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Table Al: Factor Analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative
Factor 1 3.65969 1.43823 0.3050 0.3050
Factor 2 2.22146 1.08594 0.1851 0.4901
Factor 3 1.13553 0.08545 0.0946 0.5847
Factor 4 1.05007 0.07847 0.0875 0.6722
Factor 5 0.97160 0.31016 0.0810 0.7532
Factor 6 0.66145 0.10612 0.0551 0.8083
Factor 7 0.55532 0.07995 0.0463 0.8546
Factor 8 0.47537 0.06063 0.0396 0.8942
Factor 9 0.41474 0.02093 0.0346 0.9288
Factor 10 0.39381 0.15813 0.0328 0.9616
Factor 11 0.23567 0.01039 0.0196 0.9812
Factor 12 0.22528 0.0188 1.0000

LR test: chi?(66) = 1.3e + 04 Prob > chi? = 0.0000

Immigrant Flows

As a simple test of whether policy correlates with flows, I regress flows over GDP on policy
(Table A2) to control for the demand to migrate due to economic growth in the receiving
state (Massey et al. 1993); the results are similar if we use flows standardized by GDP per
capita. Flow data is from Citizenship and Immigration Canada (2011), Fitzgerald, Leblang
and Teets (2014), Office of Immigration Statistics (2010). The coefficient on immigration
policy is positive and statistically significant. Therefore, we have confidence that the policy

measure is capturing immigration policy.

Robustness Checks

As a first robustness check, I examine the same regressions using a five-year moving average
of policy instead of a linear-time trend (Table A3). Immigration policy tends to be “sticky;”
it often remains the same for several years before it is changed. Including a five-year moving

average allows us to control for this stickiness.
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Second, I use a structural equations model that treats immigration policy as a latent
variable (Table A4). This specification ensures that the compilation of the immigration
policy variable was not driving the results. Structural equations modeling estimates the
effects of our independent variables on a latent variable, in this case immigration policy,
which is measured by the observed 12 dimensions discussed above. There are 13 linear
equations to be estimated: the independent variables on immigration policy and immigration
policy on each of the 12 dimensions. The 13 equations are estimated simultaneously. The
first equation, the structural equation, shows how our independent variables affect the latent
variable, immigration policy and the next 13 show how immigration policy affects each
dimension.. The same variables are included as above, but country and year fixed effects are
not included.

The results are largely robust to structural equations modeling. The effect of trade policy
are no longer significant over the entire time period; in fact, there is little that can immi-
gration over the entire period. Nonetheless, if we examine the 19th century and interwar
period together and Post-Betton Woods era we find significant effects of trade policy. In the
pre-World War II and Bretton Woods era, we find that increases in trade openness is corre-
lated with more restrictive immigration policy. Additionally, we find there is a positive and
significant effect of increasing democratization as measured by Polity. This is the opposite
of what scholars like Polanyi (1944) would have predicted.

The results are also robust to estimation through techniques that down-weigh outliers
(Table A5). The model on the pre-globalizaiton era cannot be estimated due to the small
number of observations.

The results are also robust to including different measures of immigrant flows (Table A6).

Next, I examined whether it is only immigrants with citizenship that can affect policy.
As we do not have good data on naturalization rates, I recoded the immigration policy

variable to exclude citizenship and regressed it on the measure of citizenship (Table AT).



Table A4: Structural Equations Model: Immigration policy regressed on trade policy by era

All Years Pre-1946 Bretton Woods Post Bretton Woods

Structural Model
DV: Immigration Polity

Trade Openness 0.00 -1.14%%* 0.40 -1.83%%*
(0.00) (0.20) (0.38) (0.44)
Polity -0.00 0.02%** -0.00 0.01%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
GDP Growth 0.00 -0.43 0.27 0.56%**
(0.00) (0.26) (0.22) (0.18)
‘War -0.00 -0.11* -0.20* 0.01
(0.00) (0.05) (0.10) (0.04)
Years since inclusion 0.00 -0.00%** -0.00 0.00%**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Measurement Model
National Origins

IM 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Constant 4.11%%* 5.38%** 3.84%** 5.60***
(0.02) (0.20) (0.26) (0.38)
Skill Requirements
IM -4557.11 1.28%** -0.874 -0.51%*
(4394.34) (0.15) (0.45) (0.17)
Constant 4.83%%% 5.49%** 3.40%** 2.18%**
(0.17) (0.25) (0.21) (0.24)
Recruitment
IM -926.47 0.86%*** -0.12 -0.03
(996.65) (0.13) (0.45) (0.12)
Constant 3.88%** 4.85%** 3.89%** 3.24%**
(0.15) (0.22) (0.13) (0.16)
‘Work Prohibitions
IM 2208.20 0.20%* -1.60 0.83%**
(2148.88) (0.10) (1.00) (0.20)
Family Reunification
IM 12285.04 -1.91%%* -3.37* 2.53%**
(11783.56) (0.20) (1.55) (0.46)
Constant -1.98%** -1.09%** 3.40%** 5.97***
(0.20) (0.30) (0.69) (0.71)
Quots
IM -6877.34 1.55%** 3.34%* -1.29%%*
(6611.06) (0.17) (1.60) (0.28)
Constant 6.90%** 6.90%** 3.58%** 2.81%**
(0.18) (0.25) (0.68) (0.42)
Refugees
IM 10158.90 -0.13%%* -4.05* 3.08%**
(9746.28) (0.03) (1.83) (0.56)
Constant -1 7THRRHE 0.87*** 2.73%* 6.40%**
(0.18) (0.04) (0.83) (0.87)
Asylum
IM 8618.61 -0.08 1.46* 2.08%**
(8272.03) (0.05) (0.61) (0.39)
Constant -0.97*** 1.18%** 1.84%** 5.31%**
(0.17) (0.07) (0.40) (0.61)
Constant 3.47x** 4.48%** 4.67*** 5.28%***
(0.12) (0.14) (0.30) (0.30)
Citizenship
IM 5431.22 0.81%** -2.57* 3.08%**
(5228.01) (0.15) (1.15) (0.55)
Constant 1.86%%* 4.70%** 4.37%%* 7.93%**
(0.16) (0.24) (0.54) (0.84)
Rights
IM 1796.89 0.88*** -3.10+ 2.07%**
(1760.89) (0.11) (1.85) (0.38)
Constant 3.25%** 4.99%** 4.51%** 6.78%**
(0.12) (0.19) (0.59) (0.59)
Deportation
IM -4173.60 0.76%** -2.69+ 2.97F**
(4036.55) (0.13) (1.40) (0.52)
Constant 4.59%** 4.72%** 3.57H** 6.86%**
(0.20) (0.21) (0.54) (0.83)
Enforcement
IM -9891.84 0.58%** -1.37 0.07
(9491.63) (0.08) (0.92) (0.15)
Constant 6.94%** 4.97H** 3.92%** 3.16%**
(0.19) (0.14) (0.28) (0.21)
var(e.nat)
Constant 0.90%** 0.67*** 0.70%** 0.99%**
(0.03) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
var (e.skill)
Constant 0.96%** 0.90%** 0.68*** 0.64%**
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04)
var(e.recruit)
Constant 0.84%** 0.99%** 0.75%** 0.45%**
(0.03) (0.06) (0.06) (0.03)
var(e.work)
Constant 0.61%** 0.73%** 0.26%** 0.60%**
(0.02) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04)
var(e.family)
Constant 0.76%** 0.18%** 1.20%** 0.61%**
(0.03) (0%)3) (0.11) (0.04)
var(e.quota)
Constant 1.07%** 0.44%** 1.85%** 1.00%**
(0.04) (0.03) (0.16) (0.06)

