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n response to a plea from high-tech businesses that German industry was at
a competitive disadvantage because of its lack of access to foreign computer
and software engineers, the German government in May 2000 launched
new “green card” program, designed to recruit up to 20,000 highly skilled
orkers, from outside the European Union. To garner support for the initiative
to head off criticism from those who cling to the myth that Germany is not
ountry of immigration (Deutschland ist kein Einwan-derungsland), Chancellor
rhard Schroder asserted that “We [Germans] must make sure that in these
s of globalization we don’t suffer from a lack of cosmopolitanism.. .. There’s
ge amount of international competition for the best people, and Germany
d be making a big mistake if it didn’t take part.” This statement reflects a sea-
e in Germany’s foreigner policy (Ausldnderpolitik), which is on the verge
oming a legal immigration policy (Einwanderungspolitik). Together with
ange in German nationality law — adopted by the Red-Green government
and which for the first time injected an element of birthplace citizenship
li) into German law — the new green card program is pushing Germany in
edly liberal direction. Yet, at the same time that the green card policy was
nced, the Schroder government declared that foreign high-tech workers
ot be allowed to bring their families with them. After criticism from
ights groups and gentle reminders from experts about the difficulty of
g “guest workers” from settling, the government quickly revised its
ow for the possibility of settlement and family reunification.
recent episode in German immigration history illustrates well the
“that modern states must face in dealing with “globalization™ and
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then it may become difficult for a state to identify its population vis-a-vis
other states. The national community may feel threatened, and there may be
a social or political backlash against immigration. Finally — and this is most
important from the standpoint of political liberalism — the citizenry or the
demos may be transformed in such a way as to violate the social contract and
undermine the legitimacy of the government and the sovereignty of the state
itself (Walzer, 1983). Thus, migration can be seen as a threat to national
security, and it can lead to conflicts within and between states (Weiner, 1993,
1995; Huntington, 1996). Hence the liberal paradox: the economic logic of
liberalism is one of openness, but the political and legal logic is one of closure
(Hollifield, 1998). How can states escape from this paradox?

In order to answer this question, we need 1) to review the causes and
consequences of international migration in historical perspective, and 2) to
look at the ways in which states have tried to regulate it in an era of globaliza-
tion, but 3) with an eye to understanding the evolution of what I shall call the
migration state. In international relations theory, states are defined primarily
by their security or military function. The Westphalian state is above all else a

arrison state. Realists like Hans Morgenthau (1978) and neo-realists like
lenneth Waltz (1979) view the state as a unitary rational actor, with the over-
eening responsibility to maximize power, protect its territory and people,
nd pursue its national interest. However, at least since the beginning of the
ndustrial revolution in Europe, the state has increasingly taken on an eco-
jomic function. Ensuring material wealth and power has required states
rrisk greater economic openness and to pursue policies of free trade, giving
ise to what Richard Rosecrance (1986) has called the trading state. As a
esult, states have been partially liberated from their dependence on territory
d the military as sources of power. International relations theory has moved
ay from the narrow realist view of the state, recognizing that in an increas-
interdependent world, power is more diffuse (Keohane and Nye, 1977).
is neoliberal view, states are increasingly linked together by international
e and finance, forcing them to alter their grand strategies and seek new
lys to cooperate. Here I shall argue that migration and trade are inextri-
ed — two sides of the same coin. Hence the rise of the trading state
arily entails the rise of the migration state, where considerations of

d interest are driven as much by migration (the movement of people)
j are by commerce and finance.

