INTRODUCTION

Migration Theory
Talking across Disciplines
Caroline B. Brettell and James F. Hollifield

lnterest in international migration in the social sciences has tended to ebb and
ñow with various waves of emigration and immigration. The United States
is now well into the fourth great wave of immigration. At the beginning of
the twenty-first century, the immigrant population stands at a historie high of
36 million, representing 12.5 percent of the total population. As the foreignborn share of the U.S. population continues to rise, the number of secondgeneration Americans, the children of immigrants, al so will increase. In 1995,
first- and second-generation Americans accounted for 20 percent of the U.S.
population, and this figure is projected to rise to one-third of the population
by 2025. Europe has experienced a similar influx of foreigners that began, in
some countries, as early as the 1940s. In 2005 the foreign-born population of
Europe, including nationals of European Union (EU) member states and thirdcountry nationals, stood at 8.8 percent of the population. The foreign born
constitute 12.3 percent of the German population, 10.7 percent of the French
population, 14.1 percent of the Irish population, and 22.9 percent of the Swiss
population, to take but a few examples. In Canada, the establishment in 1967
ot a point system for entry based on ski lis and the reunion of families has not
only increased the volume of immigrants but also diversified their places of
?rigin. The same is true for Australia where 40 percent of population growth
In the post-World War n period has been the result of immigration. With the
abandonment in the 1960s of the White Australia Policy barring non-Euro-
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pean settlers, Australia has be come a multicultural nation (Castles and Vasta
2004), just as the United States beca me a more multicultural ociety in the
wake of the 1965 Hart-Celler Act, which radically altered the composition or
immigration, opening the door to Asians, Latin Americans, and immigrants
from the four corners of the globe. Even Japan, a country that has long had
a restrictionist immigration policy, began admitting foreign workers in the
1980s (Cornelius and Tsuda 2004). Finally, the movement of large populations
throughout the developing world, such as refugees in Africa or "guest workers" in Asia and the Persian Gulf states, led some analysts to speak of a global
migration crisis (Weiner 1995).
Whether and where there might be a migration crisis remains an open question. But elearly we are living in an age of migration (Castles and Miller 2003).
Scholars in all of the social sciences have turned their attention to the study of
this extraordinari Iy complex phenomenon.' Yet, despite the volume of research
interest in a host of academic fields, when members of the various disciplines
meet, it is, as Silvia Pedraza (1990:44) c1everly remarked, in much the same
fashion as when "one sometimes arrives at a party and is ... surprised to find
out who else is there." It seems that only rarely do we talk across the disciplines.? Douglas Massey and his colleagues (1994:700-1) state the problem in
succinct terms: "Social scientists do not approach the study of immigration
from a shared paradigm, but from a variety of competing theoretical viewpoints
fragmented across disciplines, regions, and ideologies. As a result, research on
the subject tends to be narrow, often inefficient, and characterized by duplication, miscommunication, reinvention, and bickering about fundamentals and
terminology. Only when researchers accept common theories, concepts, tools,
and standards will knowledge begin to accumulate." Jan and Leo Lucassen
(1997) argue that the deepest disciplinary canyon is between historians on the
one hand, and social scientists on the other. A canyon almost as deep separates
those social scientists who take a top-down "macro" approach, focusing on
immigration policy or market forces, from those whose approach is bottomup, emphasizing the experiences of the individual migrant or the immigrant
family. It may be too much to hope for a unified theory of migration-one
that encompasses all possible motives for moving or all possible results of that
movement-but
unless we begin the process of dialogue across the disciplines,
social scientists will be doomed to their narrow fields of inquiry and the dangers of constantly reinventing wheels will increase.
This book therefore represents an effort to bridge these canyons, particularly
with respect to theorizing about international migration. Here, we have brought
together in a single volume essays by a historian, a demographer, an economist, two sociologists, an anthropologist, a geographer, a political scientist,
and a legal scholar. Each was asked to assess and analyze the central conceptsquestions, and theoretical perspectives pertaining lo the study of migration
in his or her respective discipline and in the intersection between disciplines.

he authors adopt a broad "survey of the literature" approach, but a few
Most oft n 10 situate their discussion in relation to a more focused research
have ~hoS~ather than reaching for a unifying theory, as Massey et al. (1993,
J

que~~~~;empt to dO,3in this introducti~n we exa~ine the essa~s in this volume
199 h le noting convergence and divergence In how questions are framed,
asawo,
earch is conducted and at what levels and with what units of analysis,
how res.
.
.
hypothesis testing proceeds, and ultirnately how theoretical models are
~::Structed. In the concluding chapter, the sociologist Adrian Favell gives an
ssrnent of the book as a whole, seeking to determine whether we have
:~:essfully "rebooted" migration theory, and arguing for "interdisciplinarity,
lobality, and postdisciplinarity in migration studies." Our goal is dialogue
!nd cross-disciplinary conversation about the epistemological, paradigmatic,
and explanatory aspects of writing about and theorizing about migration in
history, law, and the social sciences. Ifthis book moves the conversation in the
direction of what Castles (1993:30) has called for-"the study of migration as
a social science in its own right ... strongly multidisciplinary in its theory and
methodology," it will have achieved its objective.

FRAMING THE QUESTION

In the social sciences, students are taught that they must start any inquiry with a
puzzle or a question, whatever the topic of study may be. Of course, the way in
which that question is formulated or framed is dependent upon the discipline,
and the construction of hypotheses is also driven by disciplinary considerations. Intense disagreements and debates about the meaning and interpretation of the same body of data exist within single disciplines. Sometimes there
can be agreement across the disciplines on the nature of the problem, or even
on the methodology. However, agreement on a single explanation or model is
less likely; it is even rarer to find hypotheses that are truly multidisciplinary,
drawing upon concepts and insights from several disciplines simultaneously.
Each discipline has its preferred or acceptable list of questions, hypotheses,
and variables.
In the Table I.l, we have constructed a matrix that summarizes principal research questions and methodologies, as well as dominant theories and
~ypotheses for each of the disciplines represented in this volume. The matrix
IS necessarily schematic and cannot inelude every question or theory, but it
provldes a framework for establishing a dialogue across disciplines.
For historians, who nowadays straddle the divide between the humanities
and the social sciences, principal research questions are related to particular
p.laces and times. As Diner points out in her contribution to this volume, histonanss o f rni
.
migranon
tend to eschew theory and hypothesis testing, although their
questions are similar to those of other social scientists-what
are the determinants and consequences of population movement? In more precise terms, they
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Discipline

Anthropology

1.1: MIGRATION

Research
Question(s)
How does migration
e/fect cultural
change and a/fect

THEORIES

ACROSS

DISCIPLINES

levelslUnlts
ofAnaJysis

Dominant
Theorles

Micro/individuals.

Relational or
structuralist and

households.
groups

Sample

transnational

Hypothesls

Social networks

-

help

maintain cultural
di/ference.

ethnic identieyl
Demography

Rationalist

How does migration
Macro/populations

a/fect population

What explains the

Micro/individuals

propensiey to

Geography

Migration has a major
heavily

from economics)

changel

Economics

(borrows

Rationalist: cose-

Incorporation

varies

migrate and its

utiliey-maximizing

human capital of

e/fectsl

behavior

immigrants.

Relational.

Incorporation

of

migrationl

Macro. meso. and
micro/individuals.

structural, and

depends

households.

transnational

networks

and

groups
Micro/individuals

How do we
understand

the

and groups

on ethnic
and

residential panerns.
Eschews theory

Not applicable

and hypothesis
testing

immigrant
experíence!
Law

small impact on age
structure,

with the level of

spatial panerns

History

impact on size, but a

benefit and

What explains the

How does the law

Macro and micro/

influence

the political and

migration?

legal system

Institutionalist

and

rationalist
(borrows from all
the social

Rights create
incentive structures
for migration and
incorporation.

sciences)
Political Science

Why do states have
difficuley controlling
migration?

Sociology

political and

and

Institutionalist

and

rationalist

States are often

international

captured by
pro-immigrant

systems

interests.

Macro/ethnic

What explains
incorporation
exclusión!

More macro/

groups and social
class

Structuralist
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or

institutionalist

Incorporation varies
with social and
human capital.

ask who moves, when do they move, why do they move? Why do some people
stay put? How do those who move experience departure, migration, and settlement? These questions are generaIly applied to single groups (or even individuals), rather than to a comparison across groups, an effort that would require,
as Diner suggests, vast linguistic competence.' In history, it is the narrative of
how various groups settled, shaped their communities, and constructed their
identities that has taken precedence over the analysis of the migration process.
On the issue of structure and agency, historians tend to focus more on individual migrants as agents. They are less concerned with explaining how social
structures infiuence and constrain behavior.
Anthropologists tend to be context specific in their ethnographic endeavor,
and much of their theorizing is idiographic. But their ultimate goal is to engage
in cross-cultural comparisons that make possible generalizations across space
and time, and hence nomothetic theory building. Although Bjeren (1997) has

