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Abstract

The paper presents a comparative political econtimagretical framework of high-skilled
immigration (HSI thereafter) policies in advancedustrial countries and seeks to explain
differences in countries’ policies in terms of H&penness. | take from the traditional
partisanship approach that political parties wiligue policies consistent with the preferences
of their major constituencies. However, | dividbdar and capital into high- and low-skilled
sectors. | argue that, despite converging poliaigyor more open HSI in order to fill labour
market shortages, divergence between countries’ gdfties continues. No consistent HSI
position of left and right parties exists crossinally because different coalitions between
sectors of high-skilled labour, low-skilled labcamd capital take place. | analyze more open
or restrictive HSI outcomes by portraying actongfprences that are aggregated in coalitions
and intermediated by institutional constraints [suxs labour market organization and
electoral system) across advanced industrial casntr
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1. Introduction

Attracting the ‘best and brightest’ immigrants hascome government’'s priority across
advanced industrial (OECDB)countries over the past years. Especially laboarkat
shortages, but also ageing population, decreadeuiman capital stock and international
competition for innovation, progress and econommmwgh all heighten the conception that
governments “need to act. Removing barriers isiaripr. even America still rations the
number of highly skilled immigrants it lets in, addpan and many European countries do far
worse” (The Economist, 5 October 2006). Yet, caestdiffer in their policies towards high-
skilled immigration (HSI thereaftef) High- skilled immigrants are usually defined as
“possessing a tertiary level education or its eajeint in experience” (Salt 1997°5)For
example, both Germany and the United Kingdom wéréyhlabour market shortages to the
same extent, but their HSI policy responses haveediaWhy do countries differ in their
openness towards HSI?

Divergence between advanced industrial countrieSl pblicies continues, even if national

governments display converging policy goals for enopen HSI in order to fill labour market

shortages at the high-skilled end. The shift towgrehter HSI liberalization is visible in most

countries, but it is not going on to the same extenat the same rate. No consistent HSI
position of left and right parties exists crossiavally because different coalitions between
groups of high-skilled labour, low-skilled labourchcapital take place. | argue that coalition-
building between actors with varying HSI preferesjcanediated by labour market

organization and the electoral system, determimessenational variations in HSI policy

outcomes.

The paper challenges the notion that there is &sitng convergence among countries’
policies. Yet, it also proposes a different accdunin the Varieties of Capitalism literature.
Existing literature, which highlights structuraloeomic factors and partisanship, does not
sufficiently elucidate HSI policy differences. Thé&re, | offer a new explanation for the
continued HSI policy divergence by focusing on ttmals and national political-economy
institutions. Analyzing HSI from a coalitional ppesctive allows exploring different
important issues in the political economy literatusuch as the representation of different
sectors of labour and capital, the tensions betvedktted actors with varying interests, the
challenge for parties in government to respond hanging HSI preferences and the
institutional constraints on HSI policies.

2. Political- Economy Framework of HSI Policy

This theoretical framework draws on a wide arrajitefature and combines approaches from
political economy, coalitions, political partiesdaWarieties of Capitalism. It integrates the
politics of migration policy into the broader lisgure of comparative politics. Political
science is rather a latecomer to the analysis ofigration, and in particular the area of HSI
has been neglected so far. Nonetheless, politccalamy provides a fruitful approach for the
rather “atheoretical” area of immigration (Freemaf02:82). From a methodological
perspective, Lindsay Lowell (2005) has offered dcanmed quantitative analysis of twelve
countries in terms of HSI openness in temporary@ardanent policies. However, this index
solely ranks the most recent policy, but it wouilrhore useful to consider changes in HSI
policies over time.



2.1 Convergence/ divergence

| contribute to the convergence/ divergence dehatkargue that, despite converging policy
goals for greater HSI liberalization, divergenceplicy outcomes continues. | set myself
apart from the sociological and economic convergditerature, as well as the VoC literature,
which focuses only on economic determinants. Omandt of the literature argues that

countries are converging in many aspects due topoastice and efficiency arguments (i.e. it
makes economically sense if systems become sinflamny 1996, Crouch & Streeck 1997).

The sociological proponents of convergence claisteiad that countries are converging due
to the spread of global culture and the adoptionsiofilar norms (Featherstone 1990,

Robertson 1992). Globalization and technologicalohation are transforming practices

around the world and leading to a common modelemoless the Anglo-Saxon one.

In the migration literature, the convergence hypst (Cornelius, Martin & Hollifield 1994
& 2004) proposes that there is increasing similfadgmong the industrialized, labour-
importing countries in terms of policies, effectedgublic reactions to immigration. Due to
globalization, businesses and governments in OE@Dtcies have been forced to deregulate
and liberalize labour and capital markets in ortercompete in the new marketplace
(Hollifield 2000). Therefore, the argument goes,umnies’ immigration policies are
converging because of similar domestic pressum@s skilled labour shortages. In the last
years, the trend among OECD countries has beenrdswhlSl liberalization. Yet,
convergence does not occur as a result of diffedlentestic political-economic institutions
and coalitions. Even the proponents of the convergehypothesis have become more
cautious about categorizing similarities as “exaapf true policy convergence” (Cornelius
et al. 2004: 15).

On the other hand, while the Varieties of Capitali®/oC) authors (such as Hall & Soskice
2001) stress continued divergence in economic syst@ countries, this literature solely
focuses on economic arguments and institutionalptementarity. Under closer inspection,
not only is there variance between the three growpsch the VoC claims, but noteworthy
within-group differences exist as well in termstbé openness of HSI policies. In Mixed
Economies, Spain is considered the most restricowmtry in terms of HSI, while France and
Italy can be found more in the middle of the Low@05) ranking. Countries’ categorization
has also changed over the years as few initialifrictive countries have become more open
towards HSI (e.g. France). Some countries among_ti@rdinated Market Economies (e.g.
the Netherlands, Switzerland) target high-skilleanigrants to greater extent than others (e.g.
Belgium, Sweden). In the Liberal Market Economyugrolreland has experienced several
policy reforms over the past years that have ghifike country’s classification from
restrictive to very HSI open. As a consequencent@s’ policies cannot be deducted from a
simple division into three VoC groups.

| provide a contrasting approach to the VoC literatbecause | consider political processes
that result in different outcomes among countrilse existing diversity of HSI outcomes
demonstrates different political configurations anstitutional set-ups in electoral systems
and labour market organization. In addition, actbeve particular HSI preferences; and
political institutions provide power and represéiotato actors to a different degree. | argue
that coalition-building between affected actorshwitarying HSI preferences, intermediated
by labour market organization and electoral systdatermines cross-national variation in
HSI policy outcomes. In my approach, | present l&ipal-economy explanation for different
HSI policies in OECD countries, which is largelyssing in the literature.



2.2 Assumptions

| start from the basic assumption that rationabchave preferences they seek to achieve
through the political process. Four actors withtipatar HSI preferences emerge at the
individual level: native high-skilled workers, nati low-skilled workers, high-skilled
industries and low-skilled industries. Politicalb@omic organization and institutions
governing their political participation determirfeetpreferences and behaviour of these actors
(Martin & Swank 2004). Preferences interact witktitntions and lead to particular outcomes.
“Preferences” are personal wants and desires dfgablactors. "Institutions” are formal and
informal rules. “Outcomes” refer here to HSI legisle policies (official HSI legislation). |
consider HSI immigration control policies, i.e. thées and procedures for the selection and
admission of high-skilled immigrants (based on Ham985). The focus lies on temporary
primary legal HSI that is meant to fill labour staares in mainly internationally competitive
sectors that are essential for knowledge economies.

Figure 1: HSI causal schema
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| introduce a rational one-dimensional model beeausconsider economic issues more
significant than cultural explanations in differiating HSI policies (based on works by
Mayda 2004, Scheve & Slaughter 2001, Timmer & \Aftison 1998) The small number of
high- skilled immigrants is less likely linked with negative feeling of changed cultural
identity in the whole population as is the casénohigration in general (Money & Falstrom
2006). Generally higher earnings and likely fluemrtythe receiving country’s language ease
the integration of high-skilled immigrants who cotoework in particular sectors with labour
market shortagésNevertheless, the national identity literatureuldoargue that immigration
policies can be explained through the impact ofohisal experiences, cultural idioms and
social conflicts (Hollifield 1992, Money 1999). Senauthors have put immigration into a
two-dimensional plane, which treats both economid eultural issues (see Brubaker 1992,
Zolberg 1999). This literature is of less conceonnty theoretical framework because it
mostly applies to (low-skilled labour) immigrati@md cannot explain that various countries
have adopted similar policies at the same time @&2000).

Therefore, in agreement with Kessler (1999), | emiate on rational economic interests of
actors, while neglecting to a large extent cultwalsociological issues. | argue that HSI
comes closer to a purely economic model than imatiigm in general because HSI is usually
strongly associated with economic benefits andelihkess with a negative impact on the
population. The Productivity Commission report esathat “skilled immigrants are less
reliant on transfer payments, and are more likelyearn higher incomes and pay more in



taxes” (2006:113). It seems that, overall, impletedntemporary high-skilled immigration
programmes have sparked little public criticismrallg Freeman 2006).

On the whole, HSI is considered positive for a ¢ogs economic growth. The Productivity
Commission of Australia report shows the likelyeets over 20 years of the government
increasing the current intake of skilled migrangsbb percent. In the Commission's modelling,
the economy would grow by 3.5 percent by 2024-28@8 average incomes would be $335
higher (2006: 137). More generally, George Borgsuaes that the increase in skills through
HSI “accelerates the rate of scientific discoveryhich can bring large benefits for particular
groups of the population (2006:32). However, HStates distributional consequences for
diﬁereyt sectors of labour and capital that inntwstablish varying preferences for HSI
policy.

| claim that we cannot deduct HSI policy outcomess countries and political parties from
a simple partisanship examination, which states the Left will defend the interests of
labour and the Right will represent the preferenafesapital (see Alt 1985, Hibbs 1977)
Following this framework, we would expect left pastto be for more restrictive HSI policies
to protect native workers, whereas right partiels favour more open HSI in order to please
their capital constituency. However, we do not obsesuch simple linkage between parties
and HSI positions.

For example, the Social Democrats in Germany hasdesl to garner electoral support
among both high- and low-skilled workers due to wgnmembership numbers and the
resulting focus on new constituency groups (Nd2fi84). The New Labour in the UK seeks
to combine increased competitiveness of the econuwitly the traditional protection of
workers. With increasing globalization, the focus the knowledge economy has become
important for countries’ prosperity (Driver & Malte2002) and the Left also tries to
accommodate the demands of businesses by fillimgulamarket shortages with high-skilled
immigrants.

Therefore, this analysis departs from the tradéiczonsideration of labour and capital and
regards them as heterogeneous groups becausergbéjorts depend on the sector. The
main question for this partisanship analysis isclwtparties have a core constituency among
(high-skilled) labour and which ones among capitélen parties’ position can be tested with
these hypotheses: (1) If the constituency of aypatstrong among native high-skilled
workers, then | expect this party to be against;ld8d (2) If the party’s constituency is made
up to a large extent of capital, then | assumetthiatparty will be more supportive of HSI.

In the first case, if native high-skilled workersake up the party’s constituency to a large
degree, then it will adopt a more restrictive H8kition to garner electoral support. Native
high-skilled workers will regard high-skilled immnts as competitors and hence take on
restrictive policy preferences. In the second céiseparty’s constituency is made up to large
extent of capital, then the party will seek to amkiedge the preferences in order to keep its
support with a more open HSI position. Nonethelessnplications in the prediction of
parties’ HSI position arise if one party considéth high-skilled labour and capital as
important constituencies. In this case, the predidiS| position becomes less determinable
since the party will try to reconcile the differgmieferences of its constituencies in a single
HSI position.



With a reshaping of the electorate, parties noweasingly represent both capital and labour
groups that can often be native high-skilled wosk&hile the generally recognize the need
for HSI for country’s economic growth, they are wrabetween representing two main
constituencies with varying HSI preferences: capafabying for more open policy and high-
skilled workers favouring more restrictive HSI mgli As a result, parties differ in their
position on the terms and conditions of immigratidn the German example, the Christian
Democrats were generally in favour of more open pi8icy, but they displayed a different
position on the terms of the policy from the So@&mocrats, the Greens and the Liberals
who were highly in favour of liberalizing HSI pojicIn majoritarian countries, the HSI
position varies less between political parties whoour an open HSI policy. Parties
aggregate preferences from different constitueremnesdisplay similar positions to attract as
many voters as possible. For instance, both thelrabnd Conservative parties in the UK
have comparable HSI positions: they agree that-bkjled immigrants are beneficial for
UK’s economy and society and the government shitwddce focus on facilitating their
recruitment.