el

Causes and Consequences of International Migration

‘back to the German example, we can see clearly how migration has
‘a driving feature of the international political economy. In the
ith and nineteenth centuries, Germany, which only loosely could be
a state until it was unified by Bismarck in 1870, was primarily a
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(Torpey, 1998). Every individual was expected to have one and only one
nationality, and nationality, as a legal institution, would provide the individ-
ual with a measure of protection in a hostile and anarchic world of nation-
states (Shaw, 1997). Countries of emigration, like Germany, tended to opt for
nationality laws based upon jus sanguinis (blood, kinship or ethnicity),
whereas countries of immigration, like the United States and France,
" developed a more expansive political citizenship based upon jus soli (soil or
birthplace). The German nationality law of 1913 had a strong ethnic compo-
nent, and it was designed specifically to accommodate return migration,
whereas birthright citizenship in the United States, as codified in the
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution, was more inclusive (Brubaker,
11989, 1992; Schuck, 1998). It is important to remember, however, that the
Fourteenth Amendment was adopted in the aftermath of the Civil War, and
ts primary purpose was to grant immediate and automatic citizenship to
ormer slaves (Kettner, 1978). Moreover, American immigration poligy in the
ate nineteenth and early twentieth centuries evolved along racial lines,
Iminating in the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 and the National Origins
ota system, enacted in 1924 (Smith, 1997; King, 2000; Hollifield, 2000c).
ntil 1914, international migration was driven primarily by the dynamics
colonization and the push and pull of economic and demographic forces
atton and Williamson, 1998), even though many receiving states were
1ggling to put in place national regulatory schemes to manage the growing
rnational market for labor. Illegal or unauthorized immigration was not
cognized as a major policy issue, and there were virtually no provisions for
litical migration, i.e., refugees and asylum seekers. To a large extent, efforts
gulate international migration would be rendered moot by the outbreak
914 of war in Europe, which stopped economic migration in its tracks.
wever, war and decolonization fostered the rise of intense and virulent
f nationalism — often with a strong ethnic dimension. War sparked
ntism and the redrawing of national boundaries in Europe, which in
stered new kinds of migration. Millions of displaced persons, refugees,
um seekers would cross national boundaries in the twentieth century
pe from violence” (Zolberg, Suhrke and Aguayo, 1989). Thus, World
arked a crucial turning point in the history of migration and interna-
ations. States would never return to the relatively open migration
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries when market forces
ush and demand-pull) were the dominant forces driving interna-
]gration (Thomas, 1973). The twentieth-century world became
gly closed, and travel would require elaborate documentation. World
50 marked the beginning of the end of imperialism, with struggles for
ce and decolonization in Asia and Africa, movements that would
esult in the displacement of more millions of people.
erwar years, the Westphalian system of nation-states hardened
rther institutionalized in the core countries of the Euro-Atlantic




———

102 International Migration

region, and it continued to spread around the globe with the creation of new
states (or the reemergence of old ones) in Asia, Africa and the Middle East.
0Old and new states guarded their sovereignty jealously, and peoples in every
region gained a stronger sense of citizenship and national identity. Because
of these developments, international migration took on more of a political
character, with diaspora and exile politics coming to the fore (Shain, 1989).
Henceforth, crossing borders had the potential of being a political as well as
an economic act, and states reasserted their authority with a vengeance. The
rise of anti-state revolutionary movements, such as anarchism and commu-
nism, provoked harsh crackdowns on immigration and the roll-back of civil
rights and liberties, in the name of national security and national identity
(Reimers, 1998; Smith, 1997; King, 2000).
The interwar period was marked by intense protectionism and nativism
(Eichengreen, 1989; King, 2000). States enacted draconian laws to protect
their markets and their populations. The international community was,not
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The United Nations Charter as well as the Universal Declaration of H
Rights, which was adopted by the U.N. General Assembly in Decembe
reinforced the principle of the rights of individuals “across bo
(Jacobson, 1996). Likewise, as a direct response to the Holocaust and
crimes against humanity, the international community in 1948 adopted
signed the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the CHE
Genocide. Alongside these developments in international law, we :
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Western Europe off from their traditional supplies of surplus labor in Central
Europe — new economic forms of migration began to emerge. The massive
effort to reconstruct the war-ravaged economies of Western Europe in the
1950s exhausted indigenous supplies of labor, especially in Germany and
France. Like the United States, which launched a guest worker (bracero)
program (1942-1964) during World War II to recruit Mexican agricultural
- workers (Calavita, 1992), the industrial states of Northwest Europe con-
cluded bilateral agreements with labor-rich countries in Southern Europe
and Turkey, that allowed them to recruit millions of guest workers during the
- 1950s and 60s (Miller and Martin, 1982).
However, from the beginning of the guest worker phase, we could see an
mportant distinction between those European states, like France, which had
a legal immigration policy that allowed for the settlement of immigrant
workers and their families, and those states, like Germany or Switzerland,
which attempted to maintain strict rotation policies with a minimum of
ettlement and family reunification (Rogers, 1985; Hollifield, 1992a; Cornelius,
artin and Hollifield, 1994). Britain was something of a special case in that
‘economy was growing at a slower pace and it had continuous access to
sh labor to fill any gaps in the British labor market. Moreover, the struggle
gulate post-colonial migrations began earlier in Britain than in the former
erial powers on the continent (e.g., France and Holland), thus injecting a
towards restriction into British policy (Layton-Henry, 1992; Joppke,
98¢c; Hansen, 2000).
he guest worker phase ended in the United States with the winding down
e bracero program in the 1950s, whereas in Europe it continued until the
gns of economic slowdown in 1966. However, the big shift in migration
cy in Western Europe came in 1973-74, following the first major oil shock
cession, which rapidly spread around the globe. European governments
oruptly suspended all foreign/guest worker recruitment and took steps to
rage foreigners to return home. Policies were put in place to discourage
rever possible, prevent settlement and family reunification. The pre-
entiment was that guest worker migrations were primarily economic
ire and that these workers constituted a kind of economic shock
(Konjunkturpuffer). They were brought into the labor market during
f high growth and low unemployment, and they should be sent
ring periods of recession (Miller and Martin, 1982; Rogers, 1985;
astles and Kosack, 1973). Moreover, during the recessions of the
e hardest hit sectors in the West European economies were heavy
d manufacturing, both big users of cheap, unskilled foreign labor.
ircumstances of recession and rising unemployment, it seemed log-
juest workers should behave, like all commodities, according to the
ply and demand.
rnments of Western Europe had succeeded in creating an interna-
arket, in response to a high demand for unskilled or semi-skilled
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a threat to civil society and to the secular (republican) state. The fear was
(and is) that dispossessed and disillusioned youth of the second generation
would turn to radical Islam, rather than following the conventional, secular,
and republican path to assimilation (Kepel, 1988; Kastoryano, 1997).
European societies looked increasingly like the United States where older,
linear conceptions of assimilation had given way to multiculturalism and an
increasingly uneven or segmented incorporation, whereby large segments of
the second generation, particularly among the unskilled and uneducated,
experienced significant downward mobility (Hollifield, 1997b; Santel and
Hollifield, 1998; Portes and Rumbaut, 1996; Alba and Nee, 2003).
In part because of this (perceived) crisis of integration and the threat it
posed, pressures for greater control of immigration intensified, not only in
estern Europe, but in the United States and Australia as well. However,
the face of these political pressures, it is important to note the pervasive
equally powerful rights-dynamic in the liberal democracies. Rights for
orities and foreigners were deeply embedded in the jurisprudence and
he political culture of these societies, helping to blunt the impact of nativist
" and xenophobic movements. The more draconian laws, like the 1986 and
)5 Pasqua Laws in France, Proposition 187 in California, or the 1996
gal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act in the United
tes, were either struck down by the courts or substantially modified to
form with liberal, constitutional principles (Hollifield, 1997a, 1999b,
)0b; Schuck, 1998; Tichenor, 2002). Even though all states have the right
el unauthorized migrants, deportation is not a very attractive policy
trument, and it is used sparingly and largely for its symbolic and deterrent
ct (Ellermann, 2003). Mass expulsions (like Operation Wetback in the
ited States in the 1950s) are not politically or legally viable.
pite of the enormous pressures on the asylum process that were build-
 the last two decades of the twentieth century, European democracies
ned a relatively strong commitment to the 1951 Convention and the
tional refugee and human rights regime. In the 1980s and 90s, asylum
ng became the principal avenue for entry into Western Europe, in the
of full-fledged legal immigration policies and in the face of growing
large numbers of asylum seekers would undermine the refugee
d destabilize European welfare states.
atmosphere of crisis, control policies shifted in the 1990s to stepped
al (border) control — Operations Gatekeeper and Hold the Line on the
ican border and the Schengen system in Western Europe to allow
away asylum seekers if they had transited a “safe third country” -
gulation of labor markets (through employer sanctions and the
tegrating large, established foreign populations (Brochmann and
1999; Cornelius et al., 2004). Controlling borders in Europe required
mphasis on international cooperation, especially among the
states of the European Community (EC). The EC, soon to become