S
~u~

hat anthropologists never formulate theories divorced from context,
~t necessarily the case. While context is generaIly very important to
thlS IS n
..
.
logists, some t heonzmg
moves away from
rom irt. Ant hropologists
who
anthro~gration are interested in more than the who, when, and why; they
study m apture throug h t hei
.
. an rrnrm..
eir et h nograp h y t h e expenence
o f b eing
want to C
and rhe meaning, to the migrants themselves, of the social and cultural
gran t
.
.
changes that result from leaving one context and entenng another. BretteIl (in
hís volume, Chapter 5) notes that this has led anthropologists to explore the
~mpact of emigration and immigration on the social relations between men and
women, among kin, and among people from the same cultural or ethnic background. Questions in the anthropological study of migration are framed by the
assumption that outcomes for people who move are shaped by their social, cultural, and gendered locations and that migrants themselves are agents in their
behavior, interpreting and constructing within the constraints of structure.
Geographers are primarily interested in spatial relationships. In migration
research their attention is therefore directed, as Hardwick (this volume) points
out, to studying the relationship between employment patterns and residential
patterns, the formation and development of ethnic enclaves, and the changing segregation patterns of various ethnic and racial groups. Geographers, like
anthropologists, explore the transnational and diasporic dimensions of migration, as weIl as the role of social networks in connecting populations and individuals across space, but as Hardwick observes, geographers put space-time
relationships at the center of their theorizing about transnationalism, diasporas,
and networks. Space and place are also central to the geographical recasting of
assimilation theory. Finally, even in the study of race and whiteness, geographers ask how time and place infiuence the way in which race is constructed.
For sociology, as Heisler (this volume, Chapter 4) emphasizes, the central
questions are: Why does migration occur, and how is it sustained over time?
Sociologists share a common theoretical framework with anthropologists.
Both are grounded in the classic works of social theory (Marx, Durkheim,
and Weber), and each tends to emphasize social relations as central to understa~ding the processes of migration and immigrant incorporation. However,
SOCJologistshave worked primarily in the receiving society with a few notable
exeeptions (see the works of Douglas Massey on Mexico, for' example), while
anthr~pologists have often worked at the sending, receiving, or at both ends.
Th~ dlfference is a result of the historical origins of these two disciplinesSOClologyin the study of Western institutions and society, anthropology in the
stud~ of "the other." Anthropology "carne lately" to the study of migration
;nd .Immigration, but in sociology it has been a topie of long-standing interest.
OC.IOlogicalquestions are generally also outcomes questions. Although many
sOClologists are interested in the causes of migration, the discipline places
great emphasis on the process of immigrant incorporation.
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Sociological theory has moved from postulating a single outcome (assimi,
lation) to manifold outcomes that depend on such factors as social capital,
labor markets, and a range of institutional structures. Heisler points to the
significance of sociological research on the ethnic enclave economy and ethnic
entrepreneurship. While anthropologists have emphasized the cultural construction and symbolic markers of ethnic identity, sociologists have ernpha.
sized the institutional manifestations of ethnic difference (Light 2006). Both
are equally important, but they reftect a difference in disciplinary epistemologies, and hence in how questions are framed. However, there is also a good
deal of interchange and cross-reading between these two disciplines. One area
where scholars in both fields come together is in their study of the social relations of immigration-specifically
an assumption about the importance of
social networks as both a causal and sustaining factor inftuencing the migration process.
The central question for demographers is the nature of population change.
Births, deaths, and migration are the major components of population change.
Drawing largely on aggregate data, they document the pattern and direction
of migration ftows and the characteristics of migrants (age, sex, occupation,
education, and so forth). Teitelbaum in this volume (Chapter 2) makes a key
distinction between formal demography, which is highly mathematical and
theoretical, and social demography, which borrows freely from other social
science disciplines and is more eclectic. Teitelbaum stresses that demographers do not shun theory and explanation; however, migration is only one factor in population change-fertility
and mortality are the other two, and they
have received far more attention from formal demographers than migration
because migration, as Teitelbaum points out, is "rather messy." It is difficult,
he suggests, to capture in a parsimonious way the "realities and complexities
inherent in the patterns of international migration." Thus, demographers by
necessity have bridged the canyons between the disciplines, and Teitelbaum,
echoing Hollifield's analysis of the politics of migration, draws our attention to
the key role ofthe state in shaping migration ftows. Demographers are as interested as historians, anthropologists, and sociologists in the questions of who
moves and when, but to answer these questions, they engage in the construction of predictive models. Demographers can and do project the future. Historians, anthropologists, and sociologists, by contrast, focus on actual behavior
of individual s and groups in the past or in the present.
Economists al so build predictive models. Chiswick's chapter in this volume
offers an excellent example of the methodology of economics. Using the utility maximizing framework of microeconomics, he addresses the question of
"who migrates," He focuses specifically on a central debate within economics:
under what conditions will the most favorable (in human capital terms and
for labor market success) individuals migrate? Chiswick develops models that
predict more or less positive selectivity under various conditions. This is a
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,
'de iheory- rather than an outcomes theory, and it reftects the broader
sIlPPly-s~ n that frames much of the research on migration within the disciassudlPUO nomics-that
individuals act rationally to maximize their utility
roe ofeco
pI
d 1962' Straubhaar 1988). Economists call this the microeconomic
(Sjaasta
'
.
1 ifindividual choice.
ma:nt~roPOIOgists and historians argue that economic factors cannot and do
fully predict population movement when they are divorced from social
no~ cultural context. Anthropologists in particular reject a universal rational~n Furthermore, anthropologists and historian s are reluctant, if not averse,
:~framing questions in re\ation to evaluations of positive and negative inputs
or outcomes. But economists (and economic demographers) are often called
upon (by those who formulate policy) to assess the fiscal and human capital
costs and benefits of immigration in precisely these evaluative terms. It therefore shapes many of the theoretical debates in their discipline (Borjas 1999;
Huber and Espenshade 1997; Rothman and Espenshade 1992), not to mention
broader debates about immigration policy. For example, in earlier work using
data from the 1970 census, Chiswick (1978) addressed the economic assimilation rate of immigrants. He demonstrated that although immigrants start with
eamings that are approximately 17 percent below those of natives, after 10 to
15 years of employment in the United States, they tend to surpass the average
wage level and subsequently rise above it. This conclusion was challenged on
the basis of 1980 census data by George Borjas (1985), but Borjas's work in
tum has been challenged by Chiswick (1986) and others (Duleep and Regets
1997a, 1997b) using data from multiple censuses. Economists and demographers have also explored the educational, welfare, and social security costs
of immigrants (Passel 1994; Simon 1984), thereby responding to national
debates that erupt periodically in the political arena. Americans in particular
are concerned about the costs and benefits of immigration and want to harness
the s~cial sciences, especially economics, to shape and inform policy debates
(Natlonal Research Council 1997; Hanson 2005). Europeans are also concerned about the macroeconomic impact of immigration, but most European
states and governments are preoccupied with perceived crises of integration
and wíth the effects of immigration on the welfare state (Favell 1998; Bommes
and Geddes 2000).
i C~isw~ck's chapter in this volume ends with a discussion of the way that
mmlgratlon laws and regulations (the demand side for immigrants) shape
selectivity fact ors. A country t h at emp hasi
.
asizes skills as the pnmary
criterion
upon which to issue visas will experience a different pattern in the growth and
composition of its immigrant population from that of a country that constructs
a policy based on family reunification or refugee status. It is with attention to
t~ese questions that political scientists and legal scholars have entered as relahVe newcomers the arena of migration research.
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As Hollifield emphasizes in his chapter, the questions for scholars of irnm],
gration within political science follow three themes. One is the role of the
nation-state in controlling migration flows and hence its borders; a second is
the impact of migration on the institutions of sovereignty and citizenship, and
the relationship between migration on the one hand, and foreign policy and
national security on the other; a third is the question of incorporation, which
raises a host of ethical, normative, and legal issues. Political science has paid
attention to what sociologists and economists have written about social and
economic incorporation and added to it the dimension of political incorpo,
ration-specifically
questions of citizenship and rights, familiar themes for
legal scholars as well (Schuck in this volume, Chapter 8). It is worth noting,
however, that Diner discusses a particular historical monograph, Salyer's Law
Harsh as Tigers, which addresses similar issues for the Chinese who immigrated to the United States in the late nineteenth century. Salyer shows how
these Chinese "sojourners" exercised their rights to challenge discriminatory
laws. A more recent historical example is Gardner's (2005) fascinating analysis of the impact of U.S. citizenship laws on immigrant women in particular.
Like sociologists, political scientists work largely at the receiving end,
although one can find a few examples of those whose research has addressed
emigration policy (rules of exit), rather than immigration policy (rules of
entry), according to similar themes of control, but with a greater focus on
development issues (Leeds 1984; Russell 1986; Weiner 1987, 1995). Whether
they are looking at the sending or receiving societies, political scientists tend to
be split theoretically. Some lean heavily toward a more interest-based, microeconomic (rational choice) approach to the study of migration (Freeman 1995,
1998; Kessler 1998), while others favor institutional, cultural, and ideational
explanations for increases in immigration in the advanced industrial democracies (Hollifield 1992; Zolberg 1981). All agree, however, that it is important
to understand how the state and public policy affect migration flows, or as
Zolberg (2006) puts it, how nations are designed and shaped by immigration
policy.
Both traditions of inquiry can be found in the study of law as well, with
one group of scholars taking a more rationalist, microeconomic approach 10
understanding migration, and another group (for example, Schuck in this volume, Chapter 8; Legomsky 1987) focusing on institutions, process, and rights
as the key variables for explaining outcomes. As Schuck points out, most legal
scholars are skeptical of the possibility for developing a "science of law"; and
they devote most of their efforts to the analysis and assessment of case law.
But in his work, Schuck breaks with this atheoretical tradition as he attempts
to explain how the law shapes the phenomenon of international migration,
and how immigration in particular affects American political development.
Schuck points to the difficulties of establishing a coherent regulatory regirnc
for immigration and attempts to explain why there are such large gaps between

,

INTROOUCTION

.
. tion policy (the law on the books) and the implementation of policy
unmtgrain action or in people's minds). His analysis is reminiscent of similar
(the la~ political science (Cornelius, Martin, and Hollifield 1994; Freeman
wor~. I~ollifield 1986; Zolberg 2006), which seeks to explain the difficulties
19~ , migration control in liberal democracies. The emphasis that Schuck
of rrn on the institution o f ng
. h ts as a k ey d eterrmnant
.
o f po liICy outcomes
pl~:~s work by political scientists and sociologists (Hollifield 1992; Jacobecn 1996; Soysal 1994). Following the ideas of the sociologist Robert Merton,
~~huck suggests that the failure of immigration law may actually serve some
latent social function: it helps to finesse or cover up the profoundly ambiguous
attitudes of the American public toward illegal immigration, which Schuck
describes provocatively as a "victirnless crime," drawing on the work of lawyer-sociologist Robert Kagan (2001). In effect, Schuck argues that the law is
extremely limited in what it can do 10 regulate international migration, and
particularly illegal immigration, even though law plays a crucial role in constructing the "complex array of incentives that individuals and groups take
into account in deciding whether, when, and where to migrate," On the one
hand, legal admissions largely determine the types of naturalized citizens; on
the other, the enforcement of immigration law is often constrained by cost or
by liberal and human rights ideologies. In the work of Schuck, we can see how
the jurist's approach to the study of migration differs from that of many social
scientists and historians. Legal scholars are less concerned with theory building and hypothesis testing, and more inclined to use the eclectic techniques of
analysis in social science to argue for specific types of policy reformo Equally,
they draw on detailed understandings of institutional and practical realities
(mostly costs) to debunk general theories.

