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Precarious intimacies – Europeanised border regime and
migrant sex work
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ABSTRACT
This article examines the meaning of borders – the spaces where
immigration policies and restrictions are materially condensed – in
the lives of migrant sex workers. I provide a theoretical and
conceptual framework to discuss the role of borders in creating
living and working conditions for sex workers within the European
border regime. This regime both restricts and enables a structural
background for migrant sex work. I argue that sex work scholars
should pay closer attention to the heterogeneity of non-
citizenship and the effects of different immigration statuses on
the working conditions and forms of intimacies migrants create.
Borders need to be viewed as institutions that produce social
relations. I categorise these relations as precarious intimacies to
describe the ways in which intimacy, commerce and borders often
intertwine in the lives of migrants engaged in commercial sex
work. The article draws upon 18-month ethnographic fieldwork
among and interviews with migrant sex workers in Finland.

ARTICLE HISTORY
Received 13 August 2017
Accepted 16 January 2018

KEYWORDS
Sex work; migration;
precarization; intimacy;
borders

Introduction

The combination of migration and sex work often evokes images of sexual violence and
exploitation. Sensationalised images of mutilated and imprisoned women and children
dominate the media headlines and campaigns around trafficking. Scholars and activists
have begun to criticise the proliferation of the sex trafficking discourse and the way it
has become to define current discussions on commercial sex more broadly (see e.g.
Agustin 2007; Bernstein 2012; Cheng 2010; O’Connell Davidson 2015: Vance 2012).1

These critics argue that the extent of sex trafficking is exaggerated and that majority of
persons in commercial sex are not trafficked. This means that the trafficking framework
is inadequate to discuss the variety of experiences of work and exploitation in commercial
sex. As I will demonstrate in this article, the problems migrants encounter in commercial
sex are more often related to the institutional structures of immigration and the
implementation of prostitution policies that limit their possibilities for independent
labour and access to other more formal spheres of work – than to individual exploitative
traffickers itself.

This article argues that to understand contemporary migrant sex work in Europe, the
role of European immigration policies in migrants’ lives needs to be examined. I show that
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paradigmatic binary divisions of ‘citizen–alien’ and ‘legal–illegal’ that researchers use to
conceptualise the position of persons in sex work fail short in discussing the multiplicity
of legal positions people in the contemporary field of commercial sex occupy. Contempor-
ary borders no longer function as institutions that only separate and exclude. Rather, they
produce differential inclusion of migrants into the societies in the form of different immi-
gration statuses (Andrijasevic 2010b; Könönen 2014; Mezzadra and Neilson 2013; Rigo
2005).

Taking ethnographic fieldwork among sex workers in Finland as a point of departure, I
demonstrate how the European border regime forms a structural framework for migrant
sex work in Europe – one that also plays a decisive role in the intimate lives and decisions
of migrants. Through the residence permit system, the border regime produces persons
and workers residing within a nation-state with differential rights, differential access to
the labour market and divergent access to the services of the state. My fieldwork obser-
vations illustrate that these differential rights produce a structural stratification to the
field of commercial sex. The immigration statuses also affect how migrants use intimacy
in their migration and residency processes.

This article discusses the role of borders in creating working and living conditions for
sex workers within the European border regime. I will show that this regime both restricts
and enables a structural framework for migrant sex work. Following Enrica Rigo (2005), I
argue that borders need to be viewed as institutions that produce social relations. I name
these relations as precarious intimacies to describe the ways in which intimacy, commerce
and borders get often intertwined in the lives of migrants using intimacy as a resource in
migration. This article draws upon my 18-month fieldwork among and interviews with
migrant sex workers in Finland, as well as long-term participation in providing legal
counsel to migrants with Freedom of Movement, a grassroots migrants’ rights network
in Finland.

In this article, I will first discuss the role of immigration policies in creating ‘double
markets’ to the field of sex work and highlight the importance of immigration status to
the conditions of migrant sex workers. I will then lay out the theoretical background
for the concept of precarious intimacies by reviewing theories of precarization and pro-
blems in addressing agency in migration and sex work literature. After that I will give
an overview of the field of sex work in Finland and fieldwork conducted for the study.
This section is followed by the analysis in which I show how the residence permit
system creates differentiation to the field of commercial sex and how intimacy becomes
a resource in migratory processes. I conclude with a discussion on borders producing pre-
carious social relations.

European sex work research and migration

Commercial sex is a migrant-dominated field in Europe. A majority – 60–90% – of sex
workers in Europe are migrants (TAMPEP 2009). Because of the stigma attached to sex
work, migrants who sell sex are often ‘tidied’ away from migration studies frameworks
and studied instead in the criminological framework, often through the topic of traf-
ficking (Agustin 2006). A reverse exclusion prevails in studies on sex work and pros-
titution: migrant sex workers remain an understudied group in the European sex work
research.
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Even if sex work is not criminalised in most European states, migrant sex work is often
regulated through immigration policies. Finland and Sweden, that aim to shift their pros-
titution policies towards client criminalisation and anti-trafficking efforts, practically
criminalise migrant sex work. In these countries, selling sex is a sufficient reason for
deportation, and in many countries immigration officials are part of the policing of com-
mercial sex. Also, countries that have legalised commercial sex, like Austria or the Nether-
lands, limit the working permits for migrants coming outside the EU in the sex work sector
or they are very difficult to obtain. This dual regulation of commercial sex creates ‘double’
markets where migrants work in more informal and precarious conditions. This means
that to understand contemporary commercial sex in Europe, we need to examine the
role of European immigration and visa policies and how they intersect with prostitution
policies.

There is a growing research literature on the impact of border controls and immigration
policies on migrant sex work. Researchers have studied the working conditions and life
trajectories of migrant sex workers in Europe (Agustin 2007; Andrijasevic 2010a; Chi-
mienti 2010; Mai 2009, 2016; Oso Casas 2010; Plambech 2016), how the border regime
is enrolled in controlling sex work and in delineating sex work and trafficking (Jahnsen
and Skilbrei 2018; Pickering and Ham 2014), and how migration status intersects with
other social differences producing fluidity of identities in migrant sex workers negotiations
with their experienced and assigned identities (Ham 2016). However, few have focussed
on the role of immigration status in defining the living and working conditions of
migrant sex workers and the ways in which the residence permit system produces differ-
entiation within the field of commercial sex (Ham 2016, 122–124; Oso 2016). According to
the 100 migrants interviewed for a study in London, immigration status is one of the most
important factors impacting their working and living condition (Mai 2009). These results
point to the centrality of residence permit status to the working and living conditions of
migrant sex workers. My encounters with migrant sex workers during the fieldwork I con-
ducted in Finland point to similar conclusions.