i ed,
st when this labor migration was no longer need
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the European Union (EU), was committed to building a border-free Europe,
relaxing and eventually eliminating all internal borders in order to complete
the internal market. This process of integration was given new impetus by the
Single European Act of 1986, which called for the elimination of all barriers
to the movement of capital, goods, services and people within the territory of
the EC by January 1992, and by the Maastricht Treaty on Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU), ratified in 1993, which established a new kind of
European citizenship (Caporaso, 2000). Given the desire of member states to
stop further immigration, creating a border-free Europe meant reinforcing
external borders, building a “ring fence” around the common territory, and
moving towards common asylum and visa policies (Hollifield, 1992b; Ugarer,
1997; Guiraudon and Lahav, 2000).

A series of conventions dealing with migration and security issues were
drafted to help construct a new European migration regime, including the
Schengen Agreement of 1985, whereby EU governments committed them-
selves to eliminating border checks in exchange for common visa require-
ments to control the movement of third-country nationals (TCNs). In the
same vein, the Dublin Convention of 1990 requires asylum seekers to apply
for asylum in the first “safe country” where they arrive. Schengen and Dublin
helped to establish buffer states in the formerly communist countries of
Central Europe. EU member states could return asylum seekers to these now

safe third countries without violating the principle of nonrefoulement. The :
Dublin and Schengen Conventions also were designed to eliminate “asylum =

shopping” by requiring signatory states to accept the asylum decision of other

member states. Thus an asylum seeker is permitted to apply for asylum in =
only one state, assuming he or she did not transit a safe third country before

arriving on the common territory.

Project 1992 together with the Maastricht process launched the most

ambitious program of regional integration and economic liberalization in
European history. But just as this process was taking off in 1989-90, the stra-
tegic situation in Europe was turned upside down, with the end of the Co
War and the collapse of the USSR and its communist satellites in East Centr:
Europe. This change in the international system, which began in the 198
during the period of glasnost under Mikhail Gorbachev, made it easier f
individuals wishing to emigrate from the East to leave and seek asylum int
West. The result was a dramatic increase in the number of asylum see
in Western Europe, not just from Eastern Europe, but from all over the w