var(e.refugee)
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First, the results on trade are relatively stable given this recoding of the immigration policy
variable, which should give us more confidence in the results. Second, there is a positive
effect of citizenship policy on immigration policy in all the data or when we examine the
Pre-Globalization era. This relationship could be a product of the strength of immigrants;
however, it is likely that policymakers, who are more supportive of immigration, are also more
supportive of liberal citizenship policies. Historically, states used liberal citizenship policies
in combination with open immigration policies to attract immigrants. The insignificance of
the citizenship variable after World War II suggests that open citizenship policies are chosen
by politicians who want to encourage immigration.

Finally, I examine a five lag and a two lag ECM model for the pre-1945 and post-1946
eras respectively, as they were both found significant at the p<0.1 level. The error correction
term is still oppositely signed and statistically significant in at least one of the two policies.
Pre-1946 immigration policy was changed relatively little — as noted above about 75% of
the country years there was no change — thus it is not surprising that lagged change in
immigration had a large effect on the current change in immigration since both were more
likely than not to equal 0. Post-1946, the standard deviation for the change in immigration
policy and the change in tariffs is about the same (2.15 and 2.12 on a scale from 0 to 100
for immigration and tariffs respectively). A one standard deviation change in immigration
will, therefore, have an effect on tariffs about twice the size of a one standard deviation
change in immigration policy will have on tariffs. Additionally, the sign of the coefficients
support the argument: an increase (decrease) in tariffs leads to more (less) open immigration
policy. Further, a more (less) open immigration policy will lead to lower (higher) tariffs,
suggesting that immigration policy can be used to prop up import-competing firms, gaining
their support for trade openness. Nonetheless, shocks in tariffs will have a much larger effect

on immigration, leading trade policy to dominate immigration policy.
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Table A8: Error Correction Model of Immigration and Trade Policy by Era
(1) ) ®3) (4) (5)

DV: A Immigration Policy All Pre-1945 Pre-1945 Post-1946  Post-1946
EC -0.01%* -0.00 -0.01 -0.03*** -0.03***
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Lag Almmigration 0.06+ -0.03
(0.04) (0.03)
Lag 2 Almmigration 0.02 0.00
(0.04) (0.03)
Lag 3 Almmigration -0.08*
(0.04)
Lag 4 Almmigration 0.06-+
(0.04)
Lag 5 Almmigration 0.06-+
(0.03)
Lag ATariffs -0.01 0.08*
(0.03) (0.04)
Lag 2 ATariffs 0.04 0.01
(0.03) (0.04)
Lag 3 ATariffs 0.01
(0.03)
Lag 4 ATariffs -0.00
(0.03)
Lag 5 ATariffs 0.01
(0.03)
Constant -0.30%F*  _0.44%F*  _0.36*** -0.17* -0.16%*
(0.05) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07) (0.07)
Observations 1783 839 769 944 906
R? 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.03
DV: A Tarffis
EC 0.02%** 0.02%* 0.02* 0.01* 0.01
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Lag Almmigration -0.13** -0.04+
(0.05) (0.02)
Lag 2 Almmigration 0.06 -0.02
(0.05) (0.02)
Lag 3 Almmigration 0.03
(0.05)
Lag 4 Almmigration 0.02
(0.05)
Lag 5 Almmigration 0.05
(0.04)
Lag ATariffs -0.11%* -0.23%%*
(0.04) (0.03)
Lag 2 ATariffs 0.07+ -0.08**
(0.04) (0.03)
Lag 3 ATariffs 0.00
(0.04)
Lag 4 ATariffs -0.06
(0.04)
Lag 5 ATariffs -0.04
(0.04)
Constant -0.06 0.00 0.02 -0.13%* -0.18%%*
(0.06) (0.11) (0.12) (0.05) (0.05)
Observations 1756 840 770 916 878
R2 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.07

Residuals calculated from regressions on all years, pre-1946 and post-1946 respectively.
Standard errors in parentheses
+ p <0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Case Selection

There are two appropriate and over-lapping universe of cases to which the theory could
apply. First, the theory applies to relatively (low-skill) labor scarce states. These are states
that have relatively high wages in comparison to the rest of the world or in comparison
to their major trading partners. Second, we want to ensure that the countries studied are
countries that migrants want to move to. If migrants were not interested in moving to
that state, the state could choose any immigration policy since migrants would not move to
that state regardless of the policy. Previous research on migration suggests that potential
migrants choose locations where wages are high relative to the transaction costs of moving
(Massey et al. 1993). States that are very wealthy, such as the United States, the United
Kingdom, Germany and Japan, are likely to attract migrants from all over the world; while
states that are relatively wealthy in comparison to their neighbors but are not very wealthy,
such as Argentina, Brazil or South Africa today, are likely to attract migrants from their
neighbors but not from countries far away. The states chosen, therefore, are all wealthy
states, in comparison to the rest of the world or to their neighbors, that are likely to attract
immigrants and are also relatively (low-skill) labor scarce.

This criteria was operationalized as states with GDP per capita above 200% of the world
average GDP per capita in a given year or above 200% of the average GDP per capita for the
geographic region in which the state is located. GDP data were taken from both Maddison
(2011) and The World Bank (2012). The regional criteria captures states that are attractive
to immigrants due to high wages combined with proximity. These two criteria lead to the
inclusion of 77 states (or state-like entities) over at least some part of the time period of
1800-2008.

Countries included under the world criteria are: Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Belgium, Brunei, Canada, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, French Polynesia, Germany,
(West Germany between 1945-1990), Greece, Hong Kong, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Israel,

Japan, Luxembourg, Macao, Netherlands, New Caledonia, New Zealand, Norway, Puerto



Rico, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UAE, UK and US.

Countries included under the regional criteria are Argentina, Botswana, Brazil, Cape
Verde (only after 1997), Republic of Congo, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Equato-
rial Guinea (after 1997), Estonia, Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Hungary, Latvia, Lebanon, Libya,
Lithuania, Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Micronesia, Namibia,
Oman, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Samoa, Seychelles, Slovakia,
South Africa, South Korea, Suriname, Swaziland, Taiwan, Thailand, Tonga, Turkey, Vanu-
atu and Venezuela.

From the universe of wealthy countries, the 19 states and state-like entities were selected:
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, France, Germany, Hong Kong, Kuwait, Japan, New
Zealand, the Netherlands, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, Switzerland,
Taiwan, the UK and the US.! Some states were not studied because they have reached the
wealth criteria or became independent states only recently; these states include Cape Verde
and Equatorial Guinea and former republics of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. Other states
were not studied because it is nearly impossible to find information on their immigration
policies; these states include some of the members of the Gulf Cooperative Council, Brunei,
and other autocracies.