This article contributes to the literature on the topic in two ways. First, it offers an
analysis of the role of the residence permit system on the living and working conditions
of sex workers and how the system produces its own structural stratification to the field
of commercial sex. Second, the article discusses how the border regime becomes part of
the intimate lives of migrants and how borders inform the types of intimacies migrants
create in their attempts to stabilise their residence. I develop a concept of precarious inti-
macies to capture the dual nature of agency and dependency these intimate relations
entail. In the following section, I will lay out the rationale and theoretical background
of the concept.

Mobility and precarity

Questions of agency need to be given a central place in discussions of both migration and
sex work. Migrants lives are often conflated with the circumstances they struggle with,
such as poverty (Mezzadra 2004; Mezzadra and Neilson 2013). The multiplicity of
people’s desires and motives for migrating is easily flattened down to the push-and-pull
of structural factors. The feminist debates around sex work and prostitution – the so-
called sex wars – evince this problem of theorising agency in relation to commercial sex
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(Chapkis 1997). The discussion becomes even more complicated when sex work and
migration are discussed together. The dominance of trafficking discourse has meant
that migrant sex work is mainly conceptualised in the context of sex trafficking or
‘modern slavery’. This discourse reduces migrants who sell sex to a simplified image of
victims that individual evildoers, such as traffickers and sex buyers, exploit. Conceptualis-
ing migrants who sell sex only as victims obstructs their struggles and negotiations in
relation to restrictions of movement, constraints in the labour market and economic
survival.

Trafficking discourse overlooks the institutional and structural framework that makes
the exploitation of migrant workforce possible in the first place: immigration controls, visa
requirements, lack of labour protection and other measures mediated via the nation-state
(Andrijasevic 2010a). Sex workers’ rights activists and feminist scholars have pointed out
that instead of granting rights and protection for people who sell sex, this victimisation
results in demands for carceral prostitution and immigration policies and the increased
involvement of the criminal justice system (Bernstein 2012; Cheng 2010). Alternatively,
this sexual humanitarianism (Mai 2014) lends itself the moral urgency of raid and
rescue missions (Kazmin 2004; Thrupkaew 2009a, 2009b). The analysis must avoid ren-
dering migrants as victims while paying attention to the structural constraints that they
struggle with in their lives. Feminist conceptualizations of precarization offer a fruitful
starting point to examine the tension between the structural constraints that the border
regimes impose on migrants and the way migrants negotiate these constraints.

Words of precarity, precarious and precarization have become current in public and
academic discussions on the ongoing changes in the capitalist mode of production,
working conditions and life in general. Many theorists and social commentators refer to
these transformations as a move from Fordist to post-Fordist organisations of production
and work force (Berlant 2011; Neilson and Rossiter 2008; Standing 2011). These words
refer to the same ongoing social processes and their effects in the contemporary
Western societies but carry slightly different meanings. Precarious and precarity as adjec-
tives can refer to the shared ontological vulnerability of life (Butler 2009, 2010) or to
socially produced conditions of precarity (Standing 2011; Vosko, MacDonald, and Camp-
bell 2009).2 Precarization as a verb on the other hand refers to the social processes that
subject people to precarity and produce precarious living and working conditions
(Jokinen 2013; Könönen 2013). Researchers and social commentators have mainly
applied precarization to the sphere of work, and it is sometimes understood to solely be
related to atypical or irregular jobs. However, precarization also has a more profound
and comprehensive meaning. The verb refers to the crises of modern life-sustaining
support mechanisms and institutions that bring stability and continuity to life, like the
welfare state, nuclear family, education system and wage labour (Jokinen et al. 2011;
Puar 2012). Precarization refers to the processes which produce insecurity, instability,
and social and economic vulnerability.

Feminist theorists emphasise the multifold characteristics of precarization processes.
Many aspects of precarization are damaging (vulnerability, uncertainty, poverty), some
beneficial (accumulation of various skills and knowledge, creation of new networks)
and some are ambiguous (mobility, flexibility) (Precarias a la Deriva 2009, 15). Feminist
theorists conceive precarization as inherently contradictory and creative, not simply as a
forced condition (Fantone 2007; Gutiérrez-Rodríguez 2010, 102). Feminist
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conceptualizations of precarization thus enable us to grasp the vexed nature of sex work
and migration as both forms of agency and life strategies, as well as processes that are sub-
jected to various forms of control and governance.

Jukka Könönen (2013) has characterised precarization as a process that separates what
people are capable of doing from what they can do. Especially in migrants’ lives, precar-
ization limits the possibilities of action, turning attempts to create a more pleasing and
autonomous life into survival struggles. Migration is a way to escape dissatisfying econ-
omic and social circumstances and to strive for a more independent and satisfactory
life and future (Himanen and Könönen 2010; Mezzadra 2004; Papadopoulos, Stephenson,
and Tsianos 2008). This escape should not be understood as only reactionary but as an
active effort to improve one’s life. Immigration policies and labour market restrictions,
however, set conditions for this escape.

Borders – the spaces where these policies and restrictions are materially condensed –
often strip migrants from their acquired and accumulated resources such as networks,
education, profession and expertise. Borders function as mechanisms of precarization
(Könönen 2014). Borders compel migrants to resort to their embodied resources, such
as language skills, physical strength, gendered sexuality, or assumed gendered and racia-
lized characteristics like docility for care work (Anderson 2000; Vähämäki 2011).

Beverley Skeggs (2004, 292) provides a means of conceptualising this strategy by impel-
ling us to view gender and sexuality from an angle that does not reduce them to objects or
properties of identity, but as resources that can be used and combined in various ways.
Many of the migrants I met are rather highly educated but they were not able to capitalise
on their education and expertise because of their immigration status, Finnish language
proficiency requirements, limited access to the labour market, difficulties in education
accreditation and other structural obstacles (see also Mai 2009, 21). As a result, intimacy
in the form of gendered sexuality has become a major resource for mobility and income, as
well as a future strategy for having a stable residence in Europe.

Intimacy then undertakes a double function. It becomes both a resource and a source of
precarity in the lives of the migrants I encountered. I try to grasp this dual nature with the
concept of precarious intimacies. Most of the people I met either migrated with the help of
temporary tourist visas to do sex work, or, if they were more settled migrants, they had
often initially arrived through marriage and later ended up in sex work. Marriage or
other intimate arrangements with former customers are also central to the migrants’ resi-
dency strategies, as I will discuss in greater detail in the last analysis section. But before
moving to the analysis, I will give an overview of sex work in Finland and the fieldwork
I ground this article on.