LEVELS ANO UNITS OF ANALYSIS

O~jects of inquiry and theory building are closely related to the"levels and
U~It~of analysis. In migration research, these vary both within and between
dIscIplines A . .. I
.
. n mitra contrast IS between those who approach the problem at
a macrolevel, examining the structural conditions (largely political, legal, and
ecOnomic) that shape migration flows, and those who engage in microlevel
research
..
.
' exammmg how these larger forces shape the decisions and actions
f
o Individual s an d f ami'1'les,or h ow they effect changes in communities. World
Syslems theor-s;
.e
.
eory IS one rnamrestanon of the macro approach. Historians Diner
notes k
'
t
'. now about world systems theory, but have tended to avoid it. 5 By conrast, In a rang
f
. I .
. I
.
has be .
e ~ socia sciences, particu arly sociology and anthropology, it
en IOfluentlal (Portes 1997; Sassen 1996). However, as Hollifield points
OUt por .
.
the.
mea¡ scíentísrs have tended to be critical of world systems theory and
e types of globalization arguments that often ñow from it. The logic of world
sYsterns theory is heavily sociological and structural. and it discounts the role
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of politics and the state in social and economic change. Mainstream scholars
of international relations continue to place the state, as a unitary and rational
actor, at the center of their analyses of any type of transnational phenomenon,
whether it is trade, foreign direct investment, or international migration (Hol,
lifield 1998).
Despite the importance of world systems theory to both sociology and
anthropology, Heisler and Brettell suggest that more theorizing.in these fields
takes place at the microlevel, or at what Thomas Faist (1997) has labeled a
"meso-level," which focuses on social ties." By contrast, political science, with
its central concern with the role of the state, operates more comfortably at the
macrolevel. This is also true of the law, especially when law intersects with
politics and economics. However, legal scholars equally focus on individual
cases and on patterns of case law and hence operate at a microlevel of analysis
as well. Economics also operates at both levels, depending on the research
questions. Economists have not only theorized about how wage or employment opportunity differentials between sending and receiving societies affect
general flows of populations, but also about how such differentials influence
individual or household cost-benefit and utilitarian decision making about
migration. Demography is perhaps a special case because the primary unit
of analysis for the demographer is the population. Hill (1997:244) has argued
that the "easy definition of a population has blinded [demographers] to more
complex thoughts about what holds people together and what divides them."
In other words, the meso-level at which sociologists and anthropologists frequently operate to theorize about the maintenance or construction of kinship,
ethnic, or community ties among immigrants is not of primary concern to
demographers.
Some geographers also work at a meso-level, while others work at the
macrolevel to trace and map broad patterns of movement across space. Still
others work at the microlevel of communities, households, and individuals.
Geographers are attentive to varied units of analysis because the concept of
scale is at the core of their research. Sea/e, in geography, refers primarily to
space, but temporal scale, which addresses the size oftime units, and thernatic
scale, which addresses "the groupings of entities or attributes such as people
or weather variables" (Montel!o 2001:13501), are also important. Montel!o
(2001:13502) also describes analysis scale, "the size of the units in which phenomena are measured and the size of the units into which measurements are
aggregated for data analysis and mapping." Clearly al! these elements of scale
have framed the ways in which geographers have theorized about migration.
For sociologists, anthropologists, and some economists it is the individual
or household that is the primary unit of analysis. The sociologist Alejandro
Portes (1997:817) has argued strongly in favor of something other than the
individual as the unit of analysis. "Reducing everything to the individual plane
would unduly constrain the enterprise by preventing the utilization of more
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I x units of analysis-families,
households, and communities, as the
co~P :Or explanation and prediction." Brettell in fact traces a shift in anthrolS
baS
froro the individual to the household that accompanied the realization
pology
.
. dividual mlgrants
rare ly ma kee decisi
ecisions m a vacuum a b out whether to
that Inand where to go, an d t hat
i
.
.
.
at imrmgrant earrungs
or ermgrant
rermttances
v
lea :ften pooled into a household economy. Similarly it is in the distinction
::ween individual decision making, on the one hand, and household or family
decision roaking, on the other, that Massey et al. (1993) locate the difference
between neoclassical microeconomic migration theory and the new economics of migration. New economics theorists argue that households send workers
abroad "not only to improve income in absolute terms, but also to increase
income relative to other households, and, hence, to reduce their relative deprivation compared with some reference group" (Massey et al. 1993:438; see also
earlier works by Mincer 1978; Stark 1991). This is an economic theory that,
with a different unit of analysis, must take sociological and anthropological
questions into consideration.
Economists asking a different set of research questions that are shared with
sociologists often focus on other units of analysis-the
labor market in the
receiving society or the economy of a sending society. These generate different bodies of theory about dual and segmented labor markets, about aggregate
income and income distribution, about the impact of capitalist development,
about the political implications of emigrant remittances, or about global cities
(Sassen 1991). In al! cases, the needs and interests of entities other than the
individual are of interest here.
Political scientists and legal scholars have general!y entered into the debate
at this point, taking as their primary unit of analysis the state. Bringing the
state in as the unit of analysis focuses attention on regulation of population
~ovements, whether domes tic (as in the old Soviet Union or China today) or
International. As Zolberg (1981) has noted, micro-analytic theories often do
not distinguish between domestic and international f1ows, nor do' meso-Ievel
theories. The poi itics of the state (or states) are often behind refugee and ~Ilegal
flo~s (Hollifield 1998; Zolberg, Suhrke, and Aguayo 1986). Rules of entry and
exu formulated by the state regulate migration f1ows. State sovereignty and cont~ol are at issue in debates about citizenship, and since citizenship and soverelgnty are cornerstones of the internationallegal system, migration always has
the potential to affect international relations. In this case, the level of analysis
may move (from the individual or the state) to the international system itself,
and normative issues of morality and justice come into play (Carens 2000).
Contrasts between the perspectives of political science and those of anthroP?~ogy are stark on the issue of the relationship between immigration and
Clt.lzenship. Anthropologists are more con cerned with the meaning of citizen~hlp for the individual migrant-whether
and how it is incorporated into a new
Identity-than
are their colleagues in political science, who may be focused
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on the international systemic or national security implications of population
movements (Hollifield 2004; Rudolph 2006). Sociologists, with their interest in
institutions, have, it appears, aligned themselves more with political scientists
and lawyers than with anthropologists on this particular question (Brubaker
1992). As Heisler points out, the theoretical focus in the citizenship literature,
particularly in the European context, is primarily on the transformation of host
societies and only secondarily on the immigrants. It is here that some intriguing interdisciplinary interchange could occur by combining different units of
analysis (the state and the individual) and different questions (sovereignty and
identity) (Kastoryano 1997). The utilitarian aspects of citizenship might also
be a dimension of such interdisciplinary exploration. In their work on citizenship, for example, Peter Schuck (Schuck and Smith 1985; Schuck 1998) and
Rogers Smith (1997) explore the way in which naturalization law and policy (a
state-level variable) affect the rate of political incorporation of newcomers.

