Preface

THIS BOOK IS A STUDY of Gujaratl Indlan Immligrants in New York and Londeon.
Gujaratls are part of a long hlstory of migratlon from a reglon that has been
shaped by early modern and modern economic relatlons 1n trade and pro-
ductlon, labor, colonialism, educational and professional exchange, and other
globalized relatlons. As shown in this book, those relatlons demonstrate the
historical Integration and Interactlon of individuals, communitles, Instltutions,
and states across speclfic reglons of the world where Gujaratls have migrated.
Gujaratl migratlons do not sinply represent traditlonal people moving from
a developlng country to a developed ocne, motivated by potentlal econemic
galn, as Is so often assumed about Immligrants from many parts of the devel-
oping world. To show how we can see these historlcal soclal tles and lntegra-
tlon, which cause migration flows and soclal change, this study argues for a
relatlonal approach, which has for the most part been overlooked In migration
studles. The relatlonal approach to understanding soclal life emphasizes dy-
namlc relatlons over statlc categorles by focusing attention on the kinds of net-
works and valued goods, such as informatlon, money, resources, and Influence,
that are exchanged within soclal tles producing even large-scale processes such
as migration. The historlcal formation of these tles 15 visible In the soclal net-
works that immigrants use to migrate and in the ways in which thelr economic
opportunities are structured by those networks,

Many people might wonder how Gujaratl Indians, a seemingly small
and Insignificant population from the westernmost state of Indla, can tell
us something Important about migratlon processes, In partlcular, and mo-

dernity, in general Indeed, many of my colleagues shrugged thelr shoulders
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when I first declded to study Indlan Immigrants, and Gujaratls, in partlcular,
Indlan immigrants (among whom there were many Gujaratls) did not seem
like an Important group relatlve to others, such as Latlnos or other Aslans,
whose numbers had been growling rapldly in the Unlted States throughout
the 1g9g0s. In fact, [ was once told by a prominent migration researcher and
soclologlst, someone [ admire very much, that “Indians are not a problem.”
This statement had a double meaning, Flrst, Indlans were not a problem in
the popular sense in that, as a group, they were not poor, segregated, unem-
ployed, exploited, {llegal, criminal, or even culturally different enough to be
percelved as one of the more “problematic” Immigrant groups in Amerlcan
soclety. Thelr presence In the Unlted States neither appealed to any need for
soclal Justice nor seemed to spark much antl-lmmlgrant sentiment. Second,
they were not a problem 1n the soclologlcal sense. In other words, thelr pres-
ence In Amerlcan soclety, or even the processes by which they migrated to the
Unlted States, did not constltute a soclal problem in that it did not challenge
somme of the fundamental ways in which we think about the soclal order. In-
dlans seemed to fit In. Even when they were percelved as culturally different,
they still spoke English well, worked hard in professional and entre preneurial
Jobs, valued education and Amerlcan clvic practices, and behaved, generally,
as good cltlzens.

These characteristics of Indlan Immligration were generally true 1n Lon-
don as well By the 1990s, Indlans there (among whom there were also many
Gujaratls) were known to be stratlfied more widely along working- and
mliddle-class lines than in the United States. They had also been subject to
much raclal discrimination, especlally during the first half of the twentleth
century Nevertheless, they tended to rank high, often higher than thelr white
Britlsh counterparts, on baslc measures such as medlan household Income,
education, and housing quality. They were also not percelved to be as “prob-
lematic” as other South Aslan groups, such as Pakistanis and Bangladeshls, or
as the large West Indlan population in the Unlted Kingdom. In other words,
most Indlans seemed to assimilate rather quickly, so what could possibly be
the problem requiring study?