2.3 Preferences

Following the above assumptions, | introduce a {skiHed versus low-skilled sectoral
division. Table 1 displays predictions on the prefiees of owners and workers in industries
based on their labour sensitivity to (high-skilledorkers) and complementarity/
substitutability of high-skilled immigrants.

Table 1: Sectoral model of HSI policy preferencewarkers and owners

HS- Immigrants Complement (LSworkers) | Substitute (HSworkers)
High (HS) labour sensitivity | Owners strongly Owners strongly
(HS sectors) pro-immigration, pro-immigration,

workers workers strongly opposed

weakly/ moderately so

Low (HS) labour sensitivity | Both owners and workersOwners low salience,
(LS sectors) weakly/moderately weak support;
pro-immigration workers strongly opposed

2.3.1 Native high-skilled (HS) labour

| hypothesize that native high-skilled workers wippose more open HSI policies due to
labour market competition. With the immigration bigh-skilled workers, the supply of
qualified workers increases, which decreases thgesvin the sector (Borjas 1995 & 2003).
Specifically, Borjas’ research has found that wage&JS native high-skilled workers (i.e.
college graduates) have fallen by 4.9 percent i entry of high-skilled immigrants
between 1980 and 2000 (2003: 1370). For PhD graduat the US, the impact of high-
skilled immigrant influx has been quite substantatween 1993 and 2001 and wage drops
have varied according to the sector, ranging frafh (#rcent for science and engineering
doctorates to 10 percent for computer science aedhamical engineering (Borjas 2006).
Native high-skilled workers lose because they haveaccept lower wages and/or face
unemployment due to smaller labour mobility oppoities than for low-skilled labour.
Therefore, high-skilled labour has a political inttee to lobby for HSI restriction.



2.3.2 Native low-skilled (LS) labour

| assume that low-skilled workers are weakly/motidyapro- HSI due to a complementarity
effect. They can benefit from HSI because of gregmductivity and wages through
increased demand for labour services (Chiswick 005ades people, labourers, transport
workers, and production workers could see wageease slightly [around 1.2 percent], as
new migrants add demand in areas such as housirggraction” (Productivity Commission
2006: 134). In the long-run, economic growth thiougnovation generated by high-skilled
workers could make low-skilled workers better offdaincrease their standard of living
(Crouch, Finegold & Sako 2004).

233 High-skilled (HS) capital

Owners or employers in high- skilled sectors (kigh-tech or engineering) will be strongly
in favour of HSI in order to benefit from lower wegyand sustain their ability to grow. They
will be even more supportive in the case of settémbour market shortages where
outsourcing is not possible. HSI increases the lgupfdabour, which decreases the wages in
the sector. Businesses can produce more cheagligegrome more competitive because they
can offer products at lower prices. In additiodam@er pool of high- skilled workers permits
businesses to save cost for training and skill sdtpn and the process of hiring labour to
respond to market conditions. As a result, higlleskicapital has a political incentive to
lobby for HSI liberalization.

234 Low-skilled (LS) capital

Owners and employers in low-skilled sectors camr@ady benefit from an inflow of high-
skilled immigrants. They can take advantage ofechispportunities for sales and hence
increase their output and profit. First, high-gdllimmigrants are consumers and can buy
products from low-skilled industries and increakeirt profit. Second, they can help to
improve the production process and decrease prioducbsts in the end (Productivity
Commission 2006: 120). I, therefore, will group ligand low-skilled capital together as
‘capital’ for the purpose of a simplified frameworEven though low-skilled capital will
unlikely devote resources to lobby by itself formrm@pen HSI policies, both capital sectors
will more or less favour HSI liberalization, whesethe preferences among the labour group
are more heterogeneous and thus have to be trastegparate groups. Following the works
of other authors (such as Chiswick 2005), this ysislwill thereafter only consider three
factors: native high-skilled labour, native lowd#d labour and capital.

2.4 Coalitions between actors

| proceed by examining coalitions between actorssifgoporting a certain HSI policy. My
research fits into the political economy literatugspecially the analysis of coalitions between
labour and capital for specific policies (see Guitoh 1986, Gourevitch & Shinn 2005 and
Rogowski 1989). In the area of labour migrationalhéddaus (2002) and Julie Watts (2002)
have considered similar coalitions between uniaseanployers. The common assumption is
that labour will unite against capital and oppasenigration. Then we would have an intra-
class coalition scenario, made up of different geowithin a class. However, as a result of
the sectoral division of labour and capital, we andikely to see a consistent position of
labour pressing for restriction and capital loblgyifor openness across countries. Instead,



unusual (i.e. cross-class) coalitions can form agndifferent groups of capital and labour,
which can also play out in the case of HSI. TablpoZtrays possible coalitions between
different sectors of labour and capital. In theersario, there are six possible coalitions
between the three actors: native high-skilled (H®pur, native low-skilled (LS) labour and
capital.

Table 2: Political coalitions and HSI outcomes

Coalitional line-up Winner Predicted HS outcome

Pair A:
1) HS Labour + LS Labour vs. HS Labour + LS labour Restrictive
Capital
2) HS labour + LS labour vs. Capital Open
Capital

Pair B:
1) HS labour + Capital vs. HS Labour + Capital Restrictive
LS labour
2) HS Labour + Capital vs. LS Labour Open
LS Labour

Pair C:
1) LS Labour + Capital vs. LS Labour + Capital Open
HS Labour
2) LS Labour + Capital vs. HS Labour Restrictive
HS Labour

Pair A: HSLabour + LS Labour vs. Capital

A1) High-skilled labour and low-skilled labour cémrm a coalition against capital for more

restrictive HSI policies if they agree on a tradie-Bor example, HSI restrictiveness could be
offered in return for the protection of low-skillédbour against low-skilled immigration or

for support of their efforts for higher wages. Higkilled labour is a smaller (and sector-
concentrated) group than low-skilled labour, thusould organize more effectively and press
for its desired outcome, especially due to thenisity of its restrictive preferences. The
bigger low-skilled group will only be weakly/modésty supportive and while HSI can

benefit low-skilled workers, the link is rather irett and the impact is smaller than for high-
skilled workers. As a result, low-skilled workewsll put less effort and resources into

convincing high-skilled workers otherwise and caltofv the cues of the latter group.

A2) If capital emerges as winner, then the HSI onite will be more open policy. This group
can highly benefit from high-skilled immigrants fibre previously examined reasons and will
lobby for liberalization.