DATA ANO METHODOLOGY

The units of analysis in migration research are closely linked to matters of
data and methodology. When the unit of analysis is the population, research is
conducted at an aggregate level, using primarily census data, but sometimes
also data from large surveys. Demographic data are abundant, discrete, and
accessible, and theorizing is driven by the data (Hill 1997). Demographers
are perhaps most preoccupied with the accuracy of the data and with esoteric
matters of method.' Because they use secondary data, they must be concerned
with how migration and immigration were defined by those who collected the
data. Sociologists and economists of migration, particularly if they are also
trained as demographers, often use the same secondary data and engage in
similar kinds of statistical methods of analysis. Yet when they do this, it is with
an awareness of the limitations of census data. "They undernumerate undocumented migrants, they provide no information on legal status, and they are
ill-suited to the study of immigration as a process rather than an event," write
Massey and colleagues (1994:700). They realize that data sets vary in their
suitability for addressing various questions and the task of social scientists is
to identify the most appropriate data for a given problem or question.
Sociologists and some economists also generate their own individual- or
household-level data, generally using surveys of samples that can range from
two hundred to two thousand. This is equally true of much geographical and
anthropological research on migration, but anthropologists also generate primary individual- and household-level data through extended and sometimes
arduous periods of ethnographic fieldwork and participant observation. While
it may not be the basis for extensive theory construction, the life history method
has been employed to so me effect by anthropologists to access the rich texture
of the lived experience of being a migrant and the cultural context of decision
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8 Benmayor and Skotnes (1994b:15) are most articulate in outlining
rIIaltlng·personal testimony "speaks ... to how im/migrant subjects constantly
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wa~invent, synthesize, or even collage identities from multiple sources
buJld, sources, often lacing them with deep ambivalence. Knowing something
and : utter uniqueness of particular individual migrant experiences certainly
of th nces our genera lizati
.
but
i a Iso e l··
izations a b out t h e group expenence,
ut rt
icits
enhaility about the adequacy o f t h ese genera lizati
izations an d a rea lizati
izanon t h at tiew
hurll
.
f II
ti
h
.
"
tual individual hves u y con orm to t e master narratives.
ac In polítical science and the law, common methods often involve interviews
with key políticians and lawmakers. They al so involve a careful reading of texts,
as well as statistical analysis of aggregate or individual-leve) data, depending
on the types of questions that are asked. Policy analysis and political economy are often focused on aggregate data (Hollifield 1992), whereas studies
of polítical and voting behavior, as well as public opinion, involve the use of
individual-Ievel survey data (DeSipio 1996). Legal scholars are less likely than
economists or political scientists to use formal models or statistical analysis,
relying instead on interpretation of case law, institutional analysis, and political
history (Schuck 1998). But, with the theoretical and methodological borrowing
that goes on between law and economics or political science, legal scholars
have come increasingly to draw on more formal methods of data analysis.
Clearly, historical methods, which rely on archival sources, are quite distinct and well developed within that discipline. In recent years, of course, historians and historical anthropologists have turned increasingly to quantitative
rnethods of data analysis, which has in turn expanded and enriched the range
of sources drawn upon to study migration and immigration. These inelude
manuscript census data and ownership and housing records (Gabaccia 1984),
population registers (Kertzer and Hogan 1989), official statistics containing
~ggregate data on emigration and immigration (Hochstadt 1981), passport reg~sters (Baganha 1990), ships' manifests (Swierenga 1981), and even local parish record s (Brettell1986; Moch and Tilly 1985). However, historiansalso use
the kinds of documents to study migration that they have used for other historical projects-Ietters,
autobiographies, newspapers and magazines, urban citizenshi
.
P reglsters, sacred and secular court documents, tax and land records,
settlement house and hospital admission records, organization booklets, and
oral histo·
(B·I
..
199.
. nes
al y and Ramella 1990; Diner 1983; Gjerde 1985; Mageean
1, Mlller 1985; Yans-McLaughlin 1990).
bod~he diverse methods of history and the social sciences, and the various
les of data that are used, yield different knowledge about migration. They
access different voices and leave others out. They provide for different types of
~eneralizations and hence different levels of theorizing. Bjeren (1997:222) outIDesthe implications of different methods for migration research. She writes:
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Large-scale social surveys are certainly necessary in migration research since
it is only through such studies that the relative (quantitative) importance or
different phenomena, the distribution of characteristics and their relationship
between variables can be ascertained. However, the limitations imposed by the
method of investigation must be respected for the results to be validoThe same
holds true for detailed studies of social contexts, where the fascination of the
complexity of life may make it difficult for the researcher to step back and free
herself from the idiosyncrasies of an individual setting or situation.

If survey data miss some of the intersubjective meanings characteristic
of social situations revealed in participant observation (Kertzer and Fricke
1997: 18),research based on an intense examination of a limited number of cases
(such as occurs in history and anthropology) can in turn limit generalization.
While method also involves comparison, in the study of migration, there
are differences of approach within each discipline. As mentioned above, historians have tended to avoid comparisons mostly because they pose methodological challenges in terms of time and the skills necessary to command archiva!
sources in different countries and distinct languages. The concept of "my
group"-the
Irish, the Italians, the Germans-described
by Diner is al so characteristic of anthropology, although the roots of anthropology as a discipline
are in the comparative method. The anthropologist feels equally compelled
to have command of the language of the immigrant population among whom
he or she is conducting ethnographic fieldwork (participant observation), be it
the Portuguese in Paris, the Hmong in Minneapolis, or the Koreans in New
York. When an anthropologist engages in comparison, it is often based on data
gathered by another ethnographer and tends to be more impressionistic than
systematic. There are, however, some examples of anthropologists who have
studied the same national immigrant population in two different receiving
societies, and hence engaged in a process of controlled comparative analysis
of quite specific questions that provide the foundation for the construction of
middle-range theories of processes of migration and settlement (BretteIl 1981;
Foner 1985, 1998,2005). Olwig (1998:63) notes, with reference to Caribbean
migration, that comparative studies can generate quite distinct conc1usions
depending on the framework of analysis adopted.
A framework which singles out for comparison the disparate experiences of
migrating from a variety of Caribbean places of origin to their different respective (neo-) colonial metropoles leads to quite different conc1usions than one
which takes its point of departure in the multifaceted experiences ofpeople who
move from a single island society to a multiplicity of metropoles. The former
form of comparison can have the effect of privileging the perspective of the
metropoles ... however. if one takes as one's point of departure a particular
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or even a particular family, one will see that there is a long herid soclely,
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is an
ing 10 different migration destinations.
tage of rnOVI

1998:48) suggests that the comparative approach to migration reveals
(
fonerber of factors that deterrni
rni
.
eterrrune t h e outcome o f tthee rmgration
experrence.
"a num national comparisons allow us to begin to assess the relative weight
Cross..' I al baggage on the one hand, and social and economic factors, on the
ofcu tur
'
other."
.
. compansons
.
Some social scientlsts
use hiistonca 1 ana lvsi
ysis to f rame t h eir
(foner 2000; freeman 1979; Hollifield 1992; Perlman and Waldinger 1997).
An exceIlent example is Robert Smith's (1997) comparison of the transnational
practices of Italians who carne to New York in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries with Mexican and other immigrants who have entered that
city more recently. In particular, he notes differences in the longevity of community/ethnic organizations of the present by contrast with those of the past,
the greater extent of participation in the development of sending communities,
and an international political context and weaker anti-immigrant
tenor that
fosters continued ties with the homeland. But the comparison al so allows him
to argue that the "global nation is not a new idea" (Smith 1997:123).
When historians of migration have themselves engaged in comparison, it
is largely based on secondary sources used to complement primary research
(CampbeIl 1995). Thus, Gjerde (1996) has drawn on a range of works to write
his masterful and ambitious analysis of the Midwestern immigrant experience
in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Similarly, Gabaccia (1994) uses
a wealth ofboth primary and secondary sources to explore similarities and differences in the experiences of migratory women who carne to the United States
between 1820 and 1990. Historian Nancy Green (l997:59ff) rightly argues
that only through comparison can we understand what is specific and what is
~ene~al in migration, and that "by changing the unit of analysis to compare
Imn:ugrant groups to each other in their cities of settlement, we can focus on
the tnte~mediary-'mezzo'
-Ievel of analysis more pertinent to understanding
the social construction of ethnic identities" (61). Historical comparisons that
are"
lici
.
".
B . exp icit, systematíc, and methodologically rigorous" would, as Samuel
.ally (1990:243) observes, "provide a corrective to the misleading assurnphon of U .S . e xcepnona
.
liism, " a problem raised
'"
10 this volume by both Diner
an~ Heisler. Indeed, Heisler caIls most strongly for the development of crossnahonal
.
.
.
comparatlve research. For her, the ocean that divides the study of
Immlgr ti
.
".
ca
a Ion 10 Europe from that 10 the United States IS perhaps as wide as the
b ~Yon that separates scholarship of the different disciplines-she
calls for a
ldge
~etween Americanists and comparatists/globalists. Only through such
~panson can the "national models" of migration be tested for cross-cultural
va idity. Portes (1997:819) has made a similar plea by suggesting that there
are many questions that have flourished in the North American immigration
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literature that lack a comparative dimension.? The research of some European
scholars of immigrant communities on ethnic enclaves and ethnic entreprs,
neurs in cities such as Amsterdam, Paris, and Berlin begins to address this
problem (Rath 2002).
While the case study is commonly used in all of the social sciences, much
of the most important and path-breaking work on migration has taken the form
of systematic comparison, often with very sophisticated research designs using
the comparative method as a way of testing hypotheses and building theories.
Some of the earliest work on immigration in political science and sociology
involved systematic comparisons of politics and policy (Castles and Kosack
1973; Freeman 1979; Hammar 1985; Miller 1981; Schmitter 1979). These studies, which followed a most-similar-systerns design, gave rise to a new literature in the comparative politics and sociology of immigration and citizenship
(Bade and Weiner 1997; Brubaker 1992; Hollifield 1992; Horowitz and Noiriel
1992; Ireland 1994; Sowell 1996; Soysal 1994; Weiner and Hanami 1998; Joppke 1999; Rudolph 2006). Such systematic, cross-national research has helped
to ilIuminate similarities and differences in immigration and citizenship policy
and to explain different outcomes. It is safe to say that the comparative method
has been a mainstay of migration research across the social science disciplines,
and it has resulted in some of the most innovative scholarship in the field.