From the set of countries left, I chose countries to have a range of values on the important
explanatory variables for this study and for the alternative explanations in the literature.
For the argument of this study, it was important to find states that have had both open
and closed trade and capital policies. Further, we wanted to examine states that have
industries that are relatively immobile, such as natural resources and agriculture, and that
are relatively mobile, like manufacturing. There are several major alternative explanations
in the literature; explanations based on the power of labor, the power of nativists, the power
of immigrants, the fiscal costs of immigrants, whether or not a state was a colonial power,

regime type and participation in wars. The states chosen to be included, then, vary in these

'Finding data on immigration policies is highly time and labor intensive and, thus, not all states could
be studied.



dimensions. Finally, we included states that have been much studied in the literature to
ensure we are testing the alternative explanations on the states which these theories should
apply. The breadth of the dataset ensures that previous arguments in the literature can be
tested while providing external validity by examining a wider range of immigrant attracting
states.

The criteria to have a range of values over these explanatory values means that Europe
is relatively under-sampled in this study. The Nordic countries, Portugal, Spain, Italy, and
Greece have recently gained much attention in the immigration literature, but were not
included in this study. This under-sampling would be problematic if there are ranges of the
explanatory variables that are not represented in the study already. The Nordic countries
are similar to the Netherlands on many of the key variables, including regime type, trade
and capital policies, size of welfare state, coordinated market economies, etc. Therefore,
we expect that their industrial policies and their welfare policies as well as regime type are
similar to that of the Netherlands and should lead to similar immigration policy outcomes.
Portugal, Spain, Italy and Greece are often studied due to their relatively new status as
countries of immigration rather than countries of emigration. In this way, their experience
should be represented by Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, which all switched from being
countries of emigration to being countries of immigration. South Korea saw this change
occur shortly after it transitioned to democracy, as was the case in Portugal, Spain and
Greece. Thus, we do not think that the exclusion of these cases greatly affects the external
validity of tests of the argument of this paper and the alternative explanations.

There are two other coding decisions to make with regards to case selection: how to handle
federal states and when to begin the analysis. All federal states are coded according to the
policy of the most open member of the state until the time when the federal government
takes sole responsibility for immigration policy, at which point the federal policy is coded.
This coding scheme is used because most federal states allow the free movement of persons

among the members of the federation. Therefore, an immigrant who can come to one of



the members can then have access to all of the members of the federation. Due to this
coding, only US federal, and not state, immigration policy is coded. Prior to the 1848
Passenger Cases decision of the Supreme Court, many states enacted their own immigration
policies. However, not all states enacted these policies and, thus, immigration was relatively
unrestricted through at least some ports of entry into the United States. The policies that
states did enact — provisions against criminals and those likely to become public charges —
were similar to the 1875 Federal Immigration Act (Neuman 1993). If we coded the US using
these state policies, the US immigration policy would be restricted at the level it was in 1875
from 1789. The results of this study, however, do not change with this coding. Switzerland
is also not included in the dataset prior to 1848 because citizens of the different cantons
did not have the right to live in another canton. Therefore, for natives and immigrants,
each canton was like a separate country. Among EU members, the immigration policies of
the most liberal country is not coded as the policy for these countries because freedom of
movement does not extend to third country nationals. When EU policy does affect some or
all of the nations — either because they implement the regulations with national legislation,
such as the Blue Card program for high-skill workers, or have delegated control to the EU
as in Schengen — the EU policy is coded as the policy for each nation it affects.

Table B1 lists the states included in the dataset along with the years of coverage for
each state. Every state was coded through 2010, but they vary by when they enter the
dataset. States enter the dataset when they gain control over their immigration policy,
either when they obtain responsible government, independence, or come into existence in
their current form. For example, in the case of Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and
Hong Kong immigration policy was coded from the date in which colony began and obtained
responsible government through a governor general. Canada obtained a level of control
over its immigration policy after the 13 American colonies revolted. Singapore and Kuwait
were not granted the same level of control over their immigration policy until the first

legislature was elected in the case of Singapore and independence in the case of Kuwait.



Similarly, Argentina, Brazil, South Korea, Taiwan and the United States did not gain control
of immigration until they gained independence.? Germany, the Netherlands and Switzerland
are coded from when the modern state came into existence; for the years 1945-1990, the
policy coded for Germany is that of West Germany. The United Kingdom, France and
Japan are coded from the year in which they pass their first modern immigration policy.
Finally, Saudi Arabia is coded from 1950 for two reasons: GDP data does not exist prior to
1950 and major oil production did not begin until after World War II. It is likely that Saudi

Arabia was not wealthy enough until around 1950 to attract immigrants.

Table B1l: Countries included in the dataset and the dates of inclusion
Region Country

Settler States US (1790-2010)
Australia (1787-2010)
Canada (1783-2010)
New Zealand (1840-2010)
South Africa (1806-2010)
Argentina (1810-2010)
Brazil (1808-2010)
European liberal democracies ~ UK (1792-2010)
France (1793-2010)
Germany (1871-2010)
Netherlands (1815-2010)
Switzerland (1848-2010)
Export-oriented industrializers Japan (1868-2010)
Hong Kong (1843-2010)
Singapore (1955-2010)
South Korea (1948-2010)
Taiwan (1949-2010)
Autocracies Saudi Arabia (1950-2010)
Kuwait (1961-2010)

Coding scheme

Immigration policy is an amalgam of several sets of policies, including policies that regulate

who gains entry to the state (border regulations), how the border is enforced (enforcement)

2In the case of the United States, immigration policy is not coded until 1790 when the federal government
was granted sole responsibility for immigration policy.



and what rights immigrants receive once they have entered the state (immigrant rights).
Within each of these three categories, states have used numerous policies to control their
borders; these policies often serve as substitutes for each other. To get to a tractable level of
aggregation of policies without comparing too many dissimilar policies, twelve major policy
dimensions were coded that cover the major areas of immigration policy. Table B2 lists the

different dimensions of each category of immigration policy and the basis of each dimension.

Table B2: Dimensions of immigration policy

Category Dimension Coding criteria

Border regulations Nationality Number of nationalities restricted
Skill Restrictions based on skill or wealth
Quotas Numerical limits on entry
Recruitment Policies aimed at recruiting immigrants
Work prohibitions Restrictions on industries or positions held
Family reunification Distance of relatives allowed special entry
Refugee policy Entrance policies for refugees outside the state
Asylum policy Entrance policies for those claiming

refugee status at the border

Immigrant rights Citizenship Who can be a member of the state
Other rights Other rights immigrants possess

Enforcement Deportation Who can be deported and how

Other enforcement  Other enforcement measures in place

The twelve categories were chosen after an exhaustive reading of the literature on the
immigration policies of countries in Europe, the Middle East, East Asia, and the New World.
All data on immigration policy and the rights given to immigrants was collected. The data
was coded as to whether the law restricted some class or type of immigrant; created a test
for immigration such as a literacy test or a point system; whether the law affecting recruiting
immigrants by the state or by private companies; whether the law was a quota; whether the
law affected a right that immigrants had; whether the law affected citizenship rights; whether
the law was about refugees or asylum seekers and whether the law affected enforcement or
deportation. From the data collection, it was clear that there were three major areas of focus
for policy: who was allowed in, what rights they received and how to get rid of immigrants

that are not wanted.



