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Abstract:

In the English speaking settler states (Audtraia, the United States, Canada, and New Zed and)
the notion of "nondiscriminatory” immigration policy has the precise meaning of eschewing
ethnicity, race, and nationa origins as sdlection criteriain the context of past policies that hed
blatantly resorted to them. There has been an interesting recent debate whether the commitment
to nondiscrimination has consolidated into a"structurd feature of liberd democracy” (Freeman
1995), or whether it is a conjunctura "feature of public discussion at certain times and places’
(Brubaker 1995), and thus could be easly reversed. Evidence from the United States and
Australia can adjudicate this debate, in favour of the structura position. Three factors are
identified that shore up nondiscriminatory immigration policies: the acceptance of the
nondiscrimination norm even by those who are opposed to some of its effects; the shrinking
demographic posshility of ethnic sdlectivity "by subterfuge’; and the ingantly mobilizegble
memory of settler states racist pasts.



Eemmmdﬂwwl brom the United I i

Because in sdlecting some by implication dl others have to be rgjected, the notion of a
"nondiscriminatory” immigration policy seems paradoxica, perhaps even non-sensical.
However, not al selection criteria are equdly innocent. If one surveys contemporary
immigration policies across Western gates, one will find only three legitimate selection criteria
skills, family ties, and dementary human need (which is channded into the separate refugee and
asylum policy domain). Immigrant selection on the basis of ethnic, racid, or nationd origin
criteria, which used to be the dominant mode of immigrant sdection in the first haf of the 20th
century, has either disgppeared or survived in only highly specific and exceptiona forms, such as
the "return” of putative co-ethnicsin the Isragli Law of Return or the German Aussiedler policy.

In the English speaking settler states (Augtraia, the United States, Canada, and New
Zedand) the notion of "nondiscriminatory” immigration policy has the precise meaning of
eschewing ethnicity, race, and nationa origins as selection criteriain the context of past policies
that had blatantly resorted to them. More than that, the settler states ethnically sdlective
immigration policies,” which al had prioritized north-west Europeans, were tainted by the flip
dde of racid exduson, which had targeted primarily Asans. The negatively and pogtively
discriminatory aspects of these immigration policies were not necessarily related, and they were
often processed as separate laws and policies. However, the interesting side effect of the
outlawing of negative race discrimination after World War |1 wasto cast doubt on dl forms of
positive discrimination too. The outcome are the "nondiscriminatory” immigration policies of
today, which notionaly abstain from any ethnic, racid, or nationd-origin sdlectivity, negetive
and positive. Accordingly, legd immigration in the US occursin terms of numericaly equd
quotafor al countriesin the world (internaly apportioned according to family ties firgt, and skills
as adigant second); and in Canada and Audtrdiain terms of point systems that have variably
emphasized skills or family ties.

The turn to nondiscriminatory immigration policies, which occurred from the mid-1960s
to the early 1970s, has led to amassive ethnic transformation of settler societies. To refer only
to the American and Audrdian experiences, the once genericaly excluded Asans today
represent well above one-third of the annud immigrant intakes in both countries. Conversdly,
the share of the once favoured European immigrants has sgnificantly decreased, inthe U.S.
from 40 percent in the 1960s to just 15 percent by 1998 (Schuck, 2002:19), and in Audtrdia
from 70 percent in 1972 (the last year of the White Austraia policy) to under 30 percent by
1988 (Jayasuriya and Sang, 1992:42). Three decades of diversified flows have left a sgnificant
imprint on the population balance. The Anglo-Celtic component of the Austradian population
dropped from nearly 90 percent in 1946 to seventy percent in 1998, while the Asian and North
African component increased from under one percent to over eight percent in the same period
(Price, 1998:127f; 1999:12). In the US, characterized by far more diverse immigrant flows from
the start, the post-1965 "Third-Worldization™ of immigration has increased the populetion share
of Hispanics from 3.5 percent in 1960 to 13.4 percent in 2000, and of Asiansfrom 0.6 t0 4.2
percent in the same period. Non-Higpanic white Americans are expected to be eclipsed by a



new majority of Higpanics, blacks, and Asians by 2050.

Given the magnitude of the population changes brought about by nondiscriminatory
immigration policies, there has been surprisingly little opposition to the settler states radica
departure from their European origins. At the dite level, Gary Freeman (1995) has attributed
the absence of such opposition to the existence of an "antipopulist norm” that prohibits
"argument over the ethnic composition of migrant streams’ (p.884) and that "dictates that
politicians should not seek to exploit racid, ethnic or immigration-related fearsin order to win
votes' (p.885). There has been an interesting debate about the origins and nature of this
"antipopulist norm." Freeman (1995b) seesit grounded in the Tocquevillian "ethos' of liberd
democracy, according to which "the forces of equdity and individuaism gain strength over time,
each new victory merely whetting the gppetite of democrats for more victories ill" (p.909).
Rogers Brubaker (1995) has argued againg this that "constrained discourse over immigration”
(Freeman), rather than being grounded in the Structure of liberal democracy, "isahigoricaly
gpecific and contingent fegture of public discussion at certain times and places' (p.904f). This
view is supported by the fact that the very settler sates, from whaose turn from ethnicaly
sective to universdist immigration policies Freeman derives his nation of antipopulist norm, had
until fairly recently practiced ethnically sdlective policies. How can the structure of libera
democracy be held responsgible for a recent shift of policy; was the United States no libera
democracy before 1965? Moreover, as Aristide Zolberg (1999:87) observed, "(t)oday as well,
on both sdes of the Atlantic, dites hardly display a uniformly universaist orientetion in
immigration politics™ Theimplication of aconjunctura reduction of the antipopulist norm is thet
the whedl could at any moment be turned back to racia discrimination. Freeman responded to
this that the move from ethnic selectivity to universdidtic principles of immigrant sdlection
certanly "take(s) place in a specific historica/cultura context,” but once it has happened it
corresponds to the "core values of liberd democracy” and becomes "irreversiblein precticd
terms' (1995b:913).

It isthe claim of this article that evidence from the United States and Audtraia can
adjudicate this debate, in favour of the structural position proposed by Freeman. Both are hard
cases, becausein terms of "diversity immigration” the United States has recently included an
obvious nationd-origin discrimination into its immigration law, and because (in tandem with New
Zedand) Audtrdia has been the latest and most reluctant of al English speaking settler statesto
give up itsracidly discriminatory immigration policy. The AmericanAustrdian comparison is
motivated by yet another consderation. Undernegth their common Anglo- European origins both
countries are st gpart by sharply distinct immigration experiences and nationd self-definitions.
The United States was built by highly diverse migration flows, and defined itsdf at an early stage
as a non-ethnic nation held together by universdist vaues, "life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness,” as the Declaration of Independence put it. By contrast, Audtraiais a predominantly
British settlement and until the early 1970s understood itsdf as an ethnic British outpost in the
south sea. Their different nationa sdif-definitions (“civic" versus "ethnic") control for the
possibility that different nationhood traditions could be held responsible for the shift to, and
subsequent consolidation of, nondiscriminatory immigration policies’-on this assumption, the
U.S. should never have had an ethnicaly sdective policy, while Audtrdia (not a"netion of
immigrants' