody-mindedness between any of the Balkan races—they are all what centuries 

of Asiatic rule have made them (see quoted in Todorova 2009: 118).  

News stories about propensity to crime, violence and antisocial behaviour lent support to the 

argument that “violence is a stable characteristic attributed to the Balkans” (Todorova 2009: 

122). Bulgarians and Romanians have been textually constructed as backward, violent and 

without respect for law and order, which essentially places the Balkans in a lower 

civilizational category vis-a-vis “Europe proper” (Todorova 2009: 184 but see also Wæver in 

der Dussen and Wilson (ed) 1995). The focus on their criminal behaviour stripped away the 

ambiguity which defined Bulgarians and Romanians in previous core and subthemes, and 

instead, established itself as a fixed pejorative identity. As Todorova argues, “it is always 

with a reference to the East that Balkan cruelty is referred to” (Ibid: 118). A symbiosis 

between both components of the theoretical framework is analytically useful in 

demonstrating how behaviour is an integral part of identity and that assumed and prescribed 

behaviours are important for the textual construction of threats and vulnerabilities.  

 

Conclusion  

This chapter explored the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to crime 

and anti-social behaviour. The main argument it sought to make was that by emphasising the 

unacceptable and deviant behaviour of Bulgarians and Romanians, the examined newspapers 
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portrayed them as a threat to the British public order. This has been captured by the core 

theme transnational vagabonds, as well as the three subthemes, which defined the structure of 

the chapter: uncivilised, corrupt, disorderly. Based on the conducted analysis, the chapter put 

forward the argument that British public order can be understood as a distinct referent object. 

The analysis suggested that the explicit focus on deviant behaviour contributes to a more in-

depth understanding of identity with regard to both securitisation and Balkanism. 

The conducted analysis demonstrated that within this theme the British self and the 

Bulgarian/Romanian other were presented in more clear-cut antagonistic terms than in 

previous themes, such as imminent immigrants and stealing jobs. Such antagonistic 

relationship between self and other did not leave any space for the other to redeem itself by 

virtue of, say, strong work ethic. The British self was established as cultured, civilised, and 

orderly, whereas the Bulgarian/Romanian other was textually portrayed as uncultured, 

uncivilised and disorderly. The analysis revealed acts and behaviours that critically illuminate 

the relation between collective (in)security and the concept of legal (dis)order. The notion of 

deviance has embedded the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within the broader rubric 

of Balkanism but has also revealed itself as a condition for the securitisation of Balkanism. In 

other words, the analysis has demonstrated that the deviant behaviours that have been 

historically attributed to the Balkans have gained an added contemporary political purchase 

due to the dangerous proximity created by the Eastern EU Enlargement.  

However, there were also clearly identifiable nuances and comparisons within the examined 

corpus. The analysis revealed that the otherness of Bulgarians and Romanians is far from 

being absolute. Whilst they were articulated as less desirable than other Central and Eastern 

Europeans, such as Poles, they were also constructed as more desirable and by extension, 

more European than the Roma minority.  

 

 

Chapter 8: Conclusion and Discussion  
 

Research questions and relevance of the study 

The aim of this chapter is twofold. First, it reiterates the research questions that have 

informed the thesis and reaffirms their importance to the relevant literatures. The thesis seeks 
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to contribute to the multidisciplinary scholarships of intra-EU mobilities and the 

securitisation of migration, as well as to the emerging literature on securitisation and media. 

The chapter also provides an overview of the research design of the thesis and its main 

analytical findings. Second, the chapter will critically discuss the strengths and limitations of 

the thesis and will suggest some directions for future research.   

The thesis has sought to answer two research questions: i) why have Bulgarians and 

Romanians gained prominence in British print media and ii) how can the securitisation 

approach further our understanding of textual representations of intra-EU mobilities. The 

analytical importance of these questions was based on the premise that the process of Eastern 

EU Enlargement has created political and economic interdependencies, which have revived 

historical and political debates over who and what is European, and conversely who and what 

is not. Whilst the Eastern EU Enlargement was made possible by a shared European identity 

– geographically, historically and culturally (Rumelili 2004, Moravczik and Vachudova 

2003, inter alia), notions that Eastern Europe is not European enough were also gaining 

traction (Favell 2009, Favell and Nebe 2009, Kopstein 2009, Asmus 2008). Thus, the Eastern 

Enlargement of the EU appears to have revived political, historical and cultural frictions 

between its western and eastern halves.  