I shrugged off the indifference of some of my ceolleagues to the study of In-
dlan iImmligrants because [ thought that they were Interesting and important
1n a number of ways. [ had become famillar with Indlan sclentlsts and engl-
neers as {rlends and co-workers of my parents durlng the 1970s. My parents
had migrated from Greece and, with Indlans, they were part of the same gen-
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eratlon of forelgn students and professionals working in the burgeoning scl-
entific fields of computer sclence, aerospace, and other applied sclences. These
fields were at the heart of the post-World War II and Cold War-era race for
American hegemony that relled so fundamentally on sclentific work. How-
ever, these kinds of forelgn workers, referred to as high-skill or professional
and, nowadays, as high-tech or knowledge workers, were of little concern to
most migratlon researchers In soclology. I thought that they were interesting
1n thelr own rlght because they ralsed certaln questlons about how and why
Internatlonal migration occurs, For Instance, why did so many of these kinds
of Indlan workers migrate to the United States but not the United Kingdom?
If economlc globallzatlon was producling segmented labor markets in which
Immligrants tended to fill the bottom rungs of the new service Industrles,
where did these professlonals fit in? What could we galn by comparing one
Immligrant group that was well represented In two quite different global cltles,
New York and London?

In additlon to being famillar with these early Indlan professlonals as col-
leagues of my parents, we soclalized with these Immigrant families that, like
mline, were spread out 1n middle-class, suburban nelghborhoods where lock-
Ing and acting forelgn was not yet a common sight. Through the comimon
forelgnness of our familles [ became interested in Indlan culture, and later, as
an adult, in Indian history, philosophy, and rellglons. Thus, when I first “en-
tered the field,” as soclologlsts and anthropologlists like to say about the start
of ethnographic research, I was an “outsider.” I did not belong to the group
that [ was studylng. But I was also an “Insider” with a distinctly personal
kind of background knowledge and famillarlty with Indlan Immigrants and
culture. Of course, [ was never golng to be an ethnlc Inslder as are so many
mligratlon researchers who study “thelr own group.” Yet, my outslder status
and inslder perspectlve turned out to be cne of the distinct advamtages of this
research because 1t allowed me to enter many different Indlan and Gujaratl
worlds without having constantly to negotiate my ldentlty. And it allowed me
to understand more easlly where some of the partlcipants came from In cul-
tural terms. In fact, It only helped me when particlpants learned that I am
Greek because they sawme as sharing thelr roots in one of the world’s anclent
clvilizatlons. Some participants even knew of the Indo- Greek civilization that
exlsted In northern Indla durlng the first few centurles before the Chrlstlan
era, and they tock pride In commentlng about 1t to me. Most importantly, my
outslder position encouraged partlclpants totell me thelr life storles without
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fear of repercussion from within thelr Indlan communities. This Is not to say
that thelr narratives were somehow more truthful or accurate or that any of us
can produce objective narratives about our own lives but only that I quickly
galned the trust of partlclpants. All narratlves must be understood and in-
terpreted in the partlcular context of time and space in which they are told,
Including in relation to the interviewer. The life history nterviews I did with
these Immlgrants are no different In that sense.

Indians, perhaps more than other natlonal populations, have significant
Intragroup differences. They are worthy of study for this reason alone, As a
population, they could be sliced up almost endlessly according to reglon of
orlglin, caste, subcaste, rellglon, lingulstic group, class status, and so on. Thus,
even when I declded to focus on Gujarat! Hindus and Jalns, I discovered not
one monellthlc group but rather many smaller communities that only some-
times unified and acted collectively under labels such as Gujaratl or Gujaratl
Hindu. This would become a central lesson of my study and lead me to argue
for a relatlonal approach 1n order to examine the historlcal formatlon of dif-
ferent soclal, economlc, and political tles that set migration flows In motlon
and facllitate or constrain the socloeconomic mobility of Immigrants in thelr
host socletles. The everyday Intragroup differences of Gujaratls meant that
all those sliced-up static categorles, which we so often employ In soclologl-
cal analysis to understand the soclal world, made little sense. They were not
statlc at all, and they did not exlst as some sort of external, causal character-
1stlc of the relations that actually made up the everyday lives of Immlgrants
and, for that matter, everyone. Class, caste, religlon, language, and ethniclty
were Inherently dynamlic phenomena that had meaning only in the context of
real human relations, which one could see 1n these migrants’ soclal networks.
Those negotlated relations made the difference in whether to migrate, open
a business, move out of an ethnle enclave economy, or pursue further edu-
catlon. These relatlonal phenomena, which became apparent in a qualltative
analysis of the migrants’ soclal networks, were an Important reminder of the
origins of soclology in the work of Georg Simmel, Karl Marx, Max Weber,
and so many others. This study represents a small part of this emphasls on
the relatlonal approach to soclal life, which 1s belng renewed today by a new
generation of scholars,