Pair B: HSLabour + Capital vs. LS Labour

B1) High-skilled labour and capital can form a ¢oah if they can strike a bargain and
decide on a trade-off. Native high- skilled workend be against HSI due to labour market
competition, high-skilled industries will be highiy favour of HSI. Accordingly, they both

have opposite preferences. However, they can foomadition if they compromise on some



terms and potentially get a win-win situation. kwtance, high-skilled industries promise not
to press for more open HSI if native high-skilledrikers agree to accept pay cuts. It is likely
that a coalition for liberalized policy takes plas@ce native high-skilled workers cannot
currently meet the demand in both the quantity labdur productivity. In addition, in many
sectors and sub-sectors, outsourcing is not ammptlf high-skilled industries guarantee
same wages and working conditions for high-skilleanigrants and do not threaten the
labour market position of native high-skilled workethen a coalition between these two
groups is possibléNevertheless, the resulting policy can still bestdared more restrictive
than in the case of overwhelming HSI support fromlyohigh-skilled industries. The
restrictive outcome will be visible in the terms arfreement and conditions attached to the
HSI policy.

B2) Low-skilled labour can emerge as winner, witbrenopen HSI outcome. The group can
benefit from high-skilled immigrants due to incredsemployment opportunities. In this case,
capital wins as welf.

Pair C. LSLabour + Capital vs. HS Labour

C1) Low-skilled labour and capital can form a ctati and press for open HSI policies. Both
capital and low-skilled labour can benefit from Hnigkilled immigrants since they are
complements to native high-skilled workers. They tren able to unite against the restrictive
HSI efforts of high-skilled labour. The agreememtthe coalition can also be reached more
implicitly than explicitly. Low-skilled group doeasot have to exhibit strong verbal presence;
silence in HSI matters can also be interpretedyeseanent.

C2) If high-skilled labour wins in the political ntest, then the outcome for HSI policies will
be more restrictive due to the labour market coitipetargument described in the previous
section.

In these three cases, two outcomes are possibém (@prestrictive HSI policy), depending
on the strength of the coalition vis-a-vis the dhictor. The threshold of support for each
group in a coalition is absolute majority. Eithdretcoalition wins and can achieve its
preferred policy or the opponent (third actor) ngegto succeed and press for its desired
policy. The strongest coalition will prevail. Stggh comes from political resources, such as
votes, lobbying ability or direct action. Laboungps can signify important voters for parties
or directly influence them through unions, whertreslobbying ability of high-skilled capital
can be very strong due to its financial contribmtio electoral campaigns. Which coalitions
form and which ones win in the political arena detgeon the interaction of preferences and
institutions (based on Gourevitch & Shinn 2005)stiltions can constrain the range of
possibilities for HSI outcomes.

HSI changes occur within a country when preferenmesnstitutions alter. If the policy
preferences of one or more of the groups of acittes enough to disrupt the coalitional
balance, a new alignment can take place. Or thégablinstitutions can alter, though this is
far less common than a modification in preferen@eshift in HSI preferences can occur
when economic conditions change, such as the agpsamf labour market shortages, the
increased influx of high-skilled immigrants, theseain unemployment rates, the decrease of
wages for particular sectors, among others. Asepeetes vary, each group (and each
potential coalition) faces trade-offs in movingrfr@mne policy position to another. | examine
how partisan preferences are manifested in thenredlHSI policy and how they become



reduced or strengthened by the institutions. Mpextically, | consider the impact of labour
market organization and electoral system.

2.5 Institutional interactions

The idea that institutions matter is a widely usedclusion in the literature (see, for example,
North 1990 or Przeworski 2003). Institutions are #et of rules that determine the processes
of rule-making and enforcement, and act as the am@sims that aggregate preferences and
link politicians to constituencies. Many authorsvéaadapted the idea of institutional
constraints to different policy areas (see CalmtorBriffill 1988, Iversen & Soskice 2006
and Wallerstein 1999). The question remains, hovehmuastitutions matter for explaining
HSI policy outcomes. This analysis only concensab@ labour market organization and
electoral system because they share one commande#ie representation of specific actors
and the resulting potential for coalition buildibgtween groups. Various degrees of union or
employer centralization/ coordination lead to difet representation of high-skilled workers
and industries and determine the potential foritoak. Conversely, electoral system and the
role of political parties have a varying propensayepresent the interests of different groups
and induce different circumstances for forming itmals. Institutions affect policy winners in
the political contest.

2.5.1 Labour Market Organization

Varying HSI preferences of high- and low-skillethdarr and capital sectors can be intensified
through their representation by unions and empkyassociations, respectively. Hence, the
organization of the labour market becomes an inamobrindicator for policy outcomes. The
literature has analyzed extensively the impact mdividual indicators of unions and
employers’ associations on policies (see IverseA91%Rueda & Pontusson 2000 and
Wallerstein, Golden & Lange 1997). The followingnt@bution on HSI is pertinent because
labour market institutions determine the extentvtich coalitions matter for explaining HSI
outcomes. | consider union density and the cemtrdin/ coordination of unions and
employers, as they are the most important factorsi§l policy outcomes.

First, it is significant to assess the share oh¥sgilled labour represented by unions, i.e.
union density among high-skilled workers (thereaft& union density). Density is defined as
“union members who work as employees divided byttital number of wage and salary
earners” (Wallerstein 1999: 659). If general unilemsity is high, then the likelihood of high-
skilled workers being union members also increald& union density is especially high in
Scandinavia (up to 80 perceft) where multiple confederations are divided along
occupational lines, with separate peak associatfonsblue-collar workers, white-collar
workers and workers with university degrees. High &hion density means that the union
movement among high-skilled workers is strong (woskare members of skilled and
professional unions) and carries considerable powvarfluence policy-making. Hence, high-
skilled workers in particularly affected sectorangeepresentation in unions. Yet, in other
countries, low-skilled workers constitute the mamon members and thus display other HSI
preferences (e.g. Spain). In this case, low-skilenkers can be positively affected by HSI
and unions will adopt more open positions.
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Figure 2: Union density in OECD countries (2003)
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Overall, peak confederations of unions tend to belss encompassing organizations (Olson
1982). Encompassingness is the “degree to whiakaé federation or union, encompasses a
diversity of interests and constituencies. It is éxtent to which unions encompass the work
force, measured by the percentage of workers whouaron members and the percentage
who are covered by collective bargaining agreenigit&llerstein, Golden & Lange 1997:
381). According to Mancur Olson (1974), an orgaiara representing all workers (or
businesses in a sector) will be less restrictiveabse it has “some incentive to make the
society in which they operate more prosperous” @ke into consideration the (long-term)
interests of broad societal groups (Olson 1982: Bdked on this logic, associations should
display more open positions because HSI can leawor@ innovation, economic growth and
progress, and benefit the whole society. Sinceotiganization is so encompassing, it cannot
neglect the common good because it can otherwigetl largest group: HSI can benefit
low-skilled labour due to increased employment ohputies.