Since 2004 there have been three enlargement rounds which included a total of thirteen 

countries, eleven of which post-communist. In 2004 Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 

Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia joined the EU. Three 

years later, in 2007, Bulgaria and Romania acceded amidst political and societal anxieties 

over the larger than expected influx of workers from the 2004 accession round. Partly 

because of this and partly because of concerns over political corruption and incomplete 

judicial reforms, Bulgaria and Romania were subjected to transitional measures. The United 

Kingdom applied these measures for the legal maximum of seven years. In practice, these 

restrictions meant that Bulgarian and Romanian nationals had conditional access to the 

British labour market, which differentiated them from workers from the 2004 accession 

countries, whose labour mobility had been unrestricted. In 2013, Croatia joined the EU.  

The political and societal prominence of intra-EU mobility following the three rounds of 

Eastern Enlargement of the EU has manifested, albeit at times implicitly, in the convenient 

embeddedness of the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians within a broader (anti) Eastern 

European rubric, which overlooks important aspects of the distinctiveness of the empirical 
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case at hand. This research has put forward the proposition that studying Eastern Europeans 

en masse has important limitations as such a strategy risks perpetuating essentialist 

perceptions of Eastern Europe. By operationalising key components of the conceptual 

framework, this research was able to reveal important specificities with regard to the 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians, thus contributing to a more differentiated account of 

post-communist Eastern Europe. 

It is within this context that the research questions were positioned. In order to answer the 

two research questions, the thesis sought to employ the securitisation approach, as advanced 

by the Copenhagen School. Through a critical literature review, the thesis has demonstrated 

that the securitisation approach has been underused in the study of the phenomenon of intra-

EU mobilities, despite its potential analytical benefits. The analysis has demonstrated that the 

textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians in British print media has been securitised and 

that the securitisation approach can further our understanding of media portrayal of intra-EU 

migrations by focusing on articulations of dangerous and undesirable developments which 

threaten specific referent objects.  

The thesis showed that Bulgarians and Romanians have gained prominence in British print 

media because their ability to exercise the freedom of movement principle, to obtain 

employment and to access welfare and public services, has been securitised against the 

backdrop of negative categorical assumptions about Bulgarians and Romanians, as well as 

their home countries. The conducted analysis demonstrated that Bulgarians and Romanians 

were portrayed simultaneously as being European, yet aspiring to be proper Europeans, thus 

reaffirming the potency of the idea of Europe in the (re)imagining, (re)shaping, and 

(un)making of Europeanness (Wæver 1995, 1996, 1998, Todorova 2009). It is worth noting, 

however, that it was not always clear what constituted the essence of the idea of Europe, and 

by extension who and what should be regarded as European. Whilst it was clear enough that 

the notion of Europeanness was significant in and of itself, it was less clear how and to whom 

it was to be applied. Throughout the analysis, there was a clear demarcation between 

Bulgarians and Romanians, the UK, and the EU. Whilst Bulgarians and Romanians were 

portrayed as not good enough for the EU, the UK was seen as being too good for the EU. 

The study also discovered that Bulgarians and Romanians have been othered in British print 

media, which has important implications for them as the other, but also for the British self. It 

is worth noting, however, that this othering has not been invariant as it unfolded differently 
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across the four empirical chapters. The examined newspapers emphasised scale and pace of 

intra-EU mobilities and contributed to a portrayal of the British self as tired and confused 

across all four core themes. The hospitality and generosity of the British self were narrated as 

abused. The British self was seen as not being in full control of its border, labour and welfare 

policies, which were narrated as being effectively overridden by EU policies and 

opportunistic and unscrupulous Eastern European migrants.  

Further, the conducted analysis has revealed a comparative layer within the examined corpus. 