Within policies that regulate who gets into the state, countries have used seven different
policies. The major distinction in border regulations throughout the last two centuries has
been regulating immigration by nationality or by skill or other characteristic, such as wealth,
of the migrant. Nationality restrictions were used in much of the world in the 19th and early
20th century as they were relatively easy to implement. They fell out of favor in the West
after World War II and were often replaced by skill restrictions.

There are several other policies that are used less frequently by states to control who gets
into the country. First, a few states use numerical quota. Other states have used recruitment
policies to control entry. Most states have used recruitment policies to make their countries
more attractive destinations for workers by lowering the costs of moving. Other states
have sought to make their countries less attractive by decreasing the number of jobs that
immigrants can take using work restrictions. While these restrictions do not directly affect
entry, they affect the desire for entry. Most states also have a family reunification policy but
these policies very greatly from relatively restrictive, such as Saudi policy restricting family
reunification to high-skill migrants and male natives and Hong Kong’s quota on Mainland
Chinese wives and children, to relatively open. Finally, I include refugee and asylum policy
for two reasons. First, most refugees and asylum seekers eventually enter the labor market.
Second, there is a fear, especially in Europe, that asylum seekers are economic migrants in
disguise.

There are two main categories of rights. Citizenship allows the migrant to have all the
rights of the native. Even without citizenship, migrants are often granted a variety of rights.
While rights do not directly affect who gains entry, they likely affect the attractiveness of the
country to potential migrants. Rights affect the security of the position of the migrant and
the money that he makes. For example, migrants have few rights to sue their employers for
labor violations like withholding pay or overtime in the Gulf Cooperative Council countries.
Thus, they are more exposed to abuse and expropriation of their earnings. In contrast,

migrants may sue their employers in Western countries, reducing fears of expropriation.



These rights, then, make Western states more attractive to migrants as they reduce the risk
that the migrants’ investment will be expropriated.

Finally, we have to control for enforcement. Ideally, in this category, we would like a de
facto measure of enforcement. Unfortunately, given the nature of undocumented migration, it
is nearly impossible to measure how effectively a state is enforcing its laws. Instead, we must
rely on the de jure measures that states enact. There are two main categories of enforcement:
deportation and other measures. More rigorous deportation measures should correlate with
greater deportation of migrants who are in the country illegally. Other measures focus on
three areas: border control measures to keep unwanted immigrants out, employer sanctions
to reduce the demand for illegal workers and ‘“self-deportation” laws that make living in
a state illegally more difficult. Most states have passed laws on border regulations and
employer sanctions.

Additionally, policies can belong to more than one category. For example, family reuni-
fication policies are considered a right that immigrants may possess in Europe, East Asia
and the Persian Gulf and form a less important instrument in their immigration policies;
in contrast, family reunification is one of the main policy instruments in United States im-
migration policy. Similarly, regulations on what positions immigrants can take and what
sectors they can work in has been a major policy tool to control entry in East Asia and the
Persian Gulf; however, the ability to work in any position is also seen as a right in liberal
democracies. Refugee and Asylum policy are also hard to categorize; although these policies
control entry into the state, they also are seen as a human right similar to the other rights
that immigrants may be granted. A more detailed explanation of the dimensions and their
coding is listed below. Each dimension was coded from 1 to 5, with greater restrictions

taking lower values and more openness taking greater values.?

3Theoretically, immigration policy has no bounds; states could always pay people more and more money
to come to their country; for example in the 1960s, South Africa not only paid for the cost of passage for
European workers, but also established them with bonuses and other monetary goods. At the other end
of the spectrum, states could also denaturalize part of their population and force them to leave, as the
Germans did to the Jews under the Nazi regime or the South Africans did to Africans under Apartheid.
These examples, however, are very rare. Most states fall in between these two extremes the vast majority of



Universality by Nationality: How selective is the state about letting immigrants in based
on their national origin? Does nationality matter at all? Are there few national groups or
many allowed in? A score of 1 represents that few or no nationalities are allowed in. A score
of 5 represents that all nationalities are treated equally. One issue that this brings up is that
in the late 20th and early 21st centuries, states often gave some groups preferential access
to their labor market while having an overall policy of equality. For example, New Zealand
uses a point system with no national origin criteria but also has a special program with
the island nations of the South Pacific for seasonal workers. In this case, these preferential
access programs - because they are almost always for low-skill workers - are coded in the
universality by skill category. This coding rule is used because the policy is to increase, and

not deny, access to the state.

1 Only decedents of natives allowed in.

2 A few nationalities allowed entrance but not many. Example: if a European country only

allowed immigrants from other EU countries.

3 Many nationalities allowed in but not all or migrants from some regions excluded. Exam-
ple: Between 1924-1965, the US quota system allowed in many Northern Europeans,
some Southern and Eastern Europeans, anyone from the Western Hemisphere and no

one from Asia.

4 Almost all nationalities allowed in. Example: In the late 19th century, only Chinese were
excluded from the US. Additionally, numerical limits by country but not differentiated

by country. Example: Current US law restricts migration from each country to 20,000.

5 No exclusions based on nationality

Universality by Skill or Income: Does the state restrict by the skills or income an immi-

grant possesses? Does it use a point system with points given for education or special skills?

the time.
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Are people excluded based on profession (i.e. no prostitutes), illness (e.g. no epileptics), or
likelihood of becoming a public charge? A score of 5 on this scale indicates that the country
has no restrictions by skill and a score of 1 means only the very highest skilled workers
(executives, high-level intracompany transfers) are allowed in. Again, when states exempt
one group from these restrictions - either by nationality in the case of the New Zealand sea-
sonal workers program for Polynesians or by a general category like the seasonal agricultural

workers program in Britain - the score increases.

1 Only highly educated, high income earners allowed in; many excludable classes.

2 Mostly high educated, high earners, but some allowances for low-skilled workers; some

excludable classes.

3 Preference for high-skill workers but many opportunities for low-skilled workers; some

excludable classes.

4 Few slots reserved for high-skill workers (i.e like the H1B visa in the US); most visas open
for anyone; few excludable classes (e.g. only criminals, those likely to become a public

charge).
5 No skill restrictions for any visas; no excludable classes.

Quota: Is there a quota and how restrictive is it? Quotas are only coded when the quota is
a numerical limit on a large portion of immigrants, not when it is a target for the number
of immigrants. Targets, like policy statements or development plans, are not coded because
they are not changes in legislation but usually administrative policies. The quota does not
need to be binding on all immigrants. This is because it is rare to have a quota that binds on
all immigrants. Usually at least wives and minor children of citizens are allowed in above the
quota; this policy is denoted in the family immigration policy coding. Sometimes, the quota
is only on one class of immigrants, such as the Hong Kong quota on Chinese immigrants,

but this class makes up the majority of immigrants entering the country. Again, high-skill
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workers from other countries could enter above the quota; although, interestingly, wives and
minor children of Hong Kong belongers (equivalent to citizens) cannot. This is denoted in

the other categories.