IMMIGRATION,

INTEGRATION,

ANO CITIZENSHIP

For history, economics, sociology, anthropology, and geography one of the
dominant paradigms in migration theory is the assimilation model. As mentioned above, Heisler argues that this model, which predicts a single outcome,
has given way to new models that predict a range of outcomes. This is best
encapsulated in Portes and Rumbaut's (1990) complex model of incorporation.
This model, formulated in relation to the United States, postulates outcomes
for different groups according to contexts of reception that vary with reference
to (1) U.S. government policy that passively accepts or actively supports; (2)
labor market reception that is neutral, positive, or discriminatory; and (3) an
ethnic community that is nonexistent, working c1ass, or entrepreneurial/professional. Heisler reviews the literature in sociology that deals quite specifically
with the ethnic enclave economy and its role in either facilitating or delaying
the process of incorporation. Sociologists who emphasize social capital (the
social networks and social relationships of immigrants) tend to argue the former, while economists, Iike Chiswick in this volume, place greater emphasis
on human capital criteria (schooling, professional qualifications, language proficiency, and the like) in facilitating incorporation.
Chiswick argues, in contrast to George Borjas, that higher levels of
inequality in the country of origin do not necessarily lead to negative selectivity of immigrants, but rather to less favorable positive selectivity. In effect,

rding to Chiswick, even though immigrants may come from very poor
lICeo 'es they are still favorably selected compared to those who stay behind,
ountrt ,
end are likely to add t~ the hum~n capital stoc~ of t~e receiving .country a~d
a ssimilate fairly quickly, In this framework, imrnigrants' earrnngs are still
t?kalYto increase at a higher rate than the earnings of natives. Hence, econoheists and soclOlogISts
..
.
.
are tiocuse d on many o fht e same questions
concermng
rhe incorporation or assimilation of immigrants, even though their theories
:nd methods are quite different (see Table 1.1).
A range of outcomes is equaIly manifested in the model of transnationalisrn that was first formulated by anthropologists, but which has had an impact
on migration research in several other disciplines including sociology, geography, and political science. The roots of transnationalism within anthropology can be found in earlier work on return migration that emphasized links
with the homeland and the notion that emigration did not necessarily mean
definitive departure in the minds of migrants themselves. But equally transnationalism implies that return is not definitive return. Furthermore, and
as Heisler observes, for political sociologists the maintenance of home ties
among European immigrants (a transnational perspective) was hardly surprising given policy that did not encourage permanent settlement. Even sending
countries have developed transnational policies, encouraging, as in the case of
Portugal and more recently Mexico, dual nationality to maintain a presence
abroad as well as attachment to home. Although Diner does not address it in
her chapter, there is al so a body of historical work that has documented return
movement in an era prior to global communication and cheap and easy mass
transportation (Wyman 1993). Social scientists have yet to take advantage of
this historical dimension to refine their understanding of contemporary f1ows.
What precisely is different? Is transnationalism simply a characteristic of the
first generation of contemporary migrants, or will it endure and hence mean
something different in the twenty-first century from the return migration flows
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries? Are scholars of immigration talking about something totally new when they use the ter m transnational space (Faist 1997; Gutiérrez 1998)? Robert Smith (I997:lll)-argues that
although the practices are not new, they are "quantitatively and qualitatively
different ... because, in part, of differences in technology as well as in the
domestic and international politics of both sending and receiving countries,"
He also suggests that simultaneous membership in two societies does not mean
coequal membership and that "local and national American identity [for the
second generation] are most likely to be primary and the diasporic identity,
secondary" (Smith 1997:112). Others would argue that there is something
qualitatively different about the new culture that exists across borders and that
powerfulIy shapes migrant decisions. Massey et al. (1994:737-38) link this
new culture to the spread of consumerism and immigrant success that itself
generates more emigration. Migration becomes an expectation and a normal
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part of the life course, particularly for young men and increasingly for yOUng
women. What emerges in today's world of rapid, inexpensive communication
and transportation is a culture of migration and ethnic enclaves, which allow
one to migrate but remain within one's culture.
Finally, one could argue that the growth of work on the second generation,
particularly within the discipline of sociology, is a result of the rejection of
the assumptions of assimilation theory (Perlman and Waldinger 1997; Portes
and Zhou 1993; Portes 1996). Essentially, given postindustrial economies and
the diversity of place s of origin of today's immigrant populations, the path to
upward mobility (and hence incorporation) will be much less favorable for the
contemporary second generation than it was for the second generation of the
past. Clearly, this is a topic of intense debate and another area of research and
theory building dominated by research on U.S. immigrants that cries out for
cross-national comparison and interdisciplinary perspectives that accurately
assess the past as well as the present. Perlman and Waldinger (1997:894), for
example, argue, "the interpretive stance toward the past, and toward certain
features of the present situation as well, puts the contemporary situation in an
especially unfavorable light," Later they point to the problem and implications
of the absence of conversation across the disciplines on this topie: "Economists
read Borjas, sociologists read their colleagues, and historians do not regularly
read the literature produced by either discipline. Since Borjas's writings are
al so widely read and cited by policy analysts in connection with immigration
restriction issues, this divergence of emphasis regarding the 'common knowledge' about long-ter m character of immigrant absorption should not be ignored"
(Perlman and Waldinger 1997:898-99). In fact, their close analysis of the historical evidence to illuminate contemporary trends is exemplary. They reveal
continuities between the difficulties experienced by earlier immigrant groups
and those of today that suggest "that the time frame for immigrant accommodation was extended and that we should not expect different today" (915).
Perhaps the controversial nature of the debate about the contemporary second generation, and the power of the transnational model, have placed the
assimilation model back on the table. Alba and Nee (2003), for example, suggest that assimilation theory should be resurrected without the prescriptive
baggage formulated by the dominant majority, which calls for immigrants
to become like everyone else. They argue that assimilation still exists as a
spontaneous process in intergroup interactions. Certainly the current preoccupation in several fields with the transnational model may be a reftection
of research that is largely focused on the first generation and that lacks a
historical perspective. Herbert Gans (1997) has suggested that rejection of
straight-line assimilation may be premature, given not only the different generations of immigrants studied by those who originally formulated the theory
and by those carrying out contemporary research, but also differences in the
background (outsiders versus insiders) of researchers themselves. This latter
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d' cussion reveals that despite some strong statements to the contrary,
our .ISalready a good deal of interchange among the disciplines, Historians
tJ¡ere on many of the theories formulated by sociologists; demographers are
dta:tive to both sociological and economic theory, and increasingly to those
att: ing from political science; law has close affinity with all the social sci::e~ and with history, while political science borrows heavily from economics and to a lesser extent from sociology and law; and anthropology shares
much with history, sociology, and geography. Although economists also borrow and work with other disciplines-demography,
sociology, and history, for
example-they maintain a focus on their own methodology and models, especiaIly the rational choice model. Proponents of rational choice might argue
that this is an indication of how much more advanced economie modeling is,
as a science, when compared with other social science disciplines. Detractors
would say that economists are so wedded to the rationalist paradigm that they
cannot admit that any other theoretical approach might be as powerful as a
straightforward, interest-based, microeconomic model. An economist might
respond with the metaphor of Occarn's Razor-simple
and parsimonious models are more powerful than the complex models offered by other social science
disciplines, and that economics is a more advanced "science" because there is
agreement on a unified (rationalist) theory and a common methodology.
Our discussion also demonstrates clear divergences in which questions are
asked and how they are framed, in units of analysis, and in research methods.
Bridg
, our view, might best proceed through the development of
.
e b UI'Id'mg, m
IOterdisciplinary research projects on a series of common questions to which
~c~olar~ i~ different disciplines and with different regional interests could
nng dlstmct insights drawn from their particular epistemological frameworks
.
. How , for examp lerni
e, rnight anthropologists and legal scholars collaborate .
In the st d
Vol I u y of s~-called ~ultural defe~ses ~Coleman 1996; Magnarella 1991;
of p~ 994), which often involve new imrmgrants, and how might the results
~I~ work lead to refinements in theories about migration and change?
a d .fldge building would also entail identifying a common set of dependent
n IOdepend
. bl
' ,
,
wh
ent vana es, so that rt IScIear what we are trymg to explain and
in b UI'Id'mg models to explain some segment of migrant
beh'at factors we s t ress m
pro aVlor or the reaction of states and societies to migration. In this vein, we
se
the folIowing (suggestive) list of dependent and independent variables,
C~n down by discipline (see Table 1.2),
1'100__ early, we endorse
the call for more cross-national interdisciplinary
--rch
'
proJects (Castles 1993; Massey et al. 1998), whether at a rnicro- or a
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TABLE 1.2: MODELlNG

Discipline

MIGRANT

BEHAVIORAND

DependentVariables

Anthropology

Migrant behavior

Demography

Migrant behaviors

Economics

Migrant flows and adjustment

(emigration.

INTROOUCTION

Independent Varlabl~
Social and cultural context

integration)

(transnational

macroeconomic impact

---.....

networks)

Distributions 01 geographical
or educational attainment
and

struction of identity, and a sense of belonging. One of the

ITS EFFECTS

residente

Wagelincome differentials. demand-pulV
supply-push. human capital. factor
proportions.
and transler

structure
systems

01 the economy

Geography

Migrant decision making

Spatial. environmental. polítical. cultural
and socioeconomic contexts
•

History

Migrant experience

Social/historical

Law

legal. political. social. and economic

Law or policy

treatment
Polítical Science

01 migranes

Policy (admissionist
Outcomes

Sociology

context

or restrictionist)

Migrant behavior
(immigration

lnstitutions.

righes. intereses

(control and integration)
Networks.