Thus, the empirical chapters have explored the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and 

Romanians vis-à-vis the 2004 cohort, non-EU migrants, as well as ethnic minorities (BAME 

communities and Roma people). The analysis was also able to provide some comparison 

within the 2007 cohort, i.e. to compare the portrayal of Bulgarians vis-à-vis the portrayal of 

Romanians. By revealing this comparative layer of analysis, the thesis hopes to contribute to 

the literature on the securitisation of migration, which so far has not accounted in sufficient 

detail for the heterogeneous nature of migration flows (see here Huysmans 2006, Bigo 2000, 

2002, Ibrahim 2005, inter alia).  

 

Research design and main analytical findings  

This research has focused on the years 2006 and 2013, hereby understood as years of 

transition (Balch and Balabanova 2014). The year 2006 was the year before Bulgaria and 

Romania were scheduled to join the European Union, and two years after the largest so far 

round of Eastern Enlargement when ten countries joined the EU, eight of which post-

communist. Politically, 2006 was marked by New Labour’s managed migration approach and 

the political will to depoliticise migration by emphasising its economic utility. 2013 was the 

year before the so-called transitional measures were to be waived, thus formally marking the 

end of Bulgaria and Romania’s conditional EU membership. In 2013, the political 

circumstances were characterised by the attempts of the Coalition government (Conservatives 

and Liberal Democrats) to reduce net migration to the tens of thousands, the rising influence 

of the UK Independence Party (UKIP) further steering migration debates to the right, and the 

realities of slow and unequal economic recovery following the 2008 financial crisis. 

Moreover, in 2013 then Prime Minister David Cameron promised to hold a referendum on 

the future relationship between the UK and the EU.  
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The research is conceptually driven, and the second chapter sought to develop a theoretical 

framework for analysis based on the work of the Copenhagen School on securitisation. The 

chapter began by locating the work of the Copenhagen School within the epistemological 

tradition of social constructivism and proceeded by critically engaging with the securitisation 

scholarship, drawing particular attention to the role of identity as a main unit of analysis, to 

securitising actors, and to the underlying condition of exceptionality. In order to 

operationalise securitisation for the analytical aims of the thesis, the theoretical framework 

chapter introduced the second component of the theoretical framework – Maria Todorova’s 

work on Balkanism. Bearing in mind the robust critique of the ahistorical nature of 

securitisation (Stritzel 2007, Balzacq 2005), the thesis sought to add a relevant historical 

context to securitisation in order to be able to successfully answer the research questions. In 

terms of method and data, the thesis employed a combination of quantitative and qualitative 

methods.  

The quantitative component was comprised by two software packages: Sketch Engine and 

NVivo 10, which mapped out the content of the corpus and facilitated the establishment of 

the main themes. The qualitative component employed was thematic analysis, which allowed 

for an in-depth analysis of the corpus. Thematic analysis was selected due to its flexibility as 

a method: it can work well within positivist and constructivist analytical paradigms (Braun 

and Clarke 2006). This was deemed advantageous considering that both components of the 

theoretical framework – securitisation and Balkanism, are on the rudimentary side of social 

constructivism. Four core themes were identified: i) imminent immigrants, ii) social raiders, 

iii) stealing jobs, and iv) transnational vagabonds, which formed the bases of the four 

empirical chapters.  

The first empirical chapter, imminent immigrants, has explored the textual portrayal of 

Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to mobility and their exercise of the free movement 

principle. The chapter argued that Bulgarians and Romanians’ exercise of the principle of 

free movement has been securitised as threatening the ability of the British state to exercise 

effective control over population dynamics. The chapter develops this argument throughout 

the six sub-themes: 1) the soft and the tough, 2) the media campaigns of 2006 and 2013, 3) 

Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they can, 4) Bulgarians and Romanians will 

come because they want to, 5) Bulgarians and Romanians will come because they are worse 

(off) than the Poles, 6) the imminent Roma exodus. Within the core theme of imminent 

immigrants, the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians was marked by ambiguity, 
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rather than a clear-cut distinction between self and other. Whilst their mobility per se was 

presented as undesirable, it was presented as less desirable compared with the mobility of the 

2004 cohort (mostly represented by the Poles), but more desirable compared with the Roma 

migrations from Bulgaria and Romania. When the focus of the story was on non-EU migrants 