Site and methodology

The field of prostitution and its regulation in Finland

Prostitution policies in Finland have evolved from the decriminalisation of prostitution in
the 1980s to a partial criminalisation of buying sex in 2006. Purchase of sexual services
from targets of trafficking or pandering is a criminal offence. Brothelkeeping and profiting
from sex workers’ labour are prohibited as procuring. The Public Order Act criminalises
buying and selling of sexual services in public places, meaning in restaurants and bars, and
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on the street. Even if selling of sexual services is not a criminal offence, it is a sufficient
reason for deportation or denial of entry according to the Aliens Act. This partly crimina-
lises migrant sex work, because officials can remove or refuse an entry of an individual if
they have ‘reasonable grounds’ to suspect that the person ‘may sell sexual services’. This
act only refers to non-EU and non-EFTA nationals, the so-called ‘third-country
nationals’.3

As already pointed out, sex work in Europe is a migrant-dominated field. In Finland
specifically, 60–75% of sexual service providers are estimated to be migrants (Kontula
2005, 18; TAMPEP 2009, 16). Since the 1990s, the main countries of origin of migrant
sex workers have been the neighbouring areas, Russia and the Baltic countries (Marttila
2008). Other large migrant groups selling sex in Finland are Romanians, Nigerians and
Thais. The mobility of sex workers, both cross-border and inside Finland, is high. This
makes estimating the number of sex workers difficult. Existing estimates vary from
2000 to 8000 persons annually (Kontula 2005, 2008; Niemi and Aaltonen 2013; Roth
2010).4

Commercial sex is mostly sold indoors and contacts are made through the Internet. Sex
workers solicit customers in some nightclubs and striptease clubs, and sexual services are
provided in some Thai massage parlours. Helsinki is the only city with a streetwalking
scene. Within an international context, there is less procuring in Finland than in many
other European countries (Viuhko 2010). Most of the Finnish non-migrant sex workers
work independently. It is hard to obtain exact information regarding the lives of
migrant sex workers, but my fieldwork and interviews with social workers and police
working with sex workers indicate that procuring in a traditional sense (involving coercion
and control) is not a major problem in Finland. In a recent court case, police working
within the field of prostitution estimated that only in 20% of the procuring cases do
sellers of sexual services work under a procurer; in the rest of the cases, the procurer pro-
vides an apartment but takes no share of the earnings.5

Fieldwork conducted for the study

This article is part of a larger ethnographic research project on the interconnections of
migration and sex work in the Nordic region. I conducted 18 months of fieldwork
among migrant sex workers in Finland during February 2012 and August 2013. Approxi-
mately 12 months of this was active participant observation in my two main sites: two
nightclubs and the streetwalking areas, and at the Pro Centre drop-inns in Helsinki.
Pro Centre is a health and social service provider for sex workers that uses a harm
reduction approach in its services and promotes the rights of the sex workers. The night-
clubs function as places for sex workers to solicit clients. No sexual transaction takes place
in these venues.

In addition to participant observation and informal field interviews and discussions, I
conducted 70 semi-structured in-depth interviews that lasted from 30 minutes to 4 hours.
I interviewed 35 migrant sex workers, 20 Finnish non-migrant ethnic Finnish sex workers,
13 social workers and health care personnel at the Pro Centre, as well as 2 policemen. The
majority of the sex workers interviewed are women. Three identify as transgender or had
gone through a gender reassignment process; all of them had marketed their services as
women. One interviewee is a man. The interviewees ranged in age from 24 to 64. Their
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countries of birth were Russia, the Soviet Union, Lithuania, Latvia, Nigeria, Kenya, Thai-
land, Estonia, Belarus, Ukraine, United States and Finland. In the field, I interacted with
people from other African countries, Latin America, and various Eastern European and
Baltic countries. I have used the police records related to the Public Order Act (regarding
selling or buying sex in public places), as well as deportation case files related to the third-
country nationals suspected of selling sex between the years 2011 and 2013 to verify and
triangulate my field observations and discussions.

I will now move to my analysis. The analysis section is divided into two sections. In the
first one, I discuss the role of residence permits to the differentiation and stratification of
the field of sex work. The second one looks at how migrants use intimacy in their
migration and residence strategies.

Free movement − a way to a better life?

The Schengen agreement creates a common European border regime. In addition to the
circulation of goods and services, it guarantees the free movement of European Union’s
citizens and permanent residents, as well as non-Schengen EU country citizens. It lifted
internal border controls inside the Schengen area and led to the fortification of Schengen’s
external borders (Albahari 2015; Andrijasevic 2010b; Karakayali and Rigo 2010). Schen-
gen countries share a common visa policy. A visa to one Schengen country gives free
movement to the whole area. Many of the migrants I met during my fieldwork in
Finland use the possibilities of free movement to find better forms of income.

Economic reasons are the main motivation for cross-border sex work. Large income
differences between Eastern European countries and the central and Northern European
EU countries make cross-border sex work a lucrative option for migrants. As one Latvian
woman travelling between Finland and her home country put it: ‘It is big money. Not so
big, but bigger than what you can get if you just work in some small shop or in some
factory. Of course, this money is bigger’. For many, sex work is a way to finance their
studies, home renovations or other temporary monetary demands, or to support their chil-
dren while they are growing up. Most of the EU citizens working in Finland come from
Eastern European and Baltic EU countries in which the unemployment rates are high,
or countries where it is difficult to make ends meet with the average salary, such as
Romania, Estonia and Slovakia. Also, the economic crisis in Southern Europe pushes
Latin Americans and Nigerians residing in Spain and Italy to look for new opportunities
in the north. As one Nigerian women residing in Spain described the situation:

When I got to Spain, I worked in a factory, in a restaurant and so on. When there was crisis,
there was no jobs there, that’s when I start doing this kind of job again. That’s why we started
traveling. That’s why we’re here.

Working abroad also offers a possibility to do sex work in a more anonymous environ-
ment where there is little danger that the nature of their labour will be exposed to their
social networks. Many migrants state that they do not sell sex at home because they
want to avoid the stigma attached to sex work, they only do it while travelling. Like a
Nigerian woman travelling between Spain and Northern Europe told me: ‘I’m ashamed
to be in Spain on the street. Why? Because I know lot of people there. They will start
mocking me, laughing at me’. Most of the people who sell sex I met in Finland are
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migrants, who travel between their country of residence and Finland. They are highly
mobile and had often worked in several EU countries.

Immigration policies form different opportunities of movement and income for
migrants depending on their citizenship. As part of the common visa policy Schengen
countries restrict the access of some nationalities to the Schengen area while facilitating
the entry of others. Most of the sex workers in Finland are from Russia and Baltic
countries. One reason for this is that the visa facilitation agreement between Schengen
and Russia makes it relatively easy for these nationalities to get a 3-month tourist visa
to the EU, unlike for example for people from African or Southeast Asian countries. All
the Baltic countries are part of the free movement area. Migration enables alternative
forms of income and opportunities for better life, but at the same time, immigration pol-
icies restrict migrants’ possibilities for creating permanent living arrangements and access
to other forms of income besides sex work.

Differential inclusion and the stratification of the field of commercial sex

Like citizenship itself, noncitizenship is a complex and divided condition. (Linda Bosniak
2006, 11)

People who sell sex find themselves in different positions depending on their work
environment, race or ethnicity, age, gender, other income opportunities and support net-
works (see, e.g. Sex Workers in Europe Manifesto 2005). All these factors affect the
working and living conditions of people who sell sex. However, for migrants one signifi-
cant structural background factor that defines their working conditions and level of pre-
carity is their immigration status. Migrants selling sexual services reside in Finland on
either a permanent Finnish residence permit or citizenship; a tourist visa; another EU-
country citizenship; a temporary Finnish residence permit (based on study, work or mar-
riage); another EU country’s residence permit or without a permit (undocumented). Each
of these statuses is connected to a different set of rights. The dispersion of rights between
the various residence permit categories is illustrated in Table 1.