enclaves. social capital

and incorporation)

macrolevel of analysis. How, for example, are first-generation immigrants differentially incorporated (econornically, politically, and socially) in Germany
as opposed to the United States, in Britain by comparison with France, in Australia by contrast with Cariada, or in Singapore by comparison with Riyadh?
Sirnilarly, how and to what extent are imrnigrants, their children, and subsequent generations differentially incorporated in a cross-national context?
A second topic crying out for interdisciplinary and cross-national examination is the impact (political, economic, social, and cultural) of emigration and
transnationalism on sending societies (Massey 1999). As noted above, primarily anthropologists and to a les ser extent historians have conducted the mosl
work in the countries of ernigration, but the questions asked must be expanded
through the participation of those in other disciplines, particularly political science and economics. For exarnple, some scholars have already noted
how crucial migrants have become for national economies. Writing about the
Dominican Republic, Guarnizo (1997:282-83) observes that "migrant's monetary transfers (excIuding their business investments) now constitute the second.
and according to some the first, most important source of foreign exchange for
the national econorny, and they are a sine qua non for Dominican macro ecOnomic stability, incIuding monetary exchange rates, balance of trade, international monetary reserves, and the national balance of payrnents,"
In countries of irnrnigration, we foresee exciting collaboration on the queStion of citizenship between the political scientists and political sociologislS
who frame the question in relation to the nation-state and the rights of a deJTlo'
cratic society, and the anthropologists who frame the questions in relation (O

icltY, the se onemerging largely from within
. . the field of economics but with

____ 1 debate,
l"
l sci
. b
h
ccPPin law and po mea science, IS etween tose who see a positive
~
'mmigration and hence propose an admissionist policy, and those
ilJlP8C~zhli ht the negative impact and advocate more restrictionist policy."
whO
~odeIs alone do not offer a complete explanation. Getting to the
iC
econo anti-immigrant sentiments and their connection to the way nationals
of
~
receiving society construct their own identities in relation to immigrants
~Id
be a prime research ag~nda ~or scholars of international migration. This
Id require the input of sociologists and anthropologists. Again it is a ques:::: that would be better ser ved by cross-national and comparative research on

h:

the question of reception.
The broader implications of multidisciplinary and comparative approaches
for theory are exciting to contemplate, particularly if bridges can be built
between causal explanations and interpretive understandings, between statistical regularities and unique occurrences, and between the economic and
structural forces that shape migrant behavior and the individual agency that
operates both harmoniously and disharmoniously in relation to those forces.
In his concluding essay, Adrian Favell challenges migration scholars to think
globally and to avoid the tendency to focus narrowly on a single-country case.
Like Heisler, he laments the dominance of the U.S. case and of American
soc:ial scientists in the study of migration. He also explains how the organizatíon of migration research in university departments is a constraining fac~ on truly.interdisciplinary work. He strives mightily to square some very
difficult SOCialscientific circles, between what he calls naíve positivism and
~structivism,
arguing instead for what he calls "constructive realisrn,"
wluch" . h
'"
'
mlg t enable a rethinking of rnigration theory ... and help us rebuild
a more
liti
ll
.
.
po mea y autonomous and scientific form of studying [migration],"
He wants to mo
f
wedde
".
ve away rom an approach to the study of migration that is
and H ~ to time- and place-specific narratives," In this, he is closer to Brettell
.
Holl'fielsler in reiecti
~ mg a natíon-state-centered
approach and takes issue with .
I eld who wa t
.
.
inte
.'
n s to give pnrnacy to the state and policy in explaining
rnatlonal m'
.
H
.
..
.
'
igratíon.
e takes the countermtuitive view that mobility is
natu ra l and
l .
.
idea th
norma m human history, and that "what is abnormal ... is the
at human s . .
.
.
ocienes need to construct political borders ... that constrain
.. spabal mobil't "N
. .
.
its open bo
l y.
ot surprisingly, he pomts to the European Un ion with
rders as the wave of the future.
Ol'ES
1. Normal!
..
.
.
lrat'
y. a conceptual distinction IS drawn between migration and immide IO~, the former referring to movement that occurs within national borrs (mternal migration) and the latter to movemenl across national borders
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(emigration or immigration). We use the term migration somewhat loosely here
to refer to international migration, generally the emphasis of all the essays in this
volume. However, from a theoretical perspective it is worth noting that economic
theories of migration can often apply to either internal ftows or international
ftows (Stark 1991; Martin, Abella, and Kuptsch 2006), and some sociologist and
human geographers may prefer the more general term "mobilíty" to migration
(Smith and Favell 2006).
2. Hammar and Tamas (1997:13) observe that research is "frequently undertaken
without consideration or consultation of related work in other disciplines" and
call for more multidisciplinary research endeavors. Similarly, in an edited volume on Mexican immigration to the United States, Suárez-Orozco (1998) calts
for more "interdisciplinary dialogue." An early effort at interdisciplinary dialogue is Kritz, Keely, and Tomas (1981).
3. Portes (1997:10) argues that any attempt at an all-encompassing theory would be
futile and that even the macro and the micro are not easily united into a single
approach. Cf. also Portes and DeWind (2004).
4. However, historians such as Donna Gabaccia (1992, 1999,2004) have for some
time been calling on migration historians to engage in more comparative, crossnational, global, and interdisciplinary work.
5. One example of a monograph in the historicalliterature
that invokes both world
systems theory and transnationalism is Friedman-Kasaba (1996). Her conclusion
includes an analysis of theoretical debates. See al so Gabaccia 2004.
6. Faist (1997:188) has usefully reformulated these three levels of analysis as the
structural (the political-economic and cultural factors in the sending and receiving countries), the relational (the social ties of movers and stayers), and the individual (the degrees of freedom of potential movers). He also views macro- and
micromodels as causal, while meso-models are process related. Hoerder (1997)
offers a slightly different trilevel model: analysis of world systems, analysis of
behavior among individual migrants from the bottom up, and analysis of segmentation and individual actions in terms of networks and family economies.
7. Caldwell and Hill (\ 988) have noted a similar "obsession" in other areas of
demographic research and have consequentIy called for more micro approaches.
Massey et al. (1994:700) see the focus on methodological and measurement issues
in the literature on North American immigration as Iimiting to the advancement
of theoretical understanding of what shapes and control s ftows of migration.
8. Some examples are Brettell (\995), Hart (1997), Kibria (1993), Gme\ch (1992),
Olwig (1998), Stack (1996), and several ofthe chapters in Benmayor and Skotnes
(1994a). Yans-McLaughlin (1990) writes about the use of subjective documents
in history for similar purposes. See also Brettell 2003.
9. Massey et al. (1998) rnake such an attempt in a volume that compares the rnigration systems in North America, Western Europe, the Gulf region, Asia and the
Pacific, and the Southern Cone region of South America.
lO. For a contrary view, see Rumbaut (1997).
11. There are those policy analysts, like Chiswick in this volume, who see the impact
of immigration varying with the characteristics of the migrants and the nature
of the host economy; hence visas should be rationed according to the "national
interest" and a strict cost-benefit logic.

IIIIfERENCES
. rd and Victor Nee. 2003. Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation
Alba. R::~o~temporary
Immigration. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
o 1
and Myron Weiner. 1997. Migration Post. Migration Future: Germany
de K aUS,
.
Ba • d ihe United States. Providence/Oxford: Berghan Books.
n
°h Maria loannis. 1990. Portuguese Emigration to the United States, 1820Bagan a.
1930. New York: Garland.
. Samuel L. 1990. "Cross-Cultural Comparison and the Writing of M igration HisBatlY'tory: Sorne Thoughts on How to Study Italians in the New World," in Virginia
Yans-McLaughlin, ed., Immigration Reconsidered: History, Sociology, and
Politics. pp. 241-53. New York: Oxford University Press.
Baily, Samuel L .• and Franco Ramella, eds. 1990. One Family, Two Worlds: An Italia n
Fomily's Correspondence across the Atlantic, 190/-1922. New Brunswick, NJ:
Rutgers University Press.
Benmayor, Rina, and Andor Skotnes. 1994a. Migration and ldentity. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
I994b. "On Migration and Identity," in Rina Benmayor and Andor Skotnes,
eds., Migration and ldentity, pp. 1-18. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bjeren, Gunilla. 1997. "Gender and Reproduction," in Tomas Hammar, Grete Brochmann, Kristof Tamas, and Thomas Faist, eds., lnternational Migration, Immobility and Development: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, pp. 219-46. New York:
Berg Pub1ishers.
Bommes, Michael, and Andrew Geddes. 2000.lmmigration
and Welfare: Challenging
the Borders of the Welfare State. London: Routledge.
Borjas, George 1. 1985. "Assirnilation, Changes in Cohort Quality and the Earnings of
Imrnigrants," Journal oi Labor Economics 3: 463-89.
1999. Heaven 's Door: Immigration Policyand the American Economy. Princeton. NJ: Princeton University Press.
Brettell, Caroline B. 1981. "Is the Ethnic Community Inevitable? A Comparison ofthe
Settlement Patterns of Portuguese Immigrants in Toronto and Paris,' Journal of
Ethnic Studies 9: 1-17.
_.
1986. Men Who Migrate, Women Who Wait: Population and History in a
Portuguese Parish. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
_.
1995. We Have Already Cried Many Tears: The Stories ofThree Portuguese
Migrant Women. Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland.
_.
2003. "Migration Stories: Agency and the Individual in the Study of Migration,' in Caroline B. Brettell, Anthropology and Migration: Essays on Transnationalism, Ethnicity, and Identity, pp. 23-45. Walnut Creek, CA: Altamira
Press.
___

___

o

o

Brubaker, Rogers. 1992. Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany. Cambridge. MA: Harvard University Press.
Caldwell. John C., and Allan G. Hill. 1988. "Recent Developments Using MicroApproaches to Demographic Research,' in John Caldwell, Allan Hill, and Valerie Hull, eds., Micro-Approaches to Demographic Research, pp. 1-9. London:
Kegan Paul International.
Campbell, M. 1995. "The Other Immigrants: Comparing the Irish in Australia and the
United States," Journal of American Ethnic History 14: 3-22.
Carens, Joseph. 2000. Culture, Citizenship, and Community: A Contextual Exploration of Justice as Evenhandedness. New York: Oxford University Press.