1 Less than 0.25% of population can enter annually
2 0.25-0.5% of population can enter annually

3 0.5-1% of the population can enter annually

4 Over 1% of population can enter annually

5 No quota

Recruitment: Are there special visas or procedures to recruit labor or settlers? To recruit
workers, do employers have to advertise first or otherwise seek approval from a government
ministry? How many industries can recruit? Do firms have to pay levies or other taxes
for foreign workers? Does the government pay for passage or give settlers or workers other
benefits to induce them to come? A score of 1 denotes that all workers have to follow the
same requirements as all other immigrants and that firms cannot recruit from overseas. An
example of this is the US Contract Labor Law. A 5 denotes that the government will pay
for passage of any immigrant and will give the immigrant money, land, or other goods to

help him to settled.

1 No special procedure or visa, come in under the same system of regulation as everyone

else; labor recruitment prohibited.

2 Small set of visas for special groups of workers (i.e. agricultural workers); trigger to reduce
numbers based on employment data; employers are not allowed to pay for moving

expenses; many restrictions including no unemployed natives in the industry.

3 Moderate number of visas for all groups or many groups obtain visas; employers allowed

to pay for moving expenses; some procedures for recruiting workers.

12



4 Few or no restrictions on visas for any type of worker, employers are allowed to pay moving

expenses; few restrictions or procedures for obtaining work visas.

5 Government program to recruit workers or settlers, government pays for the workersO

transportation cost and helps pay for firms or government officials to recruit workers.

Work prohibitions: How many occupations can the immigrant work in? Are there re-
quirements to have a certain number of native workers in an occupation/ firm or that foreign
workers can only make up a certain percentage of workers? How many occupations do the
rules cover? All? Just certain industries? Are there racially based policies? A score of 1
means that immigrants are not allowed to work in any industry. This is not the case for any
of the states in this sample. A score of 5 means that there are no restrictions or in modern

times, that the only restrictions are in highly sensitive national security positions.

1 Immigrants completely blocked from the labor market.

2 Immigrants restricted from many occupations; less than 30% of the workers in a given

occupation/ firm can be immigrants (covering most or all of occupations).

3 Immigrants restricted from some occupations; 30-50% of workers in given occupation/

firm can be immigrants (covers some occupations).

4 Immigrants cannot hold public sector positions; 50% or more of the workers in a given

occupation/ firm can be immigrants (covers some occupations).

5 Immigrants can hold any position (except for highly sensitive national security positions);

no restrictions on the number of immigrant workers in a given occupation/ firm.

Family: Do family members get special treatment? Can they immigrate more easily than
others? Are there racial or skill distinctions? A score of 1 indicates that no family members
are given special treatment and a score of 5 indicates that many family members are given

special treatment. Most states fall somewhere between a 2 - special treatment for wives and
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minor children only and a 4 - wives and minor children and sometimes parents can enter
without difficulty and all other relatives can be sponsored with some occupational or skill
requirements. One issue with family migration is that states did not seem to consider it
a necessary policy to have when there were few restrictions by nationality or skill. Family
reunification policies only came into being once other restrictions were put in place. Given
that the states have no policy on family migration during these times, these years are scored

as a 1.

1 No special provisions for family reunification; family members must enter under the same

procedures as others.

2 Only wives and minor children of citizens or legal permanent residents can be sponsored,

but are free from other controls.

3 Increased number of relatives can be sponsored (e.g. adult children or dependent parents)
but only by citizens and/ or relatives (except minor children and wives) need to possess
same characteristics as non-family immigration (i.e. if there is a literacy test, relatives

must pass the test); relative in the country has to pay bond or otherwise be responsible.

4 Many categories of relatives can be sponsored by citizens or residents (e.g. siblings, parents
not dependent on migrant) but still must possess same characteristics as non-family
immigrants (except minor children and wives); relative in the country has to be re-

sponsible for immigrant.

5 Many categories of relatives can be sponsored by citizens or residents and they do not
need to possess the characteristics of non-family immigrants (exemption from literacy

exams, etc.); no bond required or responsibility for relative in the country.

Family Provisions: Coded 0 before first mention of special provisions for families; 1 after.
Refugee: Does the state have a resettlement policy or does it just resettle refugees on

an ad hoc basis? How selective is their refugee policy? Do they let in many refugees?
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Are refugees only defined as those who meet the 1951 Convention or 1967 Protocol or is
there are more expansive definition? Refugee policy is coded as a 1 if the country has no
special policy and a 5 if the country is willing to resettle large numbers of refugees without
taking into consideration the refugees’ qualifications. This last criteria is to distinguish the
more generous refugee policies of the current day with those after World War II when most
receiving countries placed occupational restrictions on refugees, selecting for higher skilled
migrants. Ad hoc refugee programs for one group during the crises are coded as relaxing
refugee restrictions and the magnitude of the change is based on the number of refugees the
state was willing to allow in. The change in coding only lasts as long as the refugee program
was in place; for example, when New Zealand took in Ugandan refugees in 1973, but no

other years, the increase in the refugee score is only calculated for 1973.

1 Almost no refugees allowed in; those that are allowed in must follow normal immigration

procedures.

2 Some refugees allowed in; special refugee visas but refugees chosen by some sort of pref-
erence or must be able to pass tests that non-refugee immigrants take; few reasons for

being a refugee or ad hoc policy.

3 Special refugee visa, preference system but not overly burdensome; moderate number of
refugees allowed in; must follow some of the requirements that a non-refugee immigrant

would have to pass; the UN definition of a refugee is followed.

4 Large number of refugees allowed in; no preference system or very weak system; easy to
obtain refugee visa; exemption from requirements of non-refugee immigrant; at least

the UN definition of a refugee is followed.

5 Large number of refugees; no preference system or requirements; very easy to obtain

refugee visa; many categories of refugees included not just the UN definition.

Refugee Provisions: Coded 0 before first mention of refugee; 1 after.
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Asylum: How easy is it to gain asylum? What rights do asylum seekers and asylees have?
Are they kept in detention centers? Are they repatriated? Is there only one asylum status
or is there temporary protected status as well? What are the procedures and are there legal

safeguards?
1 No asylum.

2 Extremely difficult process; asylum granted only in a few cases; little ability to work
or access to welfare state while awaiting determination; little recourse if not granted

asylum; no temporary protected status; limited access for political refugees.

3 Difficult process; asylum granted for more cases; some access to the welfare state or labor
market, more recourse including ability to access courts if denied; some temporary

protected status allowed.

4 Fairly easy process; asylum granted to many groups; access to labor market and welfare
system; access to courts and other procedures if denied; temporary protected status

given to many groups.

5 Easy process; asylum granted for most cases; access to labor markets and welfare state;
constitutionally protected procedure; no need for temporary protected status because

almost everyone gets asylum.