International migration had entered a new phase in the 1980s and 90
with refugee migration and asylum seeking reaching levels not seen since th
period just after World War II. The situation in Europe was further con
cated by a resurgence of ethnic nationalism (Brubaker, 1996), by war
Balkans, and by a dramatic increase in the number of refugees from
every region of the globe. By the mid-1990s there were more than 16
refugees in the world, with two thirds of them in Africa and the Middl
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The. U.N. system for managing refugee migration, which had been created
during the Cold War primarily to accommodate those fleeing persecution
under communist rule, suddenly came under enormous pressure (Teitelbaum
1984). The United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) wa;
Fran.sformed virtually overnight into one of the most important international
1pst1tuF19ns. The UNHCR was thrust into the role of managing the new migra-
tion crisis, as the Western democracies struggled to contain a wave of asylgum
seeking. The claims of the vast majority of those seeking asylum in Western
Europe and the United States would be rejected, leading Western governments
(and th(.eir publics) to the conclusion that most asylum seekers are in fact
e;onomxc refugees (Fetzer, 2000). By the same token, many human rights
:s ;?lﬁt::eﬁir;d that genuine refugees would be submerged in a tide of false
.Whatever conclusion one draws from the high rate of rejection of asylum
claims, the fact is that refugee migration surged in the last two decades of the
mentleth century, creating anew set of dilemmas for liberal states (Teitelbaum
11980, 1984). A large percentage of those whose asylum claims were refuseci
would rerpain in the host countries either legally, pending appeal of their
_cases, or }llegally, simply going underground. With most of the European
democracies attempting to slow or stop all forms of legal immigration, the
umber of illegal immigrants, many of whom are individuals who ent’ered
e country legally and overstayed their visas, has increased steadily. Closin,
f avenues for legal immigration in Western Europe led to a surge in illegagl
grapon. But with the perception among Western publics that immigration
A»agmg. out of control and with the rise of right-wing and xenophobic politi-
L parties and movements, especially in Western Europe, governments are
emely reluctant to create new programs for legal immigration or to
and existing quotas.
stead, the thrust of policy change in Western Europe and the United
» has.been in the direction of further restriction. To give a few examples
any in 1993 amended its constitution in order to eliminate the blanke;
f asylum that was enshrined in Article 16 of the old Basic Law. France
5-96 enacted a series of laws (the Pasqua and Debré Laws) that were
: ed to roll back the rights of foreign residents and make it more difficult
7 1gr§nts to naturalize (Brochmann and Hammar, 1999). Also in 1996
u'bllcan-majoriry Congress enacted the Illegal Immigration Reform’
1grant Responsibility Act, which curtailed social or welfare rights for
grants (legal as well as illegal) and severely limited the due process
ofillegal immigrants and asylum seekers.
the same time that the U.S. Congress was acting to limit immigrant
it tgok steps to expand legal immigration, especially for certain cate-
l}lghly §killed immigrants. The H-1B program, which gives American
. s'the right to recruit foreigners with skills that are in short supply
ve workers, was expanded in the 1990s. In France in 1997 and in
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Germany in 1999, laws were passed by left-wing governments to liberalize

naturalization and citizenship policy (Hollifield, 1999b, 2000b,c). Most
European governments recognize that they now preside over multicultural/
e settled foreign populations

immigrant societies, and attempts to ostraciz

only feed the flames of xenophobia and racism. Moreover, with stagnant or
declining populations and a shortage of highly skilled workers, European
governments are now turning to new recruitment programs, seeking to emu-
late some aspects of American and Canadian immigration policy, and make
their economies more competitive in a rapidly globalizing world. How can
we make sense of these seemingly contradictory trends? Have states found

ways of escaping from the liberal paradox, or are they still caught between

economic forces that propel them toward greater openness (to maximize

material wealth and economic security) and political forces that seek a higher
degree of closure (to protect the demos, maintain the integrity of the commu-
al contract)? This is already a daunting task — for

nity, and preserve the soci
states to find the appropriate “equilibrium” between openness and closure - but
they also face the very real threat of terrorism. The attacks of September 11,

2001 on the United States served as a reminder that the first responsibility
of the state is to provide for the security of its territory and population.

The Emerging “Migration State”

in coming decades unless there is

International migration is likely to increase
some cataclysmic internationa i
after the 9/11 terrorist attack
have remained relatively open to intern;
inequalities mean that supply-push forces remain strong, while at the sam
time demand-pull forces are intensifying (Martin and Widgren, 1996). Th
growing demand for highly skilled workers, as we have seen in the Germa
case, and the demographic decline in the industrial democracies create eco
nomic opportunities for migrants. Transnational networks have becom
more dense and efficient, linking the sending and receiving societies. Thes
networks help to lower the costs and the risks of migration, making it ea
borders and over long distances. Moreover, Wi

for people to move across
legal migration is not an option, migrants have increasingly turned to pro
sional smugglers, and a global industry of migrant smuggling — often with th

involvement of organized crime — has sprung up, especially in the last decad
of the twentieth century. Hardly a week passes without some news of a @

loss of life associated with migrant smuggling (Kyle and Koslowski, 200

But migration, like any type of transnational economic activity (su€

trade and foreign investment), cannot and does not take place in a le
institutional void. As we have seen, states have been and still are
involved in organizing and regulating migration, and the extens!