The biggest groups selling sex in Finland – Ethnic Finns, Russians, Romanians, Niger-
ians and Thais – are all in different positions. The differences are not primarily due to their
ethnic group affiliation or cultural belonging, but because these groups have different
kinds of immigration statuses. Ethnic Finns are citizens, Russians most often travel
with a 3-month tourist visa, Romanians are EU citizens, Nigerians usually have a residence
permit in another EU-country (Italy or Spain), and Thais have often originally migrated
through marriage and gained a permanent residence in Finland. My aim is not here to
argue that differences in individual skills such as education and language, or cultural back-
ground and racialized position do not matter, or that the border regime trumps all these
personal forms of capital. Instead, I wish to illustrate how borders through residence
permit system position sex workers differently. In other words, borders form their own
structural differentiation in the field of commercial sex that interacts with these other
axes of differentiation.

Enrica Rigo (2005) states that the contemporary European border regime’s main func-
tion has more to do ‘differentiation’ than ‘separation’. With this, Rigo refers to the
increased role of the residence permit system as a continuation of the physical border
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inside the nation-state: residence permit system limits and prolongs migrants access to full
citizenship and rights that accompany it. Contemporary border and immigration policies
have detached borders from their pure territorial function. Contemporary borders, rather
than simply separating people, differentiate them within the territorial space by creating
different legal statuses with different sets of rights (Rigo 2009). Borders extend their dif-
ferentiating function inside the nation-state through the residence permit and visa system.
Borders produce a hierarchical fragmentation of legal subjectivities residing in the same
area (Könönen 2014). Thus borders do not only draw territorial demarcations but also
boundaries of difference between individuals, or in other words, boundaries of status
(Rigo 2009).

Immigration status limits persons’ right to work (access to formal labour markets),
the length of their residence, their deportability (their vulnerability to removal from
the country)6 and access to social welfare.7 In a Nordic welfare state like Finland,
such services are of a substantial value, around 1150 Euros per month in the capital
region.8 They reduce dependence on sex work as the only source of income. Social
welfare decreases sex workers’ precarity, as they are not fully dependent on sex work.
Minimum subsistence translates into more control over how many and what kinds of
clients they receive. My fieldwork shows that different immigration statuses together
with racialized law enforcement practices translate into a structural differentiation of
the field of sex work in Finland.

Crucially, migrants who do not have a permanent residence permit also lack access to
welfare state services or standard housing markets. They often live in hotels or rent rooms
they have acquired through their informal networks. Their housing costs are often two or
three times more than in the standard housing market either because they rent from com-
mercial housing companies or from their informal contacts who know what kind of
business will take place in their premises, and hence also ask extra price for it. In
general, migrants experience discrimination in the housing markets. In addition, they
have their travel costs as well as housing costs in their country of residence to cover.

Table 1. Legal statuses and dispersion of rights.

Permanent
residence

permit/citizen

Another EU-
country

citizenship

Temporary
residence permit
(student, work,
family ties)

Another EU-
country
residence
permit Tourist visa Undocumented

Access to labour
market

Full access Full access Full, students
limited to 25
h/week

Severe
restrictions

Severe
restrictions

Severe
restrictions

Residence
limitations

None Registration
after 3 months

Usually permit
renewed
yearly

Registration
after 3
months

3 months Residing
illegally

Deportability (on
the basis of sex
work)

No No No Yes Yes Yes

Access to social
welfare

Full access No, if not
working or
residing
permanently

No No No No

Access to health
care

Full access Essential care
with EU health
card

Yes (students
private
insurance)

Essential care
with EU
health card

No No

Level of status precarity
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The economic strain shows in increased stress: their working pace is more intensive when
it comes to the number of clients, taking days off and being available for customers all the
time. This means that they have less control over their working hours and conditions. A
woman, who has double housing expenses for apartments in Latvia and Finland to cover,
explained the stress related to the visits to me:

Big, big stress. All the time. For example, if you for many days cannot find a customer and
you see that the money goes out but does not come in. […] It makes me feel very stressed out.
It’s very difficult to force oneself to work the next day […] because you have to be like a clown
every time [you work], show you are happy, you are nice, everything around is wonderful
[…]. This is difficult. But when things are good, of course, you have money for your everyday
food, you have money to pay for your apartment, to fix your problems with the money, but
there’s no guarantee.

When under economic stress, these sex workers are more likely to lower their prices and
receive clients they wouldn’t otherwise receive, like men who are drunk or who they have a
bad ‘gut feeling’ about (men that can be violent, submissive or strange). Income in com-
mercial sex varies a lot, one might have good weeks with a steady flow of clients and then
again hit a longer dry spell. Sex work is by nature precarious and unpredictable. Migrants
without permanent residence permit do not have the buffer of welfare benefits to protect
them from the high fluctuation of income. This means that they work more and under
more stressful and riskier circumstances.

Second crucial aspect that affects migrants’ position and their dependence on sex work
is their access to formal labour markets. Access to formal labour markets reduces person’s
dependency on the income from sex work as they can look for other income. It can also
offer an exit from sex work to legally recognised forms of labour. Migrants residing with
tourist visas, mainly Russians and visiting Thais, and those with another EU country resi-
dence permits – mainly Nigerians, who especially were eager to enter ‘any kind of job’ –
are practically excluded from the formal labour market. A 31-year-old Nigerian women
with residence permit based on asylum in Spain explains her situation trying to find a
job in the formal labour market:

I would like to stay in this country [Finland], if I would get the papers in this country. I don’t
know if I can do this job [sex work] because I don’t like this job. I can try my best to live. The
job, it’s difficult. But in Spain it’s very difficult to stay. And in Spain I cannot live on the job
[sex work], but here I can live on the job [sex work]. […] I’d like to sell something in a shop. I
like to do hairdressing or clean, I like to take care of old people. Anything I can do to have
money to live my life. That’s what I want.