However, Olson’s assumption of the solidaristicahebur of organizations does not hold for
highly unionized countries where unions includehksilled workers to a greater extent
(such as Scandinavia). In this case, particulaonsiadopt more restrictive HSI positions
since they cannot easily neglect the restrictivefgzences of their high-skilled members.
Therefore, | claim that high union density (i.e.wgoful high-skilled members) and high

centralization/ coordination (i.e. greater decisioaking power vis-a-vis employers) lead to
more restrictive HSI policies. If unions represhigh-skilled workers to a large extent, then
they will support more restrictive HSI policiesonder to protect the wages and employment
conditions of their members. Union opposition aghirSlI has taken place in several
countries.
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On the other hand, if high-skilled workers are gedeby unions to a smaller extent, then
these will less likely adopt a restrictive positidihe main union confederation in Germany,
DGB, has to cater to a heterogeneous group of mesnbeluding workers with different
skill levels. The position has been more open tdw&tS| because the DGB has been trying
not to hurt the large number of (low-skilled) memsbevho can profit from high-skilled
immigrants. It considers the common good for alrkeos, exhibited by the introduction of
the Green Card for IT specialists in 2000. The D&B follow cues from the largest union in
the confederation (IG Metall), but it only covereh-skilled IT workers to a small degree
and so the outcome was a liberalized policy tow#Fdenmigrants.

Second, the extent of associations’ power in Hitpenaking depends on the labour market
organization across countries, especially the abmétion/ coordination of unions and
employers. Both organized workers and employerse hgpecific HSI preferences and
demonstrate different centralization levels acro&CD countries. Kenworthy (2003) and
Swank & Martin (2004) classify union and employasshtralization as the score of presence
of national union and employers’ federation andpkeak federation’'s powers over members
(i.e. appointment power, veto power of collectiggdains and lockouts, own conflict funds).
| treat centralization/ coordination as one vagasihce the outcome of high centralization or
high coordination levels is often similar. Wherepoyers and unions are highly centralized/
coordinated, | expect different outcomes for pelicthan in decentralized countries, in which
they do not have much formal and coordinated it need to turn to other means to lobby
the government for their preferred position. Asptiiged in Figure 2, some countries have
high union and employers’ centralization (e.g. $itaavian countries), whereas others are
low on both dimensions (e.g. France and the UShellweless, no national employers’ peak
associations exist in Canada and in the US (Ebling/& Visser 2000).

Figure 3: Centralization of unions and employessaxiations (1980-1998)
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Source: Swank & Martin 2004: 599.

The organization of both labour and employers ipartant for the HSI analysis. Employer
centralization/ coordination goes hand in hand wsime union measures. The most

12



restrictive HSI policies will likely take place ioountries with high union and employer
centralization/ coordination. This result can bersa Scandinavian countries, where skilled/
professional unions representing high-skilled woskevere against more liberalized HSI
policies. As unions have been very powerful andleygys could not pass any policy without
their consent (both are included in negotiationd hargaining with the government), the
outcome turned out to be HSI restrictive becausensnused to be opposed to (high-skilled)
labour immigration and acted against employers.y@etently have some Scandinavian
countries liberalized their HSI policy to a cert@xrtent. More specifically, this change was
possible due to a shift from the previous coaliti@iween high- and low skilled labour to a
coalition between high-skilled labour and capifihe coalition partners negotiated different
trade-offs for reaching a common position. Highlislli labour agreed to liberalize HSI, but
bargained with capital for attaching restrictivenditions to the employment conditions and
wages of immigrants.

There could be different reasons (or a combinatibthem) for the previously described

change: (1) Unions have become weaker, i.e. un@asity and centralization levels have

decreased in recent years in some countries. Assalty they are not in such a strong
bargaining position against employers (and othekm®nfederations) as they used to be. (2)
Unions have realized that the domestic economy sudiering because it cannot produce
native workers in the numbers and with educatidenatls desired in such a short period of
time, thus labour shortage would have a negatiygaghon the country. Unions have seen
they are harming their members (especially lowtasttilvorkers) and the overall economy. (3)
International trade openness has increased, whicksponsible for heightened international
competitiveness and pressure for increased pradgtyctCountries have to respond to these
pressures to larger extent than some years ago.

In Mediterranean countries, both union and emplagntralization/ coordination are low.
Unions are generally weak and are not includedilicy-making to a large degree. It is hard
for associations to provide centralized resistarspecially since they represent mainly low-
skilled workers and compete among themselves fanimees. For example, French unions
criticized the new 2006 legislation which allowedigher number of high-skilled workers
into the country, but did not grant them many rggttuch as permanent settlement (Viprey
2006). Even if sectoral associations argued forenogen HSI policies, they did not have the
necessary political and financial resources to ghatme extent of state intervention into
policy-making. In countries with weak union movertgerthe organization of both workers
and employers will be important for HSI policy oommees. In countries with no employers’
associations, powerful interests groups (such ageldirms) with shared interests for
particular policy proposals usually build temporagalitions in order to combine their
political and financial resources and lobby reléyaolicy-makers (Hula 1999).

In countries with low unionization, the restrictigeeferences of the high-skilled group are not
discarded. High-skilled workers can gain repreg@anrtieof their preferences in professional
associations, i.e. “interest groups that can egereconomic and political power” (Freidson
1986: 225). These exist for professions such amears, IT specialists, scientists, doctors,
lawyers or architects, and can act in a similar asyabour unions for the protection of their
members. Professional unions/ associations alsasaotcupational cartels for the protection
of their high-skilled members from competition bthers (Freidson 1986). They display a
strong credential system that often does not adlatgiders (such as immigrants) to use their
previous education and training. This means thatynagh-skilled immigrants start in low-
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skill jobs in the short-run and can only move u@tposition corresponding to their high-skill
level in the long-run, as is the case in Scandaraegountries.