] event, like war or economic depression. Even
on the United States, the liberal democracies -
ational migration. Global economic
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right -nati
’ fgin:et:; ;(;(r)lnzftlopals .has been an extremely important part of the story
migration in the post-World War II peri
e . period. For the m
proégig:ts that accrue to migrants come from the legal and constitutior?:
5)99:%)- 'Irlfsl guz'ifrantt.aed. t.o all “members” of society (Hollifield 1992a
residen;e i r?:fll tan .md1v1dual migrant is able to establish some claim tc;
e territory of a liberal state, his or h
: ry ; er chances of bei
:1(; tr;r:a;r}ll and set‘tle will increase. At the same time, developments zggi:tzle
Vis-é-v?s t 1:1manlnghts law have helped to solidify the position of individuai;
et 'e gatlon-staFe, to the point that individuals (and certain groups)
e ec?lllll:e ;11 sort of international legal personality, leading some anal };ts
: nigersa? e that ;ve a’r’e entering a post-national era, characterizedyb
o (Jger;on- ood” (Soysal, 1994), the expansion of “rights acros}s,
R o eco shon, 1995), and even “transnational citizenship” (Baubock
: ecauée o rs have argued that migrants have become transnational’
K. r;la;y no longer reside exclusively within the territory of oné
{ e inla 'd 3 lllgr, 1_999; Le.!v1t.t, 2001), opting to shuttle between a place
0 aeﬁi \ rfl estination. This line of argument gives priority to agency as
o Str;gte eat;xrg of contemporary migrations; but it ignores the exten); to
. wa]g‘o icies have.shaped the choices that migrants make (Hollifield
ﬁnition 1I;)nger and Fltzgerald, 2004). The migration state is almost b,
. w; | 1her§l state inasmuch as it creates a legal and regulatory environy
ich migrants can pursue individual st i -
mig tegies of accumulati
But regulating international migrati res i
migration requires liberal st
to the (human or civil) ri indivi e
ghts of the individual. If ri i
. ‘ . ghts are ignored
g;inuggz, tginut}ée liberal state risks undermining its own lizitimag;
i étre (Hollifield, 1999a). As international mi i
A LA ional migration and transna-
;) uild upon liberal states to find i
to cooperate, to manage flows. Th iti S
' A . The definition of the i i
ison d’Etat have to take this reality i —
R ity into account, as rights be
| more a central feature of domestic and forei Jicy N p——
i oreign policy. New int i
mes will be necessary if states ar i r
les v e to risk more openness, and ri
ational) politics will be the o s gy
n . rder of the day (Hollifi
ornelius et al., 2004; Ghosh, 2000) ' el 19920, 1994
e 2.0 @ . ’
6m[;zﬂ:ctfﬁi pan;i pollcimakers, as well as international organiza-
. e for market-based/economic soluti
B oo . ( utions to the problem
gration. It is hoped that trad i
; onal : ade and fore
: :Zirtnn::rtlt— brl?fgln% capital and jobs to people, either throégﬁ
or official development assista y i
Bevinciog boh o1 nce — will substitute for
' pply-push and demand-pull factors (Bh i
: agwat
i;la;r;crll ledtglrerll, 1996). Even though trade can lead to fiwctorl’
in the long term, as we have seen i :
P X in the case
921(5)]? (Stolper anq Samuelson, 1941; Mundell, 1957; Strau(l;{latgre
£ crea(;rtdand medium term exposing LDCs to market forces ofteI;
ed (rather than decreased) migration, as is evident with




112 International Migration

NAFTA and the U.S.-Mexican relationship (Martin, 1993; Massey et al.,
2002). Likewise, trade in services can stimulate more “high end” migration
because these types of products often cannot be produced or sold without
the movement of the individuals who make and market them (Bhagwati,
1998; Ghosh, 1997).