To have access to the labour market, third-country nationals need to apply for a work
permit, a task that is almost impossible if you do not have strong personal networks to
rely on, which many migrant sex workers do not. To apply for the permit, the employee
needs at least a 6-month-long work contract from the employer, at near-full time hours.
Because they cannot start working before the permit is processed (which usually takes 3
months), the employer has no inclination of how this person is as a worker. This
means that without good personal contacts applying almost no employer is willing to
start the process. Immigration policies and the restrictions they set on labour market
access in part ‘trap’ this group of migrants into sex work, even if they would prefer to
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do other kind of work. Hence, I argue that labour market restrictions function as an insti-
tutional form of immobilisation of these migrants.9

For these migrants, the fact that sex work constitutes their sole source of income means
that they have less control over their working pace, choice of customers and overall
working environments. To add to these constraints, if a third-country national is sus-
pected of or caught while selling sexual services, they can be deported. Selling sex is a
ground of deportation for third-country nationals. If a person is deported on those
grounds, they might receive a denial of entry lasting from 1 to 5 years. This would
mean the end of cross-border income for these individuals. Another Nigerian woman
who has a residence permit based on asylum in Spain described the importance of docu-
ments and how the fear of deportation affects her daily life:

Here [in Finland] we have the fear. Here we have the fear of the police. I have pressure. My
mind is bouncing always, I’m walking fast. I know that sometimes the police come, but not
always. If you are walking on the streets here, sometimes they control you, check your ID.
They will [deport and] ban that person to not to come here for four to five years […]
That’s a reason why we’re afraid. If you have a European passport [citizenship], they are a
little bit nicer – because most of the people with European passport have a job here, they
have Finnish documents. I’m not like them. They have two jobs, work in the street and
work in factory. They don’t get shocked like me when they see the police.

Deportability and the fear of the police also affect the working conditions and safety of sex
workers in other ways. When I talked with a Russian woman who has a permanent resi-
dence permit in Finland about difficult clients, she answered that she always tells her
clients in advance that she lives in Finland permanently. This way, she says, the clients
know that she is not afraid of police and cannot be threatened with calling the police
like the ones who are on tourist visas: ‘They are afraid for their visa, but I am not
afraid and they [clients] know not to make trouble’. Some clients also threaten migrants
that they report them to the immigration officials, if they do not do what they want.
According to an earlier study in Finland, clients who harass sex workers know that
migrants coming from outside EU have less protection from the law and are therefore
easier to target (Kontula 2008). In other words, the deportability of these migrants puts
them at a higher risk of becoming a target of violence and harassment from the clients.

Fear of deportation prevents third-country nationals from contacting officials in cases
of violence or exploitation, and forces them to work in more hidden locations. This legal
stratification of the field of commercial sex is further reinforced by racialized policing
practices. During my fieldwork in Helsinki, the police targeted black sex workers in par-
ticular and compelled club bouncers to use racial profiling by threatening the clubs with
human trafficking accusations. This forced Nigerian women onto the streets and out of
safer, social, indoor working environments. The deportation statistics I obtained shows
that the Finnish police has selective deportation practices. Although Russians outnumber
Nigerians in the clubs and in the street scene, according to 2011–2014 police statistics on
deportation on the grounds of selling sex, 70% of the persons deported were Nigerians
living in another EU country, as compared to 30% of Russians on a tourist visa who
are ‘equally deportable’ third-country nationals.

These findings show that immigration policies have become an essential part of the
governance of prostitution. The level of immigration status precarity for a great extent
defines in what conditions people sell sex and what kinds of buffer and safety mechanisms
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they have against the market fluctuations, and exploitative clients and third parties
(especially in housing). Labour market regulations that restrict some groups access to
formal labour markets ‘push’ some groups to commercial sex and prevent their exit to
formal labour market through which one can gain permanent residence in the country.
In short, immigration policies produce institutionalised uncertainty for migrants’ lives
(Anderson 2010). By producing people with different rights to labour markets and
welfare services, immigration policies create stratifications within the field of commercial
sex. Combined with the legal regulation of commercial sex and racialized police practices,
these policies form a structural differentiation in the field of sex work where precarious
immigration status results in more dangerous and precarious working conditions.

Precarious intimacies

Focusing on the border regime allows for an understanding of how it produces people
residing within a nation-state with differential rights, differential access to the formal
labour market and variable access to the state welfare services. These differential rights
have a structural role in the stratification of the field of commercial sex, but it also deter-
mines how migrants use intimacy in their migration processes. Intimacy and intimate
relations can also be viewed as resources – as workable and effective strategies – in
migrants’ aspirations to create more satisfactory and independent lives from their position
of structural disadvantage.

For migrant sex workers with precarious legal status, intimate relations work as a way to
stabilise their residence in the EU. Many of the migrants met during the fieldwork see
finding a husband or a rich lover as a great accomplishment. Marriage is the most solid
way to obtain a permanent residence permit and a future in Europe, especially if one is
excluded from formal labour markets. Many sex workers see a European husband as a
means for greater material security and a better future. Marriage grants access to the
state-provided rights and services, which can be significant not only for the current life
situation but also for future well-being.

In one example, a woman had made a marriage arrangement with a Finnish man 20
years older than her to receive a permanent resident permit. Before marriage, she used
to travel between Russia and Finland to do sex work. She saw this marriage as a guarantee
for a secure future. In Russia, there is basically no retirement security but now she could
rely on the Finnish welfare state for her old days. The woman said that they do not live
together, she wants to have her own independent life. Instead she visits her husband reg-
ularly, and while visiting they share different kinds of intimacies: dinners, sex, hanging out
watching television and the like. She told me that they are not in love, or at least that it has
never been love from her part. Instead there is a ‘long friendship and mutual understand-
ing between them’, and she spoke warmly about her husband. This woman described her
husband as ‘a generous friend who was helping her’ and she said that she has been ‘lucky in
that sense’.

The institutional framework of immigration regulation, however, often reduces
women’s autonomy in these intimate arrangements and exposes them to different kinds
of vulnerabilities and gendered relations of dependency. According to the Finnish
Aliens’ Act, a person needs to be married for 4 years before receiving a permanent resi-
dence permit. Some of the women are literally ‘counting the days’. One day during my
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fieldwork several women were celebrating with hugs at the social services drop-inn. When
I asked one woman what they were celebrating, she explained to me that one of the woman
had received a permanent residence permit after being married to her Finnish husband for
over 4 years. The woman’s residence permit was no longer dependent on her husband. She
had no plans divorcing her husband and seemed to have loving feelings towards him. But
the women were celebrating the fact that a certain dependency on her husband had ended.

Some husbands are aware of the position of power the residence permit system brings
to them and use it to control their wives. For example, some men do not want their wives
to gain independence by working outside the home or taking Finnish language lessons.
The border regime produces further dependencies on spouses. Some current or former
husbands take care of all the practicalities concerning their wife’s life, like unemployment
and welfare benefits, communicating with the authorities regarding residence permit
applications, healthcare and overall finances. In the case of a divorce, this dependency
often turns against the woman. For example, the husband of one Thai woman I talked
with had not applied for her permanent residence permit even though she was entitled
to it. The husband knew that once she had a permanent permit, she would no longer
be dependent on being married to him for her residence.

Other forms of precarious intimacies fall short of marriage. In the case of one 45-year-
old Russian woman, her client had become her client-lover. This man was already married
and therefore could not marry her to grant her residence permit. Instead, he organised a
job for her in his company so she could get a work permit. She, however, did not actually
work at the company – instead they had an intimate arrangement where she was his part-
time lover. Their arrangement worked well for some time, but at some point her lover
became violent and jealous, and she ended their relationship after obtaining a permanent
residence permit.