(legal or irregular), Bulgarian and Romanian nationals tended to be portrayed as more 

desirable due to their relative cultural proximity to the British self. The analysis pointed to a 

fluid and fractured category of otherness, which fluctuated depending on the political and 

policy objectives of the British self. In fact, within this chapter the British self gained extra 

prominence. This was reflected in the first subtheme, “the soft and tough”, which focused on 

how the two main political parties – Labour and Conservatives, were portrayed in the 

examined corpus. The analysis revealed that despite its economically-driven, pragmatic 

approach to migration, New Labour was unequivocally seen as being too soft as well as 

incompetent on matters of immigration. Conversely, the Conservatives were portrayed as 

tougher and more willing to control population dynamics. Based on the conducted analysis, 

the chapter argued that British sovereignty is a distinct referent object at the intersection of 

political and societal security.  

The second empirical chapter, social raiders, explored how Bulgarians and Romanians were 

portrayed with regard to their access and use of welfare and public services. The main 

argument the chapter sought to make was that Bulgarians and Romanians’ actual and 

potential access and use of various welfare provisions has been securitised as an attack on the 

British welfare system, the latter being understood as a distinct referent object. This referent 

object was narrated as being particularly vulnerable as well as valuable to the British self. 

The analysis within this chapter revealed that Bulgarians and Romanians, as well as the EU, 

were narrated in antagonistic terms to the British self. Thus, the othering of Bulgarians and 

Romanians was more prominent than it was in the first chapter. Still, they were presented as 

less threatening than members of the Roma minority, who were portrayed as the ultimate 

social raiders. Further to this point, the examined newspapers sought to draw distinctions 

between the ethnic majority of Bulgarians and Romanians and the Roma minority, thus 

indicating a sense of cultural proximity between the Bulgarian/Romanian other and the 

British self.  

The third empirical chapter focused on the textual representation of Bulgarian and Romanian 

nationals with regard to work and labour market integration. The chapter, titled stealing jobs, 

sought to argue that the relatively high employability and alleged strong work ethic of 
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Bulgarian and Romanian nationals were securitised as an abuse of the principle of free 

movement of people. Even though these qualities are not negative in and of themselves, they 

were narrated as threatening to the British labour market. Following the conducted analysis, it 

was argued that the British labour market can be understood as a distinct referent object at the 

intersection between economic, political and societal security. Within this chapter, the textual 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians was marked by ambiguity. On the one hand, they 

were seen to be desperate to emigrate to Britain, ready to cheat the system by circumventing 

official labour policies and regulations and claiming bogus self-employment status. Bulgarian 

and Romanian workers were blamed for issues of precarious and exploitative employment 

practices, as well as for structural issues with the (un)employment of BAMEs.  

On the other hand, the examined empirical materials highlighted a sense of cultural proximity 

between Bulgarians and Romanians and the British workers by a shared value of good work 

ethic. The British self, however, appeared rather fragmented within this chapter. The analysis 

revealed concerns about the poor work ethic of (white) work-shy British workers, whilst also 

indicating that BAME workers fail to compete with Bulgarian and Romanian workers. 

Bulgarian and Romanian workers were narrated as a threat to the employment opportunities 

of BAMEs and the former were portrayed as more desirable. Whilst there were no references 

in the examined corpus that pointed to the need of Bulgarian and Romanian workers to 

integrate within the multicultural British society, BAME communities were referred to as 

“the enemy within”, referring to their disproportionately high levels of unemployment, 

alleged inability to integrate within British society, and the risk of home-grown terrorism. 

Finally, it is worth noting that the Roma minority was absent from the “stealing jobs” theme 

and there were no references in the examined corpus to the strong work ethic or 

employability of Roma workers.  

The fourth and last empirical chapter, transnational vagabonds, focused on the portrayal of 

Bulgarians and Romanians with regard to crime and anti-social behaviour. The main 

argument that the chapter sought to put forward, was that by emphasising the unacceptable 

and deviant behaviour of Bulgarians and Romanians, the examined newspapers portrayed 

them as a threat to the British public order. Following from the analysis, British public order 

emerged as a distinct referent object within the intersection of societal security and 

Balkanism. The conducted analysis demonstrated that within this theme the British self and 

the Bulgarian/Romanian other were presented in more clear-cut antagonistic terms in 

comparison with previous themes. Whilst Bulgarians and Romanians were portrayed as 
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uncultured, uncivilised and disorderly, with a strong emphasis being placed on their 

unacceptable and deviant behaviours, the British self was portrayed as cultured, civilised and 

orderly, with impeccable behaviour and a healthy respect for the law.  