In short, the global integration of markets for goods, services and capital
entails higher levels of international migration. Therefore, if states want to

ote freer trade and investment, they must be prepared to manage higher

prom
ling, if

levels of migration. Many states (like Canada and Germany) are wil
not eager, to sponsor high-end migration because the numbers are manage-
able and there is likely to be less political resistance to the importation of
highly skilled individuals. However, mass migration of unskilled and less
educated workers is likely to meet with greater political resistance, even in
situations and in sectors like construction or health care, where there is high
demand for this type of labor. In these instances, the tendency is for govern-
ments to go back to the old guest worker models in hopes of bringing in just
enough temporary workers to fill gaps in the labor market, but with strict

contracts between foreign workers and their employers that limit the length

of stay and prohibit settlement or family reunification (Miller and Martin,

1982; Hénekopp, 1997). The alternative is illegal immigration and a growing

black market for labor — a Hobson’s choice.
The nineteenth and twentieth centuries saw the rise of what Ric

Rosecrance (1986) has labeled the trading state. The latter half of the

twentieth century has given rise to the migration state. In fact, from a strate- -
gic, economic and demographic standpoint, trade and migration go hand in -
hand. Because the wealth, power and stability of the state is now more than
ever dependent on its willingness to risk both trade and migration (Lusztig,
1996; Hollifield, 1998), as our German example shows. In launching a mode
“green card” program, Germany is clearly seeking to emulate the Unite
States and Canada on the premise that global competitiveness, power, an
economic security are closely related to a willingness to accept immigrants
Germans in particular and Europeans in general are (reluctantly) followin,
the American and Canadian examples in order to enhance their mate rial
power and wealth. But, in one important respect, Germany and Europe have
an advantage over the United States, and Canada or Australia for that matt
Germany is part of a regional economic enterprise (the European Unio
which is not only creating a free trade zone, but also a free migration are
Now more than ever, international security and stability are dependen
the capacity of states to manage migration. It is extremely difficult, if n
impossible, for states to manage or control migration either unilatera /
bilaterally. Some type of multilateral/regional regime is required, simi
what the EU has constructed for nationals of the member states. Thi
model, as it has evolved from Rome to Maastricht to Amsterdam and be
points the way to future migration regimes because it is not based pur