Some migration scholars have pointed out that immigration policies produce precarity
in the formal labour market through creating institutionalised uncertainty and by making
workers dependent on employers for residence permit sponsorship (Anderson 2010;
Bishop 2011; Könönen 2014). But for migrants who are in the informal labour market
of commercial sex, immigration controls do not create particular relations of dependency
to employers; rather, they produce gendered relations of dependency to clients, husbands,
and lovers. Lauren Berlant (2011, 192) writes that ‘at root, precarity is a condition of
dependency – as a legal term, precarious describes the situation wherein your tenancy
on your land is in someone else’s hands’. Berlant’s etymological description of precarity
effectively captures the situation of migrants I met in my fieldwork: their tenancy was tem-
porarily in the hands of their male partners. The lack of alternative forms of movement
and income places migrants into precarious intimacies: uncertain and shifting gendered
relations of dependency that they use to advance their lives, but which also expose
them to vulnerabilities.

Feminist migration scholars have emphasised the ways in which gendered relations
organise and shape migration patterns and experiences, as well as the reconstitution of
gender within migration patterns (Ehrenreich and Hochschild 2003). For the women I
encountered, intimacy, in the form of gendered sexuality, has become the main resource
of mobility and income, as well as a strategy to stabilise their residence in the EU. At the
same time that these intimate contracts or relations offer women an escape and a promise
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of a different, less precarious future, they also create gendered relations of dependency and
precarious forms of intimacy.

Conclusion and discussion: borders and the production of precarious
social relations

Recent theorising of migration and borders in Europe has paid attention to the multipli-
cation and proliferation of borders (see, e.g. Mezzadra and Neilson 2013; Rigo 2009). Con-
temporary borders are not only geographical markers of state territories, but complex
social institutions comprised of relationships based in the law, the market and social
relations (Mezzadra and Neilson 2013: Rigo 2009; Sharma 2006). Borders are no longer
institutions that solely separate the alien from the citizen. Instead of simple processes of
inclusion or exclusion – legality or illegality – borders produce forms of differential
inclusion (Mezzadra and Neilson 2013). In other words, contemporary immigration pol-
icies have resulted in a complex system of residence permit statuses that are connected to
differential sets of rights (Könönen 2014).

This means a multiplication of the precarious legal positions that non-citizens occupy,
such as asylum seeker, refugee, student, holder of a work permit, victim of a trafficking or a
family member. It is important to note that the division between different forms of
migration is not ‘natural’, and that different categories of movement do not correspond
to the identities or an existing social group. Instead, they are legal-governmental categories
that are related to the control and governance of migration (Karakayali and Rigo 2010).
Migrants need to fit the governmental criteria to not to fall into ‘illegality’. These statuses
have a fundamental effect on the lives of migrants. Different statuses are connected to
differentials in labour market access, political rights, as well as in access to welfare and
health care services. Trafficking and exploitation of migrant labour are manifestations
of the vulnerabilities that these differential rights and statuses produce.

Migrants working in the field of commercial sex are not a homogenous group that can
be discussed in a citizen–non-citizen axis, or even via the documented–undocumented
dualism. Linda Bosniak (2006, 11) has demonstrated that non-citizenship is a complex
and divided condition in a similar manner to that of citizenship. This complexity of
non-citizenship is an important factor in understanding contemporary field of sex work
in Europe. Binary categories of citizen–alien or legal–illegal no longer capture the multi-
plicity of positions occupied by non-citizen sex workers within a nation space. Due to the
changing nature of immigration regulation, border regimes and racialized police practices,
we now face a complex system of legal categories that results in hierarchical stratification
of sex workers.

Borders structure migrants’ living and working conditions and possibilities, while also
having a major effect on intimate life decisions. For example, intimacy is sometimes
exchanged partly for a visa, and income requirements for a family reunion sometimes
keep families apart. The entanglement of intimacy and borders is especially visible in
the lives of migrants for whom intimacy in the form of gendered sexuality has become
a central resource in migration. Migrant sex workers can use intimacy to create relation-
ships that offer a promise of a different, less precarious future. But with the lack of alterna-
tive ways of movement, residency strategies and forms of income, gendered relations of
dependency and precarious forms of intimacy are also created. This points to the
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heightened meaning of borders in the contemporary world: borders have become impor-
tant institutions in the (re)production of social relations.

Despite the fact that my observations are mainly based in Finland, the findings reflect
the broader transnational nature of the European sex industry. Finland’s immigration
policy is not only tied to international humanitarian responsibilities but also to Europea-
nised border regimes and the global labour market (see Könönen 2014). The residence
permit systems, structure of labour markets and levels of social security vary between
European countries. These contextual factors need to be considered in the analyses of
other fields of commercial sex. But all European countries have a differentiated residence
permit system, and because the European Union has homogenised its immigration pol-
icies and majority of European countries are bound by the Schengen agreement, there
is uniformity to situations in different countries (Andrijasevic 2010b; Karakayali and
Rigo 2010). I hope this article offers points of departure for future research in other con-
texts that could enrich our understanding of the meaning of borders to the field of com-
mercial sex and people who are engaged in it. Many of the sex workers I encountered
during my fieldwork have lived and worked in other European countries; some have citi-
zenship or residency in other EU nations. The multiplication of borders, the proliferation
of differentiated legal statuses of non-citizens and the dispersal of rights are not limited to
Europe, but reflect broader global changes in citizenship and immigration regulation.
Borders have become a central element of the work and intimate lives of non-citizens,
both within and beyond sex work.

Notes

1. See also https://www.opendemocracy.net/beyondslavery for a comprehensive overview of the
critique. The site administrators describe the project the following way: ‘Beyond Trafficking
and Slavery is an editorial partnership between Open Democracy and researchers from
Africa, Asia, America, Australia and Europe. It challenges both the empty sensationalism
of mainstream media accounts of exploitation and domination, and the hollow, technocratic
policy responses promoted by businesses and politicians’.

2. For a good overview of the discussions on different meanings associated with precarity, pre-
carization and precarious, see Jokinen (2013) and Puar (2012).

3. For a more comprehensive overview on prostitution legislation in Finland, see Vuolajärvi
et al. (2017).

4. See a more detailed discussion on these numbers in Vuolajärvi et al. (2017).
5. Helsingin Sanomat 18th of December 2014: Miehet parittivat puolisoitaan ja veivät valtaosan

rahoista – valvoivat jopa kondomien kulutusta, http://www.hs.fi/kaupunki/a1418875895189?
jako=23661ef95c87ee4b777eadc0b3ac93a9&ref=fb-share

6. De Genova (2002) theorized the production of illegality through deportability. Here I use the
concept more concretely to refer to the possibility of being removed from the space of the
nation-state because of the nature of one’s activity (sex work). According to DeGenova, all
migrants are deportable as long as they do not have citizenship.