This othering, however explicit, was not unconditional. There was a comparative layer of the 

analysis which focused on the differences between Bulgarians and Romanians, between 

Bulgarians/Romanians and the Roma minority, and between the 2004 and 2007 cohorts, i.e. 

Poland and the other nine countries that joined the EU in 2004, and Bulgaria and Romania 

who acceded in 2007. In this respect, the analysis revealed that Romanians were more 

frequently associated with crime than Bulgarians, but also that the two groups were 

associated with different types of crime. Whilst Bulgarians appeared predominantly 

associated with political corruption and organised crime, Romanians were linked to petty 

crime, ATM fraud and credit card theft. Further, Bulgarian and Romanian nationals were 

portrayed as more deviant and less desirable compared with Polish nationals, however, the 

former were also seen as more desirable and by extension, more European when compared 

with the Roma minority. 

 

Strengths of the study  

Securitisation and media 

The thesis was able to demonstrate the analytical benefits of employing the securitisation 

approach to study textual representations of intra-EU mobilities, even though the 

securitisation approach does not explicitly task itself with such analyses. The Copenhagen 

School views media as important for the process of securitisation but does not see it as an 

active actor of securitisation. Instead, the scholars argue, the analyst should focus on the 

process of securitisation (Buzan et al 1998: 32). The thesis has sought to demonstrate that 

securitisation is a communicative process, in which journalists and columnists actively 

(re)shape migration debates, alongside representatives of political, military, economic or 

intellectual elites. According to the Copenhagen School, it is only the latter group of experts 

and professionals who possess the necessary power and authority to be securitising actors. In 

demonstrating the analytical utility of the securitisation approach for the textual 

representation of intra-EU mobilities, the thesis hopes to contribute to an emerging body of 

literature that focuses on the relationship between securitisation and media (see here Vultee 

2010, Watson 2012, Schäfer et al 2016, Baele et al 2017, to name a few).  
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Further, studying the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians in British print media 

indicated the possibility to re-think what constitutes a referent object. Buzan et al (1998: 103) 

argue that despite the analytical dominance of the nation state, the nature of threats and 

vulnerabilities should not be taken for granted because it will depend upon the referent 

object. The thesis has put forward four distinct referent objects: British sovereignty, the 

British labour market, the British welfare system, and British public order. These emerged as 

important empirical findings and reaffirmed the importance of identity and sovereignty as the 

two main referent objects outlined by the Copenhagen School. However, they also indicated 

that a more intersectional and contextual understanding of a referent object has analytical 

benefits. For example, examining British sovereignty as a distinct referent object, which sits 

at the intersection between political and societal security, provided a more contextual and in-

depth understanding of what has been articulated as a threatening development in terms of 

mobility and border control policies, and what has been articulated as a specific vulnerability.  

Related to this point, the rethinking of the scale and substance of referent objects had a 

positive impact on the ability of the analysis to capture the textual constructions of self and 

other. The relationship between the British self and the Bulgarian/Romanian other was 

positive with regard to shared strong work ethic or when Bulgarians and Romanians were 

discussed vis-à-vis non-EU migrants, BAME communities and the Roma people. The same 

relationship was presented in more antagonistic terms with regard to unfair labour market 

competition, unlawful access to welfare and public services, abusing the free movement 

principle, offensive and criminal behaviour.  

 

Securitising Balkanism 

Bulgarians and Romanians have gained prominence in British print media because their 

ability to exercise the freedom of movement principle, to obtain employment and to access 

welfare and public services, has been securitised against the backdrop of negative categorical 

assumptions about Bulgarians and Romanians, as well as their home countries. In this 

respect, the analysis has demonstrated the analytical benefits of the theoretical cross-

fertilisation between the securitisation approach and Balkanism. Despite being rooted within 

different disciplinary boundaries – international relations and history, respectively – the 
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approaches demonstrated analytical compatibility with each other. Further to this point, 

Balkanism has added analytical value to the securitisation approach and vice versa.  