In highly centralized/ coordinated countries, usia@re involved in policy-making and have
the necessary power to lobby for their interests.décentralized countries, unions and
professional associations have to organize themsadlv order to lobby political parties in

government if they wish to achieve their goals. lesample, high-skilled workers are

represented through specific unions in Scandinas@amtries, while professional associations
lobby for the interests of their members in otheurtdries, such as the UK or the US.
However, in the end, the government yielded tdabbying of employers for more open HSI

policies. In the US, professional associations iethtagainst H-1B visa increases, but they
were less organized and powerful than employershende did not achieve their desired HSI
restrictions.

2.5.2 Electoral System

Unions and employers’ associations do not coveiritezests of workers and industries to the
same extent across countries. However, these geaupsignify important constituencies for
political parties, even though their degree of espntation differs depending on the electoral
system. Therefore, | also take into account instital constraints through the electoral
system as part of the interaction between HSI peefees and HSI outcomes. This section
applies the literature on electoral systems taatiea of HSI and draws on the works by Bawn
& Rosenbluth 2003, Lijphart 1994 and Norris 200heTelectoral system is “the set of
methods for translating the citizen’s votes intpresentatives’ seats” (Lijphart 1994: 1). |
argue that the electoral system affects the pamyposition of governments and as a result,
HSI policies. HSI policy outcomes broadly indicéitat (1) majoritarian systems have more
open policies, and (2) proportional representafiBR) systems display more restrictive
policies (even if there is variation in the exteftopenness inside the groups). It matters for
open or restrictive HSI policy whether a politicaarty with a significant high-skilled
constituency has representation in single-partycaalition government. Table 3 divides
countries into two main categories: majoritariad &R electoral systems.

Table 3: Distinction between electoral systems

Majoritarian Proportional
ASL AUT
CAN BEL
FRA DEN
IRE FIN
NZL GER
UK ITA
USA NEL
NOR
SPA
SWE

Source: lversen & Soskice 2006: 173.

Figure 4 indicates the degree of proportionalitytie electoral system. Proportionality
“summarizes the degree to which each party’s sbiaseats corresponds to its share of votes”
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(Norris 2004: 88). In general, majoritarian cousdrii.e. Australia, Canada and the UK) are
less proportional than PR systems (i.e. GermamyNgtherlands and Sweden).

Figure 4: Proportionality of electoral system
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Source: lversen & Soskice 2006: 173.

The higher the degree of proportionality, the higsleould be the correspondence of votes to
seats. Therefore, the representation of prefereatgmrticular actors should be greater in

proportional countries than in majoritarian cowsgriThe type of electoral system matters for
the representation of high-skilled groups in thdtigal system and has an impact for the

further analysis on HSI policy outcomes. High-gdllworkers can constitute an important

constituency for political parties since they teéocarn higher incomes, to contribute more in
taxes and to use less welfare benefits than lolledkivorkers. Nonetheless, even if the recent
OECD average of tertiary educated citizens is 18ge (OECD 2006), the number of native

workers affected by HSI is likely to be smaller diwethe narrowed analysis to particular

competitive sectors and higher degrees.

The composition of governments and parties’ comsttuencies determines the outcome of
HSI policies. As stated under the assumptions rtieeasection, | expect different groups of
labour or capital to signify core voters for palél parties. The final HSI outcome will then
depend on the type of electoral system. This iomamt for HSI policies for two reasons: (1)
the degree of constituency representation is reften parties’ HSI position and (2) the
extent of translation of HSI preferences into gekds based on the type of government. This
analysis proceeds with the usual assumption ititdrature that majoritarian systems tend to
go together with two-party systems and single-pargjority governments; and PR systems
are usually linked with multi-party systems and limen governments (see Cox 1990,
Duverger 1954 and Riker 1984). Nevertheless, soRec®untries have had single-party
governments (e.g. Austria and Sweden) and someritaajan countries have experienced
coalition governments, such as Australia and letlgversen & Soskice 2006).
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Single-party governments in majoritarian systemsl t® present themselves as encompassing
of society’s interests (Bawn & Rosenbluth 2003).altmns are usually formed before
elections since groups have an incentive to joinde to increase their influence: majoritarian
systems represent coalitions within parties. Thennparties need to win the support of
several groups with various interests since thek s@ absolute majority of votes. As a result,
the government portrays HSI as beneficial for theiety as a whole because high-skilled
immigrants are associated with economic growthowation and progress for the receiving
country. If parties are trying to aggregate prafees from many groups, then the ability for
the representation of a specific group is relagivelv. They are especially concerned about
the welfare of the society as a whole and pointh® benefits of HSI, which election
manifestos of main parties in majoritarian coumstrikemonstrate. As a result, the outcome is
likely to be more open towards HSI.

On the other hand, PR systems have low thresholdisaage district magnitudes. Parties can
be elected to parliament by targeting a smaller glathe population and stressing differences
in society (Norris 2004). They present varyingferences and policy positions at the time of
election, but groups engage in building coaliti@fter elections in coalition governments
(Gourevitch & Shinn 2005). Parties are not veryognpassing and tend to neglect national
interest as a whole. Political parties in PR systesgem to present differing HSI positions at
the time of election (e.g. Germany and Sweden). /e more open HSI can benefit society
as a whole, especially native high-skilled workkrse due to increased competition. After
elections, parties with a core constituency amaigd-kkilled labour will be able to support
their interests and achieve more restrictive HSIcgs in a coalition government, where
finding a policy compromise is crucial. For exampBermany’s right parties (CDU/ CSU)
pressed for more restrictive policies in order totgct native workers, one of their core
constituencies® As parties represent different interests (at leastome terms and conditions
of HSI), the final policy will be more restrictitewards HSI.

Proportionality also matters for the degree of @olchange. Majoritarian systems exhibit
more radical policy changes than PR systems (wlasidering single versus multi-party
governments). They amplify small shifts of prefereninto bigger swings of policy
(Gourevitch & Shinn 2005). When we look at the Wtamnple, a small shift in preferences of
high-skilled industries (e.g. IT) for more libemdiion resulted in a large HSI policy change.
A single-party government can implement its polciend does not need to consult or
compromise with other parliamentary parties or etatigroups. In a coalition government, at
least two parties have to decide on a policy amtééave to find a compromise. Parties
representing business interests to a higher egt@hiparties standing behind the preferences
of high-skilled workers will have opposing intere#t the terms and conditions of HSI policy.
Nonetheless, they will have to come up with a fipalicy, which is likely to be more
restrictive.