Asylum Provisions: Coded 0 before first mention of asylum; 1 after.

Citizenship: How easy is it to obtain citizenship? What determines citizenship for children
born in the country (jus sanguinis, jus soli, double jus soli)? Are there racial discriminations
in citizenship? How easy is it for the government to denaturalize citizens? A score of 1
denotes states where citizenship is only given through birth through one parent (usually the
father). A score of 5 denotes jus soli citizenship (citizenship given to all children born in the
state) and an easy naturalization process. Racial discrimination in citizenship policies leads

to a lower score as well.
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1 Only by birth from a native father or mother.
2 Only by birth through either native parent and/or grandparent.

3 Very difficult process to obtain citizenship (language requirements, difficult test) and/
or many years to citizenship (more than 10 years) and/or children receive citizenship

through either parent or grandparent.

4 Moderately difficult process (relatively easy language requirements and/or an easy test)
and/or moderate time to citizenship (more than 5 but less than ten years) and/or

children born in state automatically get citizenship.

5 Fairly easy process (e.g. no language requirements) and short time to citizenship (5 or

less years) and children born in state automatically get citizenship.

Immigrant Rights: What rights do immigrants have once in the state? Are there racial/
national origin discriminations? Does the government try to integrate immigrants or does
it just expect them to assimilate? How easy is it to get permanent residency? A score
of 1 indicates few legal rights: immigrants had to be registered; they had to go through
invasive health checks; they do not have the right to marry nationals; they could only live
in specific locations; they could only work for specific employers; they have no access to the
welfare state; they cannot own land; they are discriminated against and they cannot gain
permanent residency. In states coded as 1, immigrants can basically only work the job in
which they were hired for and cannot leave the housing provided for them by their employer.
A score of 5 indicates parity to citizens: complete access to the welfare state; voting rights;
no restrictions in where they can live or work; no restrictions in property rights and a robust

anti-discrimination program.

1 Almost no legal rights; immigrants must leave state if they leave their job; cannot own
property; cannot access the welfare state; they have to register, no freedom of religion,

no permanent residency, etc.

17



2 Some rights but land ownership and ownership of companies restricted; limited access to

the welfare state.

3 Ability to change jobs freely, some ownership of real property or companies; some access

to the welfare state, some racial discrimination in laws.
4 Access to most welfare policies; few restrictions on ownership of property or firms.

5 Total access to welfare state, voting rights without citizenship, no restrictions in prop-
erty ownership, integration policies, no racial discrimination, few years to permanent

residency.

Deportation: How easy is it to deport an immigrant? What safeguards exist? Does
the state engage in mass expulsions or pay people to leave the country? A score of 1
denotes that there are many deportable offenses, including losing one’s job and there are
few administrative or judicial safeguards. A score of 5 is given if there are few deportable

offenses (usually deportation is limited to criminals) and/ or clear judicial checks.

1 No appeals process; many deportable offenses, including losing oneOs job.
2 Administrative process with few checks; fewer deportable offenses.
3 More checks on the process and even fewer deportable offenses.

4 Judicial checks on process including going to the highest court in the land and/or very

few deportable offenses.

5 Almost no deportable offenses (conviction for an criminal offense, but not for an immi-

gration offense) and clear judicial checks.

Enforcement: How strongly does the state enforce its borders? Are there employer sanc-
tions, fines or prison time for illegal immigrants? Are there amnesties? During an amnesty

are immigrants allowed to stay or just leave without paying a fine? A score of 1 denotes a
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high spending country, with severe employer sanctions, sanctions on those who are in the
country legally including fines and prison time, bonds to ensure that immigrants leave and
identification papers that are hard to forge. A score of 5 denotes no enforcement beyond

basic police enforcement.

1 High spending, employer raids or hard to forge national work idOs, strong employer sanc-
tions, bonds placed by employers to ensure that migrants go home, large number of

enforcement officials.

2 Slightly less spending, fewer raids or easier to forge national work id, border enforcement

is strong but not impossible to over come.
3 Even less money, no raids, easy to forge idOs, some border enforcement.
4 Very little enforcement, screening at points of entry, little enforcement on employers.

5 Basically no enforcement.

Combining the data into a single index

The goal of a state’s immigration policy is to attract a certain number of immigrants. While
there is no consensus on how these different dimensions affect the flow of migrants, it is clear
that not all dimensions affect migration equally.* To combine these different policies into a
single measure, I use principal components analysis. The analysis reveals that these dimen-
sions combine to create two different factors: immigration policy and rights of immigrants.’
Table B3 shows the eigenvalues over the different factors.

The first factor, immigration policy, places more weight on nationality, skill, recruitment,

quotas, enforcement and deportation policies than the second, rights of immigrants, which

‘Leblang, Fitzgerald and Teets (2009) has examined how policies attract immigrants, but

only used citizenship policy and a simple coding of immigration policy.
SThere are four eigenvalues greater than 1; the other two are 1.14 and 1.05 and neither

explain much variation.
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Table B3: Factor Analysis

Factor Eigenvalue Difference Proportion Cumulative
Factor 1 3.65969 1.43823 0.3050 0.3050
Factor 2 2.22146 1.08594 0.1851 0.4901
Factor 3 1.13553 0.08545 0.0946 0.5847
Factor 4 1.05007 0.07847 0.0875 0.6722
Factor 5 0.97160 0.31016 0.0810 0.7532
Factor 6 0.66145 0.10612 0.0551 0.8083
Factor 7 0.55532 0.07995 0.0463 0.8546
Factor 8 0.47537 0.06063 0.0396 0.8942
Factor 9 0.41474 0.02093 0.0346 0.9288
Factor 10 0.39381 0.15813 0.0328 0.9616
Factor 11 0.23567 0.01039 0.0196 0.9812
Factor 12 0.22528 0.0188 1.0000

LR test: chi?(66) = 1.3e + 04 Prob > chi? = 0.0000

places more weight on family reunification, refugee, asylee, citizenship, rights and work

prohibition policies; hence, the names for the two factors (Table B4).6

Table B4: Factor Loadings

Variable Factor Loading Factor Loading Uniqueness
Immigration Policy Rights of Immigrants
Nationality 0.3871 0.1452 0.8291
Skill 0.7439 -0.0363 0.4453
Quota 0.4278 -0.4310 0.6313
Recruitment 0.5485 0.0713 0.6941
Work Prohibitions 0.4266 0.5465 0.5194
Family Reunification -0.6910 0.4364 0.3320
Refugees -0.4837 0.6174 0.3848
Asylum -0.4527 0.4399 0.6015
Citizenship 0.2429 0.6050 0.5750
Other rights 0.4571 0.6359 0.3867
Deportation 0.7411 0.4097 0.2830
Enforcement 0.7465 -0.0789 0.4366

Another coding decision is how to treat refugee, asylum and family reunification policy

before these policies were in place. In the 19th century, many states had relatively open

6The first factor correlates highly (at 0.95) with a standardized average of nationality,
skill, quota, recruitment, work prohibitions, deportation and enforcement.
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immigration policies and so had little need for a separate policy for refugees, asylum seekers
or family members. In the coding of immigration policy in this paper, refugees, asylees and
family policies were coded as a 1 until there was a policy on these issues in place. As a
robustness check, I coded these policies as a 5 for years with no policy and as a 1 once
there was another policy in place that would exclude a refugee, asylum seeker, or family
reunification immigrant (e.g. provision against public charges or other wealth criteria). This
coding produced just one factor, which correlates with the coding of immigration policy at
0.9.