7. Bishop (2011, 31) points to the increased entanglement between immigration controls and
welfare provisions in the U.K., Könönen (2014) has referred to the same mechanisms in
his work.

8. A minimum subsistence income for an unemployed adult living alone without children in the
capital of Finland is around 1150 Euros. The welfare covers the rent in Helsinki up till 675
Euros and the minimum subsistence is 487.89 Euros per month.

9. Bishop (2011, 87) has theorized different forms of institutional immobilization.

1104 N. VUOLAJÄRVI

https://www.opendemocracy.net/beyondslavery
http://www.hs.fi/kaupunki/a1418875895189?jako=23661ef95c87ee4b777eadc0b3ac93a9&ref=fb-share
http://www.hs.fi/kaupunki/a1418875895189?jako=23661ef95c87ee4b777eadc0b3ac93a9&ref=fb-share


Acknowledgements

I wish to thank the Free Movement network and the people I have met throughout my fieldwork for
the inspiration for this article; Pro Tukipiste, Jukka Könönen and Eeva Jokinen for their support
throughout my research; and the numerous colleagues who have supported me.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Funding

This work was supported by the National Gender Studies Doctoral Programme in Finland; ASLA-
Fulbright Graduate Grant; Kone Foundation; Oskar Öflund Foundation; Waldemar von Frenckell
Foundation. The views expressed in this article are mine and not those of the funders.

ORCID

Niina Vuolajärvi http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4948-7214

References

Agustin, Laura. 2006. “The Disappearing of a Migration Category: Migrants Who Sell Sex.” Journal
of Ethnic and Migration Studies 32 (1): 29–47.

Agustin, Laura. 2007. Sex at the Margins: Migration, Labour Markets and the Rescue Industry.
London: Zed Books.

Albahari, Maurizio. 2015. Crimes of Peace. Mediterranean Migrations at the World’s Deadliest
Border. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Anderson, Bridget. 2000. Doing the Dirty Work? The Global Politics of Domestic Labour. London &
New York: Zed Books.

Anderson, Bridget. 2010. “Migration, Immigration Controls and the Fashioning of Precarious
Workers.” Work Employment Society 24 (2): 300–317.

Andrijasevic, Rutvica. 2010a. Migration, Agency and Citizenship in Sex Trafficking. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Andrijasevic, Rutvica. 2010b. “From Exception to Excess: Detention and Deportation.” In
Deportation Regime. Sovereignty, Space, and the Freedom of Movement, edited by Nicholas
DeGenova, and Nathalie Peutz, 147–165. Durham & London: Duke University Press.

Berlant, Lauren. 2011. Cruel Optimism. Durham: Duke University Press.
Bernstein, Elizabeth. 2012. “Carceral Politics as Gender Justice? The‘Traffic in Women’ and

Neoliberal Circuits of Crime, Sex, and Rights.” Theory and Society 41 (3): 33–259.
Bishop, Hywel. 2011. “The Politics of Care and Transnational Mobility.” PhD diss., Cardiff

University.
Bosniak, Linda. 2006. The Citizen and the Alien. Dilemmas of Contemporary Membership.

Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Butler, Judith. 2009. “Performativity, Precarity, and Sexual Politics.” AIBR 4 (3): i–xiii.
Butler, Judith. 2010. Frames of War. When is Life Grievable? London & New York: Verso.
Chapkis, Wendy. 1997. Live Sex Acts. Women Performing Erotic Labor. New York: Routledge.
Cheng, Sealing. 2010. On the Move for Love: Migrant Entertainers and the U.S. Military in South

Korea. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
Chimienti, Milena. 2010. “Selling Sex in Order to Migrate. The End of the Migratory Dream?”

Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 36 (1): 27–45.

JOURNAL OF ETHNIC AND MIGRATION STUDIES 1105

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4948-7214


De Genova, Nicholas P. 2002. “Migrant ‘Illegality’ and Deportability in Everyday Life.” Annual
Review of Anthropology 31: 419–447.

Ehrenreich, Barbara, and Arlie Hochschild. 2003. Global Woman: Nannies, Maids and Sex Workers
in the New Economy. London: Granta.

Fantone, Laura. 2007. “Precarious Changes: Gender and Generational Politics in Contemporary
Italy.” Feminist Review 87: 5–20.

Gutiérrez-Rodríguez, Encarnación. 2010. Migration, Domestic Work and Affect. A Decolonial
Approach on Value and the Feminization of Labor. New York & London: Routledge.

Ham, Julie. 2016. Sex Work, Immigration and Social Difference. London: Routledge.
Himanen, Markus, and Jukka Könönen. 2010. “Pako ja Pakko – Turvapaikanhakijoiden

Kokemuksia Prekaarista Työstä.” In Vieraita työssä. Työelämän etnistyvä eriarvoisuus, edited
by Sirpa Wrede, and Camilla Nordberg, 45–71. Helsinki: Palmenia.

Jahnsen, Synnøve, and May-Len Skilbrei. 2018. “Leaving No Stone Unturned: The Borders and
Orders of Transnational Prostitution.” The British Journal of Criminology, Advance Online
Publication 58 (2): 255–272.

Jokinen, Eeva. 2013. “Prekaari Sukupuoli.” Naistutkimus – Kvinnoforskning 26 (1): 5–18.
Jokinen, Eeva, Jukka Könönen, Juhana Venäläinen, and Jussi Vähämäki. 2011. “Johdanto.” In

´Yrittäkää edes!´ Prekarisaatio Pohjois-Karjalassa, edited by Eeva Jokinen, Jukka Könönen,
Juhana Venäläinen, and Jussi Vähämäki, 7–14. Helsinki: Tutkijaliitto.

Karakayali, Serhat, and Enrica Rigo. 2010. “Mapping the European Space of Circulation.” In
Deportation Regime. Sovereignty, Space, and the Freedom of Movement, edited by Nicholas De
Genova, and Nathalie Peutz, 123–144. Durham & London: Duke University Press.

Kazmin, Amy. 2004. “Deliver Them from Evil.” Financial Times, July 9th.
Könönen, Jukka. 2013. “Pidätelty Elämä”. An unpublished article draft.
Könönen, Jukka. 2014. “Tilapäinen Elämä, Joustava työ. Rajat Maahanmuuton ja Työvoiman

Prekarisaation Mekanismina.” PhD diss., University of Eastern Finland.
Kontula, Anna. 2005. Prostituutio Suomessa. Tampere: Sexpo-säätiö.
Kontula, Anna. 2008. Punainen Eksodus. Tutkimus Seksityöstä Suomessa. Helsinki: Like.
Mai, Nick. 2009.MigrantWorkers in the UK Sex Industry. Final Policy-Relevant Report. Accessed 20

June 2017. http://www.londonmet.ac.uk/research-units/iset/projects/esrc-migrant-workers.cfm.
Mai, Nick. 2014. “Between Embodied Cosmopolitism and Sexual Humanitarianism.” In Borders,

Mobilities and Migrations, Perspectives From the Mediterranean in the 21st Century, edited by
Lisa Anteby-Yemini, Virginie Baby-Collin, and Sylvie Mazzella, 175–192. Brussels: Peter Lang.