First, both components of the theoretical framework have similar conceptualisations of 

identities. Securitisation and Balkanism are situated within the rudimentary end of social 

constructivism and both approaches emphasise the importance of identity for self-other 

relations. Buzan and Wæver (1997: 243), as well as Todorova (2009, chapter 5) postulate 

similarly to each other that identities are socially constructed but they also become 

entrenched and “stabilised in social practice.” Such an understanding was deemed 

advantageous for the purposes of the current research, which was interested in discourse 

production, rather than in discourse consumption or discourse contestation.  

Second, both approaches are characterised by critical Eurocentrism. Both Wæver (1990, 

1995, 1996) and Todorova (2009) have argued that the Balkans were more difficult to 

discover and accept as European proper, in comparison with their northeast neighbours. 

Wæver actively distinguishes between “anti-Europe” and “less Europe”, further suggesting 

that making sense of the dialectic relationship between self and other means the need to 

“allow for variability in conceptions of difference” (see quoted in Rumelili 2004: 33). 

However, Todorova has been more specific in delineating the physical, moral, cultural and 

political boundaries between the European self and the not-quite-European other by 

embedding the process of constructing these identities within relevant historical contexts.  

It is important to note that whilst the work of the Copenhagen School is Eurocentric to an 

extent, this Eurocentrism is not uncritical, and it appears embedded within broader questions 

about local and national developments and the role Europe, and the European Union are 

likely to play in a changing post-Cold War world. Such line of thinking is reflected in some 

of Ole Wæver’s individual publications (1990, 1992, 1995) where the (Western) European 

self is seen in a less monolithic and more reflexive perspective. This is evident from his 

critical discussions of the nature of the idea of Europe, which he views as a potent yet 

subjective amalgamation of historical and political agendas, as well as his analysis of post-

1989 Nordic nostalgia in the search of (new) political and regional identities. Further, the 

securitisation approach is neither prescriptive, nor restrictive in the sense that it is open to the 

possibility of including additional tools to maximise its analytical utility. Hence, the current 

research has opted to include Balkanism as the second component of the theoretical 

framework.  
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Second, and related to this point, Balkanism was able to compensate for some of the 

analytical deficiencies of securitisation, such as its ahistorical nature. The emphasis the 

securitisation approach puts on exceptionality could lead to a rather “snapshot” understanding 

of politics. By providing a much needed historical and regional context to the analysis, 

Balkanism contributed to a more contextual understanding of securitisation (see here Stritzel 

2007). An important implication of including a historical approach helped to uncover a 

mutually constitutive relationship between the ordinary and the exceptional, between 

continuity and discontinuity. This goes to suggest that these binaries are not necessarily 

mutually exclusive and that, in fact, utilising their symbiosis in a logical and systematic 

manner can be analytically productive. Securitisation will seem like the better choice only 

when it seems like the natural, common-sensical choice. 

Third, the theoretical cross-fertilisation of securitisation and Balkanism has contributed to the 

development of Balkanism. One of the key criticisms that Todorova (2009: 38, 39) raises is 

that the peoples of southeast Europe remained more or less passive recipients of their image 

from without. In other words, they were talked about but not necessarily talked to. The 

analysis has demonstrated that Bulgarians and Romanians had some say in their textual 

portrayal. Interviews with Bulgarian and Romanian nationals constituted an important part of 

the examined corpus, and in those interviews Bulgarians and Romanians would comment, 

agree, or disagree with the questions of the interviewer(s). The securitisation approach 

implies that the very notion of articulating something/someone as threatening indicates that 

the other possesses agency, which is capable of damaging the vulnerable self. Deploying the 

securitisation approach to study the portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians in British print 

media has revealed the ability of Bulgarians and Romanians to partake more actively in 

processes of discourse production that seek to define and represent them. Here, the strength 

of securitisation is that the approach offers the possibility to study the process of 

securitisation, whilst Todorova tends to prioritise those who produce knowledge over the 

process of knowledge production per se.  