CAROLlNE

B. BRETTELL ANO JAMES F. HOLLlFIELO

Castles, Stephen. 1993. "Migrations and Minorities in Europe. Perspectives for the
1990s: Eleven Hypotheses," in John Wrench and John Solomos, eds., Racisn¡
and Migration in Western Europe, pp. 17-34. Oxford: Berg Publishers.
Castles, Stephen, and G. Kosack. 1973. Immigrant Workers and Class Structure in
Western Europe. London: Oxford University Press.
Castles, Stephen, and Mark Miller. 2003. The Age of Migration: International Popula.
tion Movements in the Modern World. New York: Guilford Press.
Castles, Stephen, and Ellie Vasta. 2004. "New Confticts around Old Dilemrnas," in
Wayne A. Cornelius et al., eds., Controlling Immigration: A Global Perspective.
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Chiswick, Barry. 1978. "The Effect of Americanization on the Earnings of Foreign_
Born Men," Journal of Political Economy 86: 897-921.
1986. "Is the New Immigration Less Skilled than the Old?" Journal of Labor
Economics 4: 168-92.
Coleman, Doriane Lambelet. 1996. "Individualizing Justice through Multiculturalism:
The Liberals' Dilemma," Columbia Law Review 96: 1093-1167.
Cornelius, Wayne A., Philip L. Martin, and James F. Hollifield, eds. 1994. Controlling
Immigration: A Global Perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Cornelius, Wayne A., and Takeyuki Tsuda. 2004. "Japan: Government Policy, Irnmigrant Reality," in Wayne A. Cornelius et al., eds., Controlling Immigration: A
Global Perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Cornelius, Wayne A., Takeyuki Tsuda, Philip L. Martin, and James F. Hollifield, eds.
2004. Controlling Immigration: A Global Perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.
DeSipio, Louis. 1996. Counting on the Latino Vote: Latinos as a New Electorate.
Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press.
Diner, Hasia. 1983. Erin's Daughters in America: lrish Immigrant Women in the Nineteenth Century. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Duleep, Harriet O., and Mark C. Regets. 1997a. "Measuring Immigrant Wage Growth
Using Matched CPS Files," Demography 34: 239-49.
1997b. "The Decline in Immigrant Entry Earnings: Less Transferable Skills
or Lower Ability?" Quarterly Review of Economics and Finance 37 (Specia1
Issue on Immigration): 89-208.
Faist, Thomas. 1997. "The Crucial Meso-Level," in Tomas Hammar, Grete Brochmann, Kristof Tamas, and Thomas Faist, eds., International Migration, lmmo:
bility and Development: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, pp. 187-217. New York:
Berg Publishers.
Favell, Adrian. 1998. Philosophies of Integration: Immigration and the Idea of Citl:
zenship in France and Britain. New York: SI. Martin's Press.
Foner, Nancy. 1985. "Race and Color: Jamaican Migrants in London and New York
City," International Migration Review 19: 706-27.
1998. "Towards a Comparative Perspective on Caribbean Migration," in Mar)'
Chamberlain, ed., Caribbean Migration: Globalised ldentities, pp. 47-60. New
York: Routledge.
___
.2000. From Ellis Island /0 JFK: New York 's Two Great Waves of Immigration.
New Haven and New York: Yale University Press and Russell Sage Foundation.
2005. In a New Land: A Comparative View of Immigration, New York: New
York University Press.
Freeman, Gary P. 1979. Immigrant Labor and Racial Conflict in Industrial Societies:
The French and British Experiences. Princeton, NI: Princeton University Press___

o

___

o

___

o

___

o

INTROOUCTION

----:

995. "Modes ofImmigration Politics in Liberal Democratic States," Interna1 I Migration Review 19: 881-902.
t/on:98. Toward a Theory of the Domestic Politics of International Migration
~estern Nations. South Bend, IN: The Nanovic Institute, University ofNotre

--¡,;

DamKe'asaba Kathie. 1996. Memories of Migration: Gender, Ethnicity and Work
'edmao,
. he Lives of Jewish and Italian Women in New York, 1870-1924.
Albany:
mt
SUNY Press.
· ponna. 1984. From Sicily to Elizabeth Street: Housing and Social Change
GabaCc1a,
.
mong Italian [mmigrants, 1880-1930. Albany: SUNY Press.
a. 1992. Seeking Common Ground: Multidisciplinary
Studies of Immigrant
-Women
in the United States. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press.
· 1994. From the Other Side: Women, Gender and 1mmigrant Life in the U.S.
--;820-1990.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
· 1999. "Is Everywhere Nowhere? Nornads, Nations, and the Immigrant Para--;Jigm
of United States History," The Journal of American History 86: 1115-34.
.2004. "A Long Atlantic in a Wider World," Atlantic Studies 1: 1-27.
O;;;:-Herbert 1. 1997. "Toward a Reconciliation of 'Assimilation' and 'Pluralism':
The Interplay of Acculturation and Ethnic Retention," International Migration
Review 31: 875-92.
Gardner, Martha. 2005. The Qualities of a Citizen: Women, Immigration and Citizenship, 1870-1965. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Gjerde, Jon. 1985. From Peasants to Farmers: The Migrationfrom Balestrand, Norway, to the Upper Middle West. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1996. The Minds of the West: Ethnocultural Evolution in the Rural Middle
West, 1830-1917. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina.
Gmelch, George. 1992. Double Passage: The Lives of Caribbean Migrants Abroad
and Back Home. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.
Green, Nancy L. 1997. "The Comparative Method and Poststructural Structuralism:
New Perspectives for Migration Studies," in Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen,
e~s., Migration, Migration History, History: Old Paradigms and New Perspecpp, 57-72. Bern: Peter Lang.
Guarmzo, Luis Eduardo. 1997. "The Emergence of a Transnational Social Formation
a~d the Mirage of Return Migration among Dominican Transmigrants," ldentities 4: 281-322
GUtiérrez D .d G .
S '. aVI
. 1998. "Ethnic Mexicans and the Transformation of 'American'
edOC1alSpace: Reftections on Recent History," in Marcelo M. Suárez-Orozco,
309_;rosslngs: . Mexican Immigration in Interdisciplinary
Perspectives, pp.
Hammar 11 O. Cambndge, MA: Harvard University Press.
YO~k.omas,e~. 1985':Eur~pean Immigration Policy: A Comparative Study. New
Hamm
. Cambndge Universitv Press.
ar, Tomas a d K'
f
H
,n
nsto Tamas. 1997. "Why Do People Go or Stay?" in Tomas
ammar Gr t B
h
.
lional M:
e e roc m~~n, Kristof Tarnas, and Thomas Faist, eds., InternaPp. 1-1 /gratlOn, lmmobility and Development: Multidisciplinary Perspectives,
H.nllOn G 9. New York: Berg Publishers.
a~d ;r~~n H. 2005. Why Does lmmigration Divide America? Public Finance
natio o lit/cal Oppostuon to Open Borders. Washington, D.C.: Institute for Inter•.•. na Economics
FI'I

___

o

t=

Ula

.

ton,~~.Walta.
1997. Undocumented
. Scholarly Resources lnc.

in L.A.: An Immigrant's

Story. Wilming-

CAROLlNE

B. BRETTELL ANO JAMES F. HOLLIFIELO

Hill, AlIan G. 1997. "Truth Lies in the Eye of the Beholder':The Nature of Eviden
in Demography and Anthropology," in David 1. Kertzer and Tom Fricke, ed~e
Anthropological Demography: Toward a New Synthesis, pp. 223-47. Chicag~:
University of Chicago Press.
.
Hochstadt, Steve. 1981. "Migration and lndustrialization
in Germany, 1815-1977"
Social Science History 5: 445-68.
'
Hoerder, Dirk. 1997. "Segrnented Macrosystems and Networking Individuals: The
Balancing Function of Migration Processes," in Jan Lucassen and Leo Lucassen
eds., Migration, Migration History, History: Old Paradigms and New Perspee:
tives, pp. 73-84. Bern: Peter Lang.
Hollifield, James F. 1986. "Immigration Policy in France and Germany: Outputs Ver.
sus Outcornes," Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sci.
ence 485: 113-28.
1992. lmmigrants, Markets, and States: The Political Economy of Postwar
Europe. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
1998. "Migration, Trade, and the Nation-State: The Myth of Globalization,"
VCLA Journal of lnternational Law and Foreign Affairs 3(2): 595-636.
2004. "The Emerging Migration State," International Migration Review 38:
885-912.
Horowitz, Donald, and Gerard Noiriel. 1992.lmmigrants in Two Democracies: French
and American Experience. New York: New York University Press.
Huber, Gregory A., and Thomas J. Espenshade. 1997. "Neo-Isolationism, BalancedBudget Conservatism, and the Fiscal Irnpacts of Imrnigrants,' International
Migration Review 31: 1031-54.
Ireland, Patrick. 1994. The Policy Challenge of Ethnic Diversity: Immigrant Politics in
France and Switzerland. Carnbridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Jacobson, David. 1996. Rights across Borders: Immigration and the Decline of Citizenship. Baltirnore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Joppke, Christian. 1999. Immigration and the Nation-State: The United States, Ger:
many, and Great Britain. New York: Oxford University Press.
Kagan, Robert A. 2001. Adversarial Legalism: the American Way of Law. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.
.,
Kastoryano, Riva. 1997. La France, l'Allemagne et leurs immigrés: négocier [,idenute.
___

o

___

o

___

o

INTROOUCTION

16

Paris: Armand Colin.
Kertzer, David, and Dennis Hogan. 1989. Family, Political Economy, and Dem'"
graphic Change: The Transformation of Life in Casalecchio, ltaly, 1861-1921.
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.
"
Kertzer, David r., and Tom Fricke. 1997. "Toward an Anthropological DemographY'd
in David 1. Kertzer and Tom Fricke, eds., Anthropological Demography: Towa~
a New Synthesis, pp. 1-35. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
r
3
Kessler, Alan E. 1998. "Distributional Coalitions, Trade, and the Politics of PostW
.
efl'
American lrnmigration," paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the AITl
can Political Science Association, Boston, MA.
ons
Kibria, Nazli. 1993. Family Tightrope: The Changing Lives ofVietnamese Americ ,
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
'tI
Kritz, Mary M., Charles B. Keely, and Silvano M. Tornasi, eds. 1981. Global Trends 'w
Migration: Theory and Research in International Population Movements- ]'Je
York: Center for Migration Studies.