Finally, to ensure the validity of the coding, the data for eight countries were recoded by

a second coder; the two codings correlate at 0.9.

Sources

Several primary and secondary sources were used to compile the data on the laws and are

listed below by country.

Argentina

Adelman (1994), Albarracin (2003), Avni (1991), Baily (1969), Barnhart (1962), Bastos de
Avila (1964), Castro (1971), de la Torre and Mendoza (2007), Engerman and Sokoloff (2008),
Fields (1932), Fischel de Andrade (1998), Foerster (1919), Germani (1970), Government of
Argentina (1869, 1978, 1981, 1994, 2004), Gravil (1985), Hines (1999, 2010), Tza (1994),
Jefferson (1926), La Cava (1999), Maurette (1937a, b), Migration (1961a, 1962), Migration
Dialogue (1994-2011), Misuriello (1993), Morner and Sims (1985), Moya (1998), Newton
(1982), Plender (1972), Randall (1977), Sanchez-Albornoz (1974), Sanchez-Alonso (2000),
Scobie (1971), Silva (1998), Solberg (1970), Solberg, McNeill and Adams (1978), Tigner
(1981), UNHCR (2009), Velez (2010), Villar (1984)
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Australia

Blainey (1984), Borrie (1994), Carrothers (1966), Clarke (1990), de Lepervanche, Wheel-
wright and Buckley (1975), Department of Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Af-
fairs (1988), Freeman and Jupp (1992), Gibney and Hansen (2005), Government of Australia
(2007), Hatton (2004), Hawkins (1991), Hayden (1971), Jupp (2002), Kelley (1965), King
(1993), Kubéat, Merhlinder and Gehmacher (1979), Lack and Templeton (1995), Lynch and
Simon (2003), Madgwick (1969), Mauldon and Williams (1990), Migration Dialogue (1994-
2011), Mills (1930), Ongley and Pearson (1995), Plender (1972), Smith (1981), Tsuchida
(1998), Winkelmann (2000), Zolberg (2006)

Brazil

Amaral and Fusco (2005), Baily (1969), Barnhart (1962), Bastos de Avila (1954, 1964), Beat-
tie Jr (1983), Brody (2002), Browne (1972), Dean (1971), Engerman and Sokoloff (2008),
Fausto (1999), Fields (1932), Fischel de Andrade (2011), Foerster (1919), Government of
Brazil (1980), Hall (1969), Hastings (1969), Holloway (1978, 1980), Jubilut (2006), Jubilut
and de Oliveira Selmi ApolinA rio (2008), Klein (1991), La Cava (1999), Lesser (1999), Li-
brary of Congress Law Library (2006), Luebke (1987), Marshall (2005), Maurette (1937a, b),
Meade (2009), Migration (1961c), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Morner and Sims (1985),
Nogueria and Marques (2008), OECD (2009), Pescatello (1970), Plender (1972), Randall
(1977), Rios-Neto (2005), Sanchez-Alonso (2000), Smith and Marchant (1951), Smith (1972),
Tigner (1981), Topik (1987), Tsuchida (1998), Vainer and Brito (2001), Young (1974)

Canada

Bhatti (2007), Borrie (1994), Boyd and Vickers (2000), Carrothers (1966), Citizenship and
Immigration Canada (2006), Corbett (1957), Gibney and Hansen (2005), Government of

Canada (1976), Green, Hatton and Williamson (1994), Hastings (1969), Hatton (2004),
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Hawkins (1972, 1991), Kelley and Trebilcock (1998), King (1993), Kubat, Merhlédnder and
Gehmacher (1979), Madgwick (1969), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Mills (1930), Ongley
and Pearson (1995), Plender (1972), Smith (1981), Timlin (1960), Troper (1972), Tsuchida
(1998), Zolberg (2006)

France

Baldwin-Edwards and Schain (1994), Cross (1983), Einaudi (2007), Foerster (1919), Free-
man (1989), Geddes (2003), Hammar (1985), Horowitz and Noiriel (1992), King (1993),
Libet (1995), Lynch and Simon (2003), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Papademetriou and
Hamilton (1996), Plender (1972), Sicsic, Hatton and Williamson (1994), Tsuchida (1998),
Weil (2001), Zolberg (2006)

Germany

Bade (1987), Baldwin-Edwards and Schain (1994), Booth (1992), Foerster (1919), Ged-
des (2003), Government of Germany (2011), Hammar (1985), Herbert (1990), Hoffmann-
Nowotny, McNeill and Adams (1978), Iguchi (1998), Joppke and Rosenhek (2003), King
(1993), Lynch and Simon (2003), Marshall (2000), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Plender
(1972), Rogers (1985), Tranaes and Zimmermann (2004), Weil (2001), Zolberg (2006)

Hong Kong

Alabaster, de Mello and Koenig (1915), Appleyard (1988), Athukorala (1993, 2006), Chen
(1987), Chui (2002), Government of Hong Kong (1853, 1895, 1902, 1914, 1915, 20084, b, ¢,
d, e f, g, h), , Ku (2004), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Ng and Lee (1998), Peterson
(2008), PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2003), Settlage (1997), Skeldon (1994), Ullah (2010), Wu
and Inglis (1992)
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Japan

Athukorala (1993), Brody (2002), Chu and Lin (2001), Chung (2010), Foote (1993), Friman
(2002), Gurowitz (2004), Hanami, Weiner and Hanami (1998), Iguchi (1998), Junichi (2006),
Kajita, Weiner and Hanami (1998), Komai (2000), Kondo (2002), Koshiro (1998), Kuwahara
(1998), Library of Congress Law Library (2006), Mackey and Anderson (2009), Mendel Jr
(1964), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Morita and Sassen (1994), Morris-Suzuki (2010),
Nagayama (1992, 1996), Nasu (2008), Plender (1972), Suzuki (2007), Takeda (1998), Tsuchida
(1998), Watanabe (1998), Weiner and Hanami (1998), Weiner (2000), Yamashita (2008), Ya-
mawaki (2000), Zha (2002)

Kuwait

Addleton (1992), Al-ramadhan (1995), Al-Salem, Farah and Al-Salem (1980), Alessa (1981),
Bitar (2008), BureAj (2008), Chalcraft (2010), Choucri (1977, 1986), Choucri and Brecke
(1983), Dib (1988), Feiler (1991), Human Rights Watch (2010), Kapiszewski (2001, 2006),
Koli and Al-Omaim (1988), Longva (1997), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Russell and
Al-Ramadhan (1994), Russell (1989), Seccombe and Lawless (1987), Visit Kuwait (2011),
Weiner (1982), Winckler (1997)