 

Further to this point, the conducted analysis revealed that both sympathetic and hostile textual 

representations, as well as everything on that spectrum, remains a product of an internalised 

position of civilizational privilege. Balkanism emerged as a prominent approach to 

understand the Balkans as an internal other to the European self through historical and 

literary unimaginative descriptions of poverty, backwardness, and lawlessness, which leaves 
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a lasting sense of unease in the Western public imagination. Building on the numerous 

sources that Maria Todorova has employed in her work, including but not limited to, travel 

accounts, poetry, fiction, historiography, and autobiographies; this thesis has developed its 

understanding of text which has holistically guided the research design. Namely, that 

reporting begins with looking; the gaze through which textual representations shape 

discourses and make those discourses dominant, is in itself a manifestation of the privilege to 

inspect, police, and judge (Todorova 2009, see also Spurr 1993).  

 

 

Limitations of the study 

Whilst the conducted analysis demonstrated the analytical benefits of the securitisation 

approach for the study of textual representations of intra-EU mobilities, it also revealed a 

difficulty in the wholesome deployment of securitisation. This difficulty concerns speech 

acts. The thesis demonstrated that statements, such as ‘migrants are stealing British jobs’ do 

not have the same status as ‘I pronounce you husband and wife’. Whilst both statements are 

illocutionary, the essence of their performativity is different. The first statement pronounces a 

verdict and demands an intervention; it structures social realities in a different way compared 

with the second statement. Although speech acts constitute a key component of the 

securitisation approach, the thesis was unable to employ this component properly. A plausible 

reason for the occurrence of such a limitation is the focus on print media, where conventional 

speech acts, such as promises and verdicts are present, but their significance for the 

communicative process of securitisation is not necessarily self-evident.  

Despite the importance of speech acts for the process of securitisation, it is less apparent what 

constitutes a successful speech act, or where it is to be found; it is not self-evident how 

speech acts work, the main assumption is that they do. To be sure, the Copenhagen School 

(and Ole Wæver in particular) explicitly argue that securitisation is to be studied in discourse, 

however their conceptualisation of speech acts is not discursive. In trying to stay as close as 

possible to the original conceptualisation of speech acts, as advanced by Austin (1962), the 

securitisation approach paradoxically endorses a speaker-audience model, whilst rejecting it 

at the same time (Stritzel 2007). Given the fact that J. L. Austin’s work is within the 

disciplinary boundaries of the philosophy of language, there is no explicit conceptualisation 

of the political in his work. In other words, the thesis seeks to indicate the need for a more 
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discursive, intersubjective conceptualisation of speech acts; of post-Austinian speech acts 

which would work better within the analytical paradigm of securitisation.  

  

Suggestions for further research 

 Roma-phobia and Balkanism 

The empirical findings have raised the question of whether it makes sense to discuss Roma-

phobia as a distinct concept. Overall, Roma were portrayed negatively within the examined 

corpus: there were no articles that focused on the benefits of Roma mobility, despite the fact 

that this ethnic group is amongst the most mobile in Europe (Smith-Drakakis 2007). The 

analysis indicated that both the textual presence and absence of references to the Roma 

people were problematic. When present in the examined corpus, the Roma minority was 

unequivocally linked to criminal behaviour and welfare abuse. Roma people were not 

discussed at all with regard to work and labour market integration. It is also worth noting that 

sometimes British print media sought to differentiate between majority ethnic Bulgarians and 

Romanians and Roma people, whilst at other times it conflated Romanian and Roma (see 

here Fox et al 2012).  

It would be worth exploring what is the status of anti-Roma sentiments within the rubric of 

Balkanism. Whilst Balkanism focuses on intra and inter-ethnic relations within the southeast 

of Europe, it does not explicitly concern itself with the Roma, which poses questions as to 

whether the Roma people are seen as belonging to the Balkans or not. The thesis was not able 

to fully address such important questions, due to research objectives and research design, but 

the empirical findings indicated the need for future research in this direction.  