#

'zabelh. 1984. "Salazar's 'Modelo Económico': The Consequences of Planned
¡.eedS. Eh
ínt," in Thomas C. Bruneau, Victor M. P. da Rosa, and Alex Macleod,
Conslral,
.
portugal in DIE"
eve opment:
r:r,gr~tlOn, Id'
n ustrta litzauon,
th e E uropean
eds., ",unity, pp. 13-51. Ottawa: University of Ottawa Press.
eo", Stephen. 1987.lmmigration and the Judiciary: Law and Politics in Britain
LegornskJAmerica. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
all
2006. Defiecting Immigration: Networks, Markets, and Regulation in Los
L'ghl tvan
I
'n e/es. New York: Russell Sage.
A g Jan and Leo Lucassen, eds. 1997. Migration, Migration History, History:
(.UClIssen, '
.
Old Paradigms and New Perspectives. Bern: Peter Lang.
n, Deirdre M. 1991. "From Irish Countryside to American City; The SettleM~ent
and Mobility of Ulster Migrations in Philadelphia," in Colin G. Pooley and
lan D. Whyte, eds., Migrants, Emigrants and Immigrants: A Social History of
Migration, pp. 42-61. London: Routledge.
Magnarella, Paul 1. 1991. "Justice in a Culturally Pluralistic Society: The Cultural
Defense on Trial,' Iournal of Ethnic Studies 19: 65-84.
Martin, Philip, Manolo Abella, and Christianne Kuptsch. 2006. Managing Labor
Migration in the Twenty-first Century. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Massey, Douglas S. 1999. "International Migration at the Dawn of the Twenty-First
Century: The Role of the State,' Population and Development Review 25:
303-22.
Massey, Douglas S., Joaquin Arango, Graeme Hugo, AIi Kovaouci, Adela Pellegrino,
and 1. Edward Taylor. 1993. "Theories of lnternational Migration: A Review and
Appraisal," Population and Development Review 19: 431-66.
1994. "An Evaluation of International Migration Theory; The North American Case," Population and Development Review 20: 699-751.
1998. Worlds in Motion: Understanding International Migration at the End
of the Millennium. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
MilIer. Kerby. 1985. Emigrants and Exiles: Ireland and the Irish Exodus to North
. America. New York: Oxford University Press.
Mlller, Mark J. 1981. Foreign Workers in Western Europe: An Emerging Political
. Force. New York: Praeger.
M1nce r,
Jacob. 1978. "Farnily Migration Decisions,' Journal 01 Political Economy
86: 749-73.
__

o

__

o

MOChFLes!ie Page, and Louise A. Tilly. 1985. "Joining the Urban World: Occupation,
amlly and Migration in Three French Cities .. Comparative Studies in Society
Mo and History 25: 33-56.
'
ntello D R 2001 "S 1 .
ea e 10 Geography," in N. J. Smelser and P. B. Baltes, eds.,
5o:r~atlonal Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences, pp. 13501Natio
. xford: Pergamon Press.
nal Research C
'1 19
Fi
I
ouncu.
97. The New Americans: Economic, Demographic, and
sca Effects of I
.
.
W
.
Reform
. mmigration.
ashington, D.e.: Commission on Immigration
OIWig K
and National Academy of Sciences.
~maren Fog. 1998. "Constructing Lives: Migration Narratives and Life Stories
ong Nevisia
... M
.
Iden . .
ns, 10 ary Charnberlain, ed .. Caribbean Migration: Globalised
1 J f;Ules, pp. 63-80. New York: Routledge.
~f~ rey S. 1994. lmmigrants and Taxes: A Reappraisal 01 Huddle's 'The Costs
~
~.7'~ration.' Washington, o.e. Urban Institute.
Iti I vra. 1990. "Imrnigration Research: A Conceptual Map," Social Science
.ftary 14: 43-67.

1",' .:

.

CAROLlNE

B. BRETTELL ANO JAMES F. HOLLlFIELO

Perlmann, Joel, and Roger Waldinger. 1997. "Second Generation Decline? Children
of Immigrants, Past and Present-A
Reconsideration," lnternational Migration
Review 31: 893-922.
Portes, Alejandro. 1997. "Immigration Theory for a New Century: Some Problems and
Opportunities," lnternational Migration Review 31: 799-825.
ed. 1996. The New Second Generation. New York: Russell Sage.
Portes, Alejandro, and Josh DeWind, eds. 2004. "Conceptual and Methodological
Developments in the Study of International Migration," lnternational Migration
Review 38: special issue.
Portes, Alejandro, and Rubén G. Rumbaut. 1990. lmmigrant America: A Portrait.
Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.
Portes, Alejandro, and Min Zhou. 1993. "The New Second Generation: Segmented
Assimilation and lts Variants among Post-1965 Immigrant Youth," Annals ofthe
American Academy of Political and Social Sciences 530: 74-96.
Rath, Jan, ed. 2002. Unravelling the Rag Trade: lmmigrant Entrepreneurship in Seven
World Cities. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Rothman, E. S., and Thomas 1. Espenshade. 1992. "Fiscal Impacts of Immigration to
the United States," Population lndex 58: 381-415.
Rudolph, Christopher. 2006. National Security and lmmigration: Policy Development
in the United States and Western Europe since 1945. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.
Rumbaut, Ruben G. 1997. "Assirnilation and Its Discontents: Between Rhetoric and
Reality," lnternational Migration Review 31: 923-60.
Russell, Sharon Stanton. 1986. "Rernittances from International Migration: A Review
in Perspective," World Development41: 677-96.
Sassen, Saskia. 1991. The Global City. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
1996. Losing Control? Sovereignty in an Age of Globalization. New York:
Columbia University Press.
Schmitter, Barbara E. 1979. lmmigration and Citizenship in West Germany and Switzerland, unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago.
Schuck, Peter H. 1998. Citizens, Strangers, and In-Betweens: Essays on lmmigration
and Citizenship. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Schuck, Peter H., and Rogers Smith. 1985. Citizenship without Consent. New Haven.
CT: Yale University Press.
Simon, Julian. 1984. "Irnmigrants, Taxes and Welfare in the United States," population and Development Review (March): 55-69.
Sjaastad, Larry A. 1962. "The Costs and Returns of Human Migration," Journal of
Political Economy 70 (Supplement): 80-93.
Smith, Michael Peter, and Adrian Favell. 2006. The Human Face ofGlobal Mobility:
lnternational Highly Skilled Migration in Europe, North America and the AsiaPacifico New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers.
Smith, Robert. 1997. "Transnational Migration, Assimilation, and Political C~mmuj
nity," in Margaret E. Crahan and Alberto Vourvoulias-Bush, eds., The City an
the World: New York 's Global Future, pp. 110-32. New York: Council on Foreign Relations.
Smith, Rogers. 1997. Civic Ideals: Conflicting Visions of Citizenship in U.S. Histot'i:
New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Sowell, Thomas. 1996. Migration and Cultures: A World View. New York: Basic Books.
Soysal, Yasemin N. 1994. Limits of Citizenship: Migrants and Postnational Membership in Europe. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

___

___

o

o

INTROOUCTION

2'
I 1996 Call 10 Home: African Americans Reclaim the Rural South. New
k Caro.
.
StaC,
k· Basic Books.
Yo~
199\. The Migration of Labor. Cambridge: Basil Blackwell.
Stark, O e Thomas. 1988. On the Economics of International Labor Migrarion. Bern
ar
Straubhad ,Stuttgart: Verlag P au I H aupt.
a~ ozco Marcelo M. 1998. Crossings: Mexican lmmigration in lnterdisciplinSuárez- rpers;ectives. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
. arYa Robert. 1981. "Dutch International Migration Statistics, 1820-1880: An
SWlere;~aiysis of Linked Multinational Nominal Files," lnternational Migration

d

Review 15: 445-70.
V 1
Leti. 1994. "(Mis)ldentifying
Culture: Asian Women and the 'Cultural
o PPDefense,''' Harvard Women's Law Journal17: 57-101.
Waldinger, Roger, and David Fitzgerald. 2004. "Transnationalism in Question,' American Journal of Sociology 109/5: 1177-95.
Weiner, Myron. 1987. "International Emigration and the Third World," in William
Alonso, ed., Population in an Interacting World, pp. 173-200. Carnbridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.
1995. The Global Migration Crisis. New York: HarperCollins.
Weiner, Myron, and Tadashi Hanami. 1998. Temporary Workers or Future Citizens?
Japanese and U.S. Migrations Policies. New York: New York University Press.
Wyman, M. 1993. Round Trip to America. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Yans-McLaughlin, Virginia. 1990. "Metaphors of Self in History: Subjectivity, Oral
Narrative, and Immigration Studies," in Virginia Yans-McLaughlin, ed., lmmigration Reconsidered: History, Sociology, and Politics, pp. 254-90. New York:
Oxford University Press.
Zolberg, Aristide R. 1981. "International Migration in Political Perspective," in Mary
M. Kritz, Charles B. Keely, and Silvano M. Tomasi, eds., Global Trends in
Migration: Theory and Research in lnternational Population Movements. New
York: Center for Migration Studies.
_.
2006. A Nation by Design: lmmigration Policy in the Fashioning of America.
New York: RusselI Sage; and Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
ZOlberg, Aristide R., A. Suhrke, and S. Aguayo. 1986. "International Factors in the Formation of Refugee Movements," International Migration Review 20: 151-69.
___

o