Netherlands

Baldwin-Edwards and Schain (1994), Caestecker and Moore (2010, 2011), Colijn and Smit
(1994), Entzinger (1994a, b), Ersanilli (2007), Fields (1932), Fullerton (1988), Geddes (2003),
Gieler (2003), de Groot (2001), Hammar (1985), King (1993), Kubat, Merhldnder and
Gehmacher (1979), Lucassen (2002a, b, 2003), Lucassen and Penninx (1997), Migration Di-
alogue (1994-2011), Miller (1989), Moore (1986), Plender (1972), Prak (1997), Rath (2009),
Reisner (1964), Roodenburg, Euwals and Rele (2003), Scholten and Minderhoud (2008),
Schrover (2009), Tom (2006), van Amersfoort and Penninx (1994), van Eijl (2000, 2008),

24



van Ours and Veenman (2005), van Selm (2000), Vogel (2003), Vos (1994), Weil (2001),
Zorlu and Hartog (2002)

New Zealand

Beaglehole (1990, 2009), Bedford (2004, 2005), Bedford, Ho and Lidgard (2000), Binzeg-
ger (1980), Borrie (1991, 1994), Brawley (1993), Carrothers (1966), Farmer (1996, 1997),
Francis (2006), Gallienne (1991), Gibney and Hansen (2005). Government of New Zealand
(182, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010a, b, ¢, d, e, f, g), Hatton (2004),
Hawke (1985), Henry (2008), Kubat, Merhldnder and Gehmacher (1979), Lovelock and
Leopold (2008), Madgwick (1969), McKinnon (1996), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Mills
(1930), O’Connor (1968), Ongley and Pearson (1995), Plender (1972), Price (1974), Roche
(2005), Shroff (1989), Smith and Edmonston (1997), Smith (1981), Tagupa (1994), Temple-
ton (2008), Wearing (1990, 1993), Winkelmann (1999, 2000), Zolberg (2006)

Saudi Arabia

Addleton (1992), Birks and Sinclair (1979), BureA; (2008), Choucri (1986), Choucri and
Brecke (1983), Dib (1988), Feiler (1991), Halliday (1977), Kanovsky (1984), Kapiszewski
(2001, 2006), Looney (1985, 1988), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Ministerial Agency of
Civil Affairs (1954), Richards and Martin (1983), Seccombe and Lawless (1986, 1987), Silvey
(2008), Weiner (1982), Winckler (1997), Woodward (1988)

Singapore

Athukorala (1993, 2006), Fong and Lim (1982), Gallienne (1991), Government of Singapore
(2011), Hui (1997, 1998), Kaur (2006), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Pang (1992), Plender
(1972), Stahl (1986), Tat (1992), Wong (1996, 1997), Yamashita (2008), Yeoh (2004)
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South Africa

Adepoju (1988), Anderson (1993), Borrie (1994), Bouillon (1998), Bradlow (1978), Breyten-
bach (1979), Brown (1987), Carrothers (1966), Christopher (1971), Crush (1997, 2000, 2011),
Crush, Jeeves and Yudelman (1991), Crush and Mather (2000), Crush and McDonald (2002),
Crush and Tshitereke (2001), Duly (1968), Feinstein (2005), Fields (1932), Foster (2003),
Gibney and Hansen (2005), Government of South Africa (1949, 1991, 1995, 2005), Hatter-
sley (1950), James (1992), Jeeves (1985), Jeeves and Crush (1997), Klausen (2002), Klotz
(1997, 2000), Lincoln and Mararike (2000), Madgwick (1969), Martens (2006), Mather and
Mathebula (2000), McDonald (1998), Migration (1961b), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011),
Mills (1930), Morris and Bouillon (2001), Neumark (1957), O’Malley (2011), Osborn (1964),
Peberdy (2001, 2009), Plender (1972), Prothero (1974), Ross (1975), Smith (1981), South
African History Online.org (2011), Ulicki and Crush (2000), Vahed (2002), Wentzel (2003),
Wentzel and Tlabela (2006), Whitman (2000), Wilson (1972a, b, 1976), Zolberg (2006)

South Korea

Adams (2007), Athukorala (2006), Choi (2001), GAO (2010), Hulse (2010), Kang (1996), Kim
(2005), Mackey and Anderson (2009), Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Park (1994, 1998, 2010a, b),
Refugee Reveiw Tribunal of Australia (2008), Skeldon (2006), UNHCR (2010, 2011), Ya-
mashita (2008)

Switzerland

Afonso (2005), Argast (2009), Baldwin-Edwards and Schain (1994), Bergier et al. (2002),
Bohning (1984), B'ohning and Maillat (1974), Fields (1932), Fischer, Nicolet and Scia-
rini (2002), Flluckiger (1998), Frey (1987), Hammar (1985), Hoffmann-Nowotny (1995),
Holmes (1988), Holzer, Schneider and Widmer (2000), King (1993), Kubat, Merhléander and
Gehmacher (1979), Library of Congress Law Library (2006), Mayer (1965), Migration Dia-

26



logue (1994-2011), Miller (1989), Plender (1972), Riano and Wastl-Walter (2006), Sprenger
(1999), Straubhaar and Fischer (1994), Studer (2001), Vagts (1997), Vuilleumier (1992),
Wanner, Efionayi and Fibbi (2009), Whelpley (1905)

Taiwan

Athukorala (1993, 2006), Chang (2002), Earth Times (2009), Government of the Republic
of China (1990, 1992, 2002, 2003, 2006, 2007, 2009a, b, 2010a, b, ¢), Hsia (2004), Hsich
and Kuo (2009), Kanjanapan (1992), Lee and Wang (1996), Lee (1995), Migration Dialogue
(1994-2011), Selya (1992), Settlage (1997), Skeldon (2006), Tsay and Lin (2001)

United Kingdom

Baldwin-Edwards and Schain (1994), Booth (1992), Castro (1999), Clarke (1990), Depart-
ment of Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs (1988), Geddes (2003), Hammar
(1985), Kay and Miles (1988), Kaye and Charlton (1990), Kelley and Trebilcock (1998),
King (1993), Kubat, Merhlénder and Gehmacher (1979), Lynch and Simon (2003), Mi-
gration Dialogue (1994-2011), Mills (1930), Papademetriou and Hamilton (1996), Plender
(1972), Schain (2008), Smith (1981), Spencer (1997), Walvin (1984), Weil (2001), Zolberg,
McNeill and Adams (1978), Zolberg (2006)

United States

Congressional Quarterly (2006a, b), Cornelius, Weiner and Hanami (1998), Freeman and
Jupp (1992), Garcia, Lee and Tatelman (2005), Gemery, Hatton and Williamson (1994),
Gibney and Hansen (2005), Hatton (2004), Hutchinson (1981), Jenks (1993), King (1993),
Migration Dialogue (1994-2011), Neuman (1993), Schuck (1998), Takenaka (2004), Teitel-
baum (1998), Timmer and Williamson (1998), Tsuchida (1998), U.S. Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services (2009), Weiner and Hanami (1998), Zolberg (2006)
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