 

Securitisation and post-truth 

Another area for future research would be the relationship between securitisation and post-

truth discourses. This is, again, based on the empirical findings, which indicated that the 

examined corpus tended to dismiss and override evidence in order to advance a securitised 

understanding of a particular phenomenon. It was noticeable that newspapers mention 

evidence (government data and statistics, industry, think-tank and academic reports, etc.) but 

said evidence had little to no relevance to the news story/editorial piece. Whilst properly 

addressing this issue was beyond the scope and research objectives of this thesis, it emerged 

empirically as a possible venue for further research.  
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Comparative and non-Western research on media securitisation of migration   

The current research has focused on the textual portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians in 

British print media. It would be important, however, if this (or a similar) study is conducted 

in a different national and cultural context. For example, a comparative examination of the 

portrayal of Bulgarians and Romanians across several EU countries would be useful not only 

because it will advance a comparative understanding of the portrayal of Bulgarian and 

Romanian nationals in different EU media contexts, but also because it will highlight the 

analytical potency (or lack thereof) of securitisation. Whilst the thesis has briefly indicated 

that a security framing of migration phenomena has become increasingly prominent in non-

Western media contexts (Bekhit 2009, Karyotis 2012), the current research’s empirical 

findings remain embedded within the British context. It would be interesting to explore the 

impact and significance of securitised media rhetoric in non-Western and non-English-

speaking contexts.  

 

Racialisation and Securitisation 

Bechev (2013) has pointed out that the hostile media rhetoric against Bulgarians and 

Romanians is based on the premise that they are an easy target. He argues that stigmatising 

white Europeans in public debates is not openly condemned as racist and that such abusive 

language would not have been accepted if it were to target other more visible, i.e. non-white, 

communities (Bechev 2013). This poses interesting, as well as difficult, questions about the 

role of racialised rhetoric for securitisation. Some of the examined newspapers were 

explicitly claiming that it is not racist to be anxious about immigration and that immigration 

anxieties are legitimate and self-validating. Whilst Balkanism has been indispensable in 

detecting negative categorial assumptions about Bulgarians and Romanians and analytically 

embedding them within the relevant historical context, it has been less efficient in explaining 

how Bulgarians and Romanians have been othered. Such an analytical task would require a 

different theoretical tool, which would focus more explicitly on the nature and political 

significance of stigmatising rhetoric. Employing racialisation could affords the possibility to 

embed the analysis within a body of literature that deals with textual representations of race 

and ethnicity in public discourses, as well as to interpret the research findings through this 

prism. Thus, it would also allow the researcher(s) to study comparatively the racialisation of, 



172 
 

say, Bulgarians and Romanians vis-à-vis past and present racialisations of other 

phenotypically white migrant populations, i.e. to widen the scope and go beyond the Balkans. 

Racialisation occurs whenever the category of race is invoked, regardless the presence or lack 

of somatic differences (Fox et al. 2012: 681). It may occur in institutional and discursive 

practices and intends to understand and manage migration processes via stigmatising 

migrants. Additionally, a rather important part of it is a complex set of behavioural 

characteristics, for example, acting ‘white’, ‘civilised’, ‘European’, etc (Murdji and Solomos 

(eds) 2005).  

There are well documented historical instances of racialising other, phenotypically white 

migrants (Fox et al 2012, McDowell 2009). During the late 19th and early 20th centuries, 

there were systematic attempts of racialising the Irish. Douglas (2002) argues that the 

differences between the English and the Irish were articulated in terms of cultural and 

civilisational incompatibilities, rather than as a mere manifestation of Celtic racial inferiority 

(Douglas 2002: 56, 57). The case of the Italian migrants in the 20th century is another telling 

example. In the large U.S. cities Italians were often associated with ethnic ‘ghettoisation’ 

(Glazer 1970: 186), limited if any knowledge of the English language, cheap labour 

undercutting the market (Ibid: 192), being prone to crime and far too keen on their ‘village’ 

culture (p. 189-190). Further to this point, Garner (2006, 2012) has argued that Irish, Italian 

or Eastern European migrants could be portrayed ideologically and culturally portrayed as 

belonging to lesser ‘white races’, which suggests that whiteness is a fluid, contingent and 

contested identity, which could be constitutive for non-whiteness, yet fragmented into 

degrees of belonging (Garner 2006: 270). 
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