HSI policies have changed in several countries tivee. Some countries have experienced
more ‘drastic’ changes than others. For exampl@rgnhe majoritarian systems, Ireland and
the UK have quickly reformed their immigration midis and introduced more open
conditions for admitting high-skilled immigrantsnQ@he contrary, other countries with PR
systems have only gradually reformed their policigkich still tend to be more restrictive
than those of the previously mentioned group. Exempnclude Austria, Denmark and
Germany. Labour market shortages in certain sedtav® prompted political parties and
governments to act. Especially high-skilled capitas demanded more open HSI policies in
order to raise economic growth, innovation and oetitipeness for the benefit of the whole
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society. As a consequence, political parties regmtasg high-skilled capital have proposed to
reform HSI policies to take care of the preferemmfetheir constituencies. Electoral system as
an institution is less likely to change than prefees, but it can modify or sustain the degree
of change in actor’s preferences and the finalcgdlnplementation. In addition, the type of
electoral system is linked with the form of goveemt Over-time shifts in HSI policies are
the result of: (1) in majoritarian systems, chaggpolitical parties in power representing
various groups and (2) in PR systems, shiftingitoalgovernments consisting of different
parties with specific HSI preferences.

3. Preliminary Evidence

Preliminary findings indicate that not all portrayscenarios (in Section 2.4) are empirically
present. Especially winners of coalitions betweagh-hand low-skilled labour (A1), high-
skilled labour and capital (B1), low-skilled laboand capital (C1), as well as capital (A2)
have appeared. For example, Sweden, Denmark, thtedJKingdom/ Germany and the
United States, respectively, illustrate the presipumentioned coalitions and different HSI
outcomes. In addition, coalitions have shiftedame countries.

Table 4: Typology of cases and variables

Union density PR + high Majoritarian +low centralization/
centralization/ coordination coordination

High (>70%) Sweden
Denmark

Medium - low Germany UK

(20- 40%)

Low (<20%) USA

Al) HS Labour + LS Labour: Sweden

Sweden does not have a specific policy towards W&, The provisions for high-skilled
immigrants are included in its (labour) immigratiamv. Specific unions have played a strong
role in opposing more open HSI in order to protec{high-skilled) members. Nevertheless,
we expect a change to occur towards greater lizaten as the new government after the
2006 elections consists of a coalition between €Exadives, Centre Party, Christian
Democrats and Greens. A committee has put forwagptoposal for more open labour
immigration policy. However, unions would retairethight to check that immigrants were
given same wages, insurance protection and otheistef employment and thus would not
undercut native workers (Bucken-Knapp 2007, EMN&)0@s a result, a coalition between
high-skilled labour and capital could take plagesithey are both included in policy-making
(similar to Denmark).

A2) Capital: United States

Unions and employer associations have little powmrt capital can profit from HSI.
Therefore, a change in HSI policy has taken plabenvpowerful IT companies lobbied
political parties for more open HSI policies anfeoéd financial contributions in return. The
IT business lobby was a new actor during the 1@8@kwas successful in getting the 65,000
cap on H-1B visas raised first 77 percent in 1988 then an additional 69 percent in 2000
(Lowell 2001). On the other hand, professional anbn associations in the US representing
high-skilled workers (e.g. Institute of Electricahd Electronics Engineers, Washington
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Alliance of Technology Workers and American Engmeg Association) have been at the

forefront of opposing H-1B increases. However his decentralized system, employers have
been better organized and more powerful than uraemasprofessional associations and won
their quest for H-1B increases in the end (Free&é&hll 2006).

B1) HS Labour + Capital: Denmark

In Denmark, some high-skilled unions have becomnikngito liberalize HSI policy in order
to secure future welfare and economic developm&hese include Danish Society of
Engineers, IDA, in cooperation with The Industryade Union for skilled workers, Dansk
Metal. Most unions express a lot of concern ababblr immigration in their specific field.
For example, PROSA, the Association of Computefe®sionals, has linked the question of
immigration to the enlargement of the EU in two higrofile statements: (1) foreign
specialists should not dump wages and (2) Danigmpioyed IT-specialists must be given
preferential treatment over foreign specialistef8tm 2005: 16).

In January 2005, The Danish Society for Enginetergether with the National Employers
Organization DA and DI, the Trade Union Danish Metad the Ministry of Integration
arranged a conference titled: ‘Denmark needs tlewecl ones from the whole world.’
Presenters included the Minister of Integratiopresentatives from supportive organizations
and CEOs from businesses (such as Microsoft) wihgpake about the need for high-skilled
labour migrants in the future. Overall, the everatswa rare opportunity to discuss labour
immigration (Stenum 2005).

Cla) LS Labour + Capital: United Kingdom

The UK seems to have experienced shifts in coaBtirom the initial lobbying of capital for
more open policies due to labour market shortatpesdebate has now extended to include
unions as well. For the first time in 2005, the Neabour government has consulted the trade
union (TUC) and the employers’ association (CBhnoigration policies who both agreed on
the need to manage migration. The country hasasélosocial partnership between unions,
employers and the government, even if unions ave nather weak. The union confederation
represents mainly low-skilled workers (62 unionstatal) and is interested in providing
information on employment rights, representatiod amembership. On the other hand, the
employers are keen on recruiting migrants in otddill labour market shortages in particular
sectors of the economy (Ensor & Shah 2005, Laytenti 2004). The outcome has been an
open HSI policy.

C1b) LS Labour + Capital: Germany

A debate emerged in 2001 on extending the scheroth&w sectors after the introduction of
the Green Card for IT workers. Unions feared thightskilled immigrants could lead to
lower pay, undermine the wage standard and, ifstieeme was extended to other branches
where unions were better represented than in tilsedior, weaken collective agreements. The
DGB cooperated with employers and found a commauryt for reformed immigration
policy in the end (Behrens 2001). In Germany, thaliton between (low-skilled) labour and
capital for more liberal HSI did not help them tcheeve a major HSI policy reform (new
legislation came into force in 2005) due to theagjpon of the (Christian-Democratic) party
that argued for the protection of native high-gkillworkers. Therefore, a change in HSI
policy was possible when political parties in thlealtion government (and both chambers)
agreed on a compromiska the endGermany adopted a more restrictive HSI policy (Gyru
& Vogel 2005, Hess & Sauer 2006).
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4. Conclusion

This paper has set up a theoretical framework halyaing differences in OECD countries’
HSI policies over time. It has offered a contribatito the political economy literature in
general and more specifically, to the immigratigerature. High-skilled labour immigration
remains largely unexplored in political scienceisTiiamework seeks to provide a starting
point for a fruitful research path that analyzesl H8ough a political-economy lens. By
portraying a coalitional argument, | have offeremsh@re enriching explanation for differences
between countries’ HSI policies than the existiiigrdture on partisanship and structural
economic factors provides. In particular, this papkallenges the common partisanship
literature by offering a disaggregation of labood &apital into high-and low-skilled sectors.
| expect to demonstrate diversity in HSI outcorrasher than convergence toward a single
policy for the following reasons: (1) the preferes®f native high-skilled labour, native low-
skilled labour and capital differ and shift ovemé, (2) six different political coalitions are
possible and (3) institutions intermediate betwaeierences and outcomes.