Given the multitude of cultures 1n South Asla, Gujarat may still seem like
an unusual place tobegin a study of immigrants. Why not Bengalls, I was once
asked by a Stkh friend who adimnired the Bengall reputation for excellence in
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art, Uterature, music, and intellectual life but not the lowly reputation of Guja-
ratls as shrewd buslnesspeople and traders. However, Gujarat has an extraot-
dinarily Important history of forelgn trade that brings to light the question of
modernlty Its long history of migration has been linked to trade for centurles,
Indeed millennla. In fact, we now know that Marx and Weber got It wrong
when they clalmed that Aslan socletles and econotnles, 1n particular India and
China, could not have become modern capltalist economles as happened later
1n the West. The historlography on India, and mest intensively about Gujarat,
shows that Indla was indeed on Its way to becoming capitalist and modern,
especlally between the 15005 and 18005 when 1t surpassed Europe In trade, In-
dustry, and exports. Furthermore, during this perlod, Indian traders employed
modern (ratlonal) erganlzational and financlal practices in thelr firms.

The links to some of that past persist even today In contemporary mil-
grations of Gujaratls to New York and London and other places around the
world. It is not simply the higher educatlon and class status of many Indlans
and Gujaratls that make thelr migration different and less “problematic” than
solme Immligrant groups. Those statlc, categorical ways of describing them,
and indeed reducing them to one or two simple characterlstics, conceal much
deeper and more specific historical tles between Indla and the Unlted States
and between Indla and the Unlted Kingdom. Those historlcal tles were created
from trade, colonlal relations, conflict, religlous movements, and, of course,
labor. They do not exlst because Indlans are simply poorer, traditlonal people
locking to migrate to richer countrles for econommic opportunitles.

New York and London, furthermere, pose an Interesting comparlson. On
the cne hand, they contaln many similaritles as global citles that draw im-
mligrants from all over the world, in part as a result of thelr concentration
of new service industrles. Forelgn-born Indlans rank third ameng the entlre
forelgn-born populatlon 1n the Unlted States and the United Kingdom, and
New York and Lenden are the top cltles of settlement for Indlans in both
countrles. Gujaratls also represent one of the largest reglonal groups within
the Indlan population 1n each clty since the 1960s. On the other hand, Lon-
don 1s the center of the UK. legacy of colonlallsm, In which Indla was its
“crown Jewel,” whereas the Unlted States has never had a colonlal relationship
with Indla The United Kingdom has also malntalned very different immigra-
tlon policles from the Unlted States, partlcularly from the 1960s to the late
19g90s. Durlng that time, the Unlted Kingdom proclalmed a “zero immligra-
tlon” pollcy, with the exception of some asylum. In contrast, the Unlted States
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has malntalned an “open door” pollcy of Immigratlon slnce 1965, Therefore,
even though New York and London are both “global cltles,” we might expect
Indlan migration flows to and thelr integration 1n each city to be very dif-
ferent because of immigration policy and the former colonlal relationship
between Indla and the Unlted Kingdom. However, as [ will discuss later in
this book, the similaritles and the differences between the Unlted Kingdom
and the United States and between Londeon and New York were not very slg-
nificant compared to the kinds of network tles that Gujaratls used to mlgrate
to each place and the sorts of relatlons of exchange that facllitated or con-
stralned thelr mobllity inboth cltles. Gujaratl Immlgrants with similar kinds
of tles looked similar in both citles. They migrated and found employment
1n much the same ways according to the different composition of thelr net-
works. The relatlonal approach lllustrates that Gujaratls’ network tles rather
than thelr soclal origlns demonstrate varlation in the way that Gujaratls are
able to mlgrate to each place and the way in which thelr economlc opportuni-
tles are structured. Equally significant, this book historicizes that approach
by demonstrating how relatlonal mechanisms link up historlcally with much
larger forces, such as modernity. By looking back in time with a relatlonal
lens, we are able to see how, and with what consequences, varlous historlcal
soclal tles formed to produce future migration flows to the Unlted States and
the Unlted Kingdem.