Mai, Nick. 2016. “’Too Much Suffering’: Understanding the Interplay Between Migration, Bounded
Exploitation and Trafficking Through Nigerian Sex Workers’ Experiences.” Sociological Research
Online 21 (4): 13.

Marttila, Anne-Maria. 2008. “Transnationell Prostitution och Gränser för Välfärd i Finland.” In
Prostitution i Norden: Forskningsrapport, edited by Charlotta Holmström, and May-Len
Skilbrei, 123–150. Copenhagen: Nordiska minsterrådet.

Mezzadra, Sandro. 2004. “Oikeus paeta”.Megafoni, Accessed 20 June 2017. http://megafoni.kulma.
net/index.php?art=234&am=1.

Mezzadra, Sandro, and Brett Neilson. 2013. Border as Method or The Multiplication of Labor.
Durham: Duke University Press.

Neilson, Brett, and Ned Rossiter. 2008. “Precarity as a Political Concept, or, Fordism as Exception.”
Theory, Culture & Society 25 (7–8): 51–72.

Niemi, Johanna, and Jussi Aaltonen. 2013. Abuse of a Victim of Prostitution: Evaluation of the
Effectiveness of the sex Purchase ban. Helsinki: Ministry of Justice in Finland 39/2013.

O’Connell Davidson, Julia. 2015. Modern Slavery: The Margins of Freedom. Hampshire & New
York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Oso, Laura. 2016. “Transnational Social Mobility Strategies and Quality of Work Among Latin-
American Women Sex Workers in Spain.” Sociological Research Online 21 (4): 11.

Oso Casas, Laura. 2010. “Money, Sex, Love and the Family: Economic and Affective Strategies of
Latin American Sex Workers in Spain.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 36 (1): 47–65.

1106 N. VUOLAJÄRVI

http://www.londonmet.ac.uk/research-units/iset/projects/esrc-migrant-workers.cfm
http://megafoni.kulma.net/index.php?art=234&am=1
http://megafoni.kulma.net/index.php?art=234&am=1


Papadopoulos, Dimitris, Niamh Stephenson, and Vassilis Tsianos. 2008. Escape Routes: Control and
Subversion in the 21st Century. London: Pluto Press.

Pickering, Sharon, and Julie Ham. 2014. “Hot Pants at the Border: Sorting Sex Work from
Trafficking.” The British Journal of Criminology 54 (1): 2–19.

Plambech, Sine. 2016. “Sex, Deportation and Rescue: Economies of Migration among Nigerian Sex
Workers.” Feminist Economics 23 (3): 134–159.

Precarias a la Deriva. 2009. Hoivaajien Kapina: Tutkimusmatkoja Prekaarisuuteen [A la Deriva por
los Circuitos de la Precariedad Femenina]. Helsinki: Like.

Puar, Jasbir. 2012. “Precarity Talk. A Virtual Roundtable with Lauren Berlant, Judith Butler, Bojana
Cvejic, Isabell Lorey, Jasbir Puar, and Ana Vujanovic Edited by Jasbir Puar.” TDR: The Drama
Review 56 (4): 163–177.

Rigo, Enrica. 2005. “Citizenship at Europe’s Borders: Some Reflections on the Post-Colonial
Condition of Europe in the Context of EU Enlargement.” Citizenship Studies 9 (1): 3–22.

Rigo, Enrica. 2009. Rajojen Eurooppa [Europa di Confine]. Helsinki: Tutkijaliitto.
Roth, Venla. 2010. Defining Human Trafficking, Identifying its Victims: A Study on the Impact and

Future Challenges of the International, European and Finnish Legal Responses to Prostitution-
Related Trafficking in Human Beings. Turku: Turun yliopisto.

Sex Workers in Europe Manifesto. 2005. A manifesto elaborated and endorsed by 120 sex workers
from 26 countries at the European Conference on Sex Work, Human Rights, Labour and
Migration 15–17 October 2005, Brussels, Belgium. Accessed 3 July 2017. http://www.
sexworkeurope.org/resources/sex-workers-europe-manifesto.

Sharma, Nandita. 2006. Home Economics. Nationalism and the Making of ‘Migrant Workers’ in
Canada. Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press.

Skeggs, Beverley. 2004. “Exchange, Value and Affect: Bourdieu and “the Self’.” Sociological Review
52 (2): 76–95.

Standing, Guy. 2011. The Precariat: The New Dangerous Class. London and New York: Bloomsbury
Academic.

TAMPEP. 2009. Sex Work in Europe: a Mapping of the Prostitution Scene in 25 European Countries.
The Netherlands: TAMPEP International Foundation.

Thrupkaew, Noy. 2009a. “The Crusade against Sex Trafficking.” The Nation, September 16.
Thrupkaew, Noy. 2009b. “Beyond Rescue.” The Nation, October 9.
Vähämäki, Jussi. 2011. “Tehdasasetusten Palauttaminen.” In “Yrittäkää edes”´ Prekarisaatio

Pohjois-Karjalassa, edited by Eeva Jokinen, Jukka Könönen, Juhana Venäläinen, and Jussi
Vähämäki, 163–189. Helsinki: Tutkijaliitto.

Vance, Carole. 2012. “Innocence and Experience: Melodramatic Narratives of Sex Trafficking and
Their Consequences for Law and Policy.” History of the Present: A Journal of Critical History 2
(2): 200–218.

Viuhko, Minna. 2010. “Human Trafficking for Sexual Exploitation and Organized Procuring in
Finland.” European Journal of Criminology 7 (1): 61–75.

Vosko, Leah F., Martha MacDonald, and Ian Campbell. 2009. “Introduction: Gender and the
Concept of Precarious Employment.” In Gender and the Contours of Precarious Employment,
edited by Leah F. Vosko, Martha MacDonald, and Ian Campbell, 1–25. London: Routledge.

Vuolajärvi, Niina, Viuhko Minna, Anne-Maria Marttila, and Johanna Kantola. 2017. “Finland.” In
Assessing Prostitution Policies in Europe, edited by Synnove Jansen, and Hendrik Wagenaar, 199–
212. London: Routledge.

JOURNAL OF ETHNIC AND MIGRATION STUDIES 1107

http://www.sexworkeurope.org/resources/sex-workers-europe-manifesto
http://www.sexworkeurope.org/resources/sex-workers-europe-manifesto

	Abstract
	Introduction
	European sex work research and migration
	Mobility and precarity
	Site and methodology
	The field of prostitution and its regulation in Finland
	Fieldwork conducted for the study

	Free movement − a way to a better life?
	Differential inclusion and the stratification of the field of commercial sex
	Precarious intimacies
	Conclusion and discussion: borders and the production of precarious social relations
	Notes
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References