The paper raises some important points. With irgingalabour market shortages, the
international competition for the ‘best and brigittewill continue to be fierce (Mahroum
2001). Yet, some coalitions between actors andigalieconomic institutions impede further
HSI liberalization in different countries. This sas the question whether these countries will
fall behind in the global economic competition. @ other hand, will political parties/
government neglect the interests of native (highesk labour as they increasingly succumb
to the pressure of capital? Since labour markettages threaten economic growth and
progress of countries, respective governmentshaile to respond to the demands for more
open HSI. They will also have to react to the mexfiees of high-skilled workers for more
restrictive policies. The numbers for HSI are alseaignificant in some countries and are
likely to increase in the future in othéfs This can heighten tensions within countries
between labour and capital over the desired HStyolt will be up to political parties in
government to reconcile these tensions. In additimmour market institutions could play a
larger role in the representation of affected gsoupan increasing number of high-skilled
workers organize in professional unions/ associatithey can become more powerful actors
in lobbying the government. For example, the Anarid/edical Association is a significant
collective actor in the US.

Overall, HSI is a significant policy area sinceemmational competition for the ‘best and
brightest’ is expected to increase and thus to ema government’s agenda due to limited
alternatives for HSI in the short-run (Chiswick &tton 2003). Therefore, the processes and
the support of different groups need to be betteleusstood by policy-makers, political parties
and voters. This paper has offered a first stepigidirection by providing some preliminary
evidence, but more detailed research will haveetafidertaken in the future. Other types of
countries would also provide valuable test cased) as PR countries with low centralization/
coordination and low union density (e.g. Spain)siBes case studies, a quantitative analysis
testing the propositions could also be undertaRdms paper has focused on national HSI
policies, but future research could analyze attergit other levels of governance. For
example, the EU has proposed a Green Card forgkiilled immigrants. Due to the discussed
differences in coalitions and institutional factoesx agreement on a single EU policy is
questionable. In addition, advances on policieeladso been made at the international level,
with limited success to date. The analysis empbkasigome of the opportunities and
challenges that HSI presents for advanced induswiatries and has offered suggestions for
a debate.
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Notes

 Among the OECD countries, | focus on the ‘usualpsats’: Australia (ASL), Austria
(AUT), Belgium (BEL), Canada (CAN), Denmark (DENjjnland (FIN), France (FRA),
Germany (GER), Ireland (IRE), Italy (ITA), the Nettands (NEL), New Zealand (NZL),
Norway (NOR), Portugal (POR), Spain (SPA), Swed8WE), Switzerland (SWI), the
United Kingdom (UK) and the United States (US).

% In the case of the European Union (EU), most membantries experience labour market
shortages. Hence, HSI policies are increasinglygdes to target ‘third-country nationals’,
i.e. immigrants from outside the EU.

® These can be classified under ‘Human ResourceSciance and Technology’ (HRST),
which extends to everyone who has successfully tategh post-secondary education (or is
working in an associated S&T occupation); at itgaaest it covers only those with at least
university-level qualifications in natural scienagsengineering (or working in an associated
S&T occupation) (OECD 1995:8). For example, thessctors include information
technology (IT), mathematical sciences and engingeilife and physical sciences, and
medical sciences.

| concentrate on temporary HSI policies designedfilling labour market shortages in
different sectors across OECD countries. Tempoirargigration can signify between three
months and five years (Smith & Favell 2006: 15)vé&l¢heless, immigration can shift from
temporary to permanent after several years.

®> For example, Timmer and Williamson (1998) concltidet [US] immigration policy was
consistently influenced by neither conventional rmaeconomic conditions nor xenophobic
or racist feelings in the receiving country. Insteancome distribution was particularly
important in some countries who were trying to ecbtthe wages and the skill premium of
native workers.

®«On the surface, highly skilled foreign professiband business people present much less
of a problem than manual labourers... Immigrant s@& engineers and physicians
reinforce the nation’s supply of scarce talent amxl easily with the domestic population by
becoming dispersed throughout the country. Finallg, majority of these immigrants come
legally; hence, the problems associated with theuthorized do not materialize” (Portes &
Rumbaut 1996: 293). Thanks to Timothy Hatton fas tkeference.

" Even though no direct evidence or index exist thaasure the preferences for HSI policies
of high- and low-skilled sectors of labour and talpil work those out deductively by basing
them on the distributional consequences for theseps. In addition, | assume that the
distributional preferences do not vary across aoesmt

® Broadly speaking, left parties are Social Demacta&ocialist/ Labour and right ones are
Conservative/ Christian Democratic parties, bwatld be better to analyze partisanship on a
left-right continuum.

° For example, IT sub-sectors prone to outsourcireg application maintenance, custom
application development and system integrationtt@nother hand, IT consulting, traditional
IT outsourcing and sales and marketing have lowsaurcing potential and constitute about
50% of all sector employment, thus the overall Uifsourcing potential is unlikely to increase
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(Farrell et al 2005: 147). In addition, company<fe barriers for outsourcings include
unsuited processes, manager’s attitude or inseffigcale (Farrell et al. 2005: 25).

°Thanks to Adam Luedtke for this point (among others

1 ‘Restrictive’ means any limitation of HSI on any combination of these dimensions: 1)
mechanisms, 2) selection and 3) rights. ‘Open’aBngd as the opposite (see Ruhs 2006 for
more detailed explanation).

2 High HS union density is assumed for Scandinauigei combine the union rates of skilled
and professional unions (ranging between 24% af#l) 58s compared to rates between 50%
and 66% among the main (low-skilled) confederations

13 Even though the CDU/ CSU were not part of the ioal government at that time, they
were nonetheless important for voting on HSI pol®cause of their majority in the upper
house. Germany’s bicameralism further complicdtesgsue.

51n 2001, HSI expressed as a percentage of thehigtaskilled workforce was particularly
significant (over 20%) in Australia, Luxembourg, i&&rland, Canada and New Zealand
(Dumont & Lemaitre 2005:13).
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