hard
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homo economicus, but incorporates rights for individual migrants and e
rudimentary citizenship, which continues to evolve (Caporaso 2000)‘/(”21"1;1a
pr‘oblerr'l, of course, in this type of regional migration regime is’ how to. d f;
with thxrd-cquntry nationals (TCNs). As the EU expands and borde s
relaxed, th'e issue of TCNs, immigrants, and ethnic minorities becom nfoun
more pressing, and new institutions, laws and regulations must be cree: ilver
deal w1t¥1 them (Geddes, 1994, 2003; Guiraudon, 1998). In the end t?leEltJo
!Jy creating a .regional migration regime and a kind of supra~nationai auet!h :
ity to dgal with migration and refugee issues, allows the member stat i
finesse, if not escape, the liberal paradox (Geddes, 2000, 2003). Pla 'nestlzo
gqod cop./baFI cop routine and using symbolic politics a;ld poliéies t}:)1 rfl in
tain the illusion of border control help governments fend off the i am;
::losure, at least in the short run (Rudolph, 2003). In the end howe:)lcreces i
the natu're of the liberal state itself and the degree to which op,enness isrf . :
i nonahfed and (constitutionally) protected from the “majority ofm:}tll-
romer'lt that will determine whether states will continue to risk t d ]
migration (Hollifield, 2000d). e and
Reglongl integration reinforces the trading state and acts as a midwife f
e r‘nfgratlon .state. In the EU, migrants, including TCNs, are gradu l(l)r
quiring the rights that they need in order to live and work ’on thegterrita ,
‘the_member states (Groenendijk, Guild and Barzilay, 2000; Geddes 208?‘1
_1f1eld, 2000b). Regional integration blurs the lines of te;ritoriali’ les :
g p'roble.n}s of integration and national identity. The fact that the?c? is .
reasing disjuncture between people and place — which in the past mi ?111
e pr9voked a crisis of national identity and undermined the Iegitimaclgo;
‘ atlo.n-state — is less of a problem when the state is tied to a re io};lal
gime, like the EU. This does not mean, of course, that there will %)e no
ance to freer trade and migration. Protests against globalization and
ltivist or xenophobic reactions against immigration have been on the rise
gh(;xut the OECP world. Nonetheless, regional integration, especially
: as a long history ar-ld is deeply institutionalized as it is in Europe
easier for states to risk trade and migration and for governments t(;
fuct tl}e kinds of political coalitions that will be necessary to
titutionalize greater openness. o o
5 rprisingly, Mexican President Vicente Fox, like his predecessors, is
to Europe as a model for how to solve problems of regional integ,ra-
3 c1all¥ the very deli.cate political issue of illegal Mexican immigra-
the Ur.nted States. His argument is that freer migration and a mor
rmalized) border are logical extensions of the North American Frez
eemept (NAFTA). The previous Mexican government, under Ernesto
: %movmg to grant dual nationality to Mexican nationals living north
order, took a'blg step towards consolidating and extending the rights
llargest migrant population in North America. But the U.S govirm
FFeluctant to move so fast with economic and political ir.ltt.agration,
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especially after the attack of September 11, 2001, preferring instead to create
new guest worker programs or to continue with the current system, which
tolerates high levels of unauthorized migration from Mexico (Massey, 2002).
Clearly, however, North America is the region that is closest to taking steps
towards an EU-style regional migration regime, and the United States is
facing the prospect of another legalization. In the long run, it is difficult for
liberal states, like the United States, to sustain a large, illegal population. For
this reason, amnesties, legalizations, or regularizations have become a
common feature of the migration state.

Even though there are large numbers of economic migrants in Asia, this
region remains divided into relatively closed and often authoritarian societies,
with little prospect of granting rights to migrants and guest workers. The
more liberal and democratic states, like Japan, Taiwan and South Korea, are
the exceptions; but they have only just begun to grapple with the problem of
immigration, on a relatively small scale (Cornelius et al., 2004). In Africa and
the Middle East, which have high numbers of migrants and refugees, there is
a great deal of instability, and states are fluid with little institutional or legal
capacity for dealing with international migration.

In conclusion, we can see that migration is both a cause and a consequence
of political and economic change. International migration, like trade, is a fun-

damental feature of the postwar liberal order. But, as states and societies &
become more liberal and more open, migration has increased. Will this increase
in migration be a virtuous or a vicious cycle? Will it be destabilizing, leading
the international system into greater anarchy, disorder and war, or will it lead

to greater openness, wealth and human development? Much will depend on
how migration is managed by the more powerful liberal states, because they
will set the trend for the rest of the globe. To avoid a domestic political back-
lash against immigration, the rights of migrants must be respected and states

must cooperate in building an international migration regime. In this article;"

[ have argued that the first, halting steps towards such a regime have been
taken in Europe and that North America is likely to follow. As liberal stat
come together to manage this extraordinarily complex phenomenon, it ma
possible to construct a truly international regime, under the auspices of
United Nations. But I am not sanguine about this possibility because the a
metry of interests, particularly between the developed and the develop
world, is too great to permit states to overcome problems of coordination a
cooperation. Even as states become more dependent on trade and migrati
they are likely to remain trapped in a liberal paradox for decades to come:

Notes

1. I wotld like to thank Rainer Baubock, Klaus Bade, Ewald Engelen, Christian Jt
Douglas Massey, Rainer Miinz, Christopher Rudolph, and Dietrich Thrénhardt
as the editors of this volume, Josh DeWind, Mark Miller, Alejandro Portes, and
Tomasi, for their helpful comments on earlier versions of this article. ;
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2. Here defined simply as increasing levels of international exchange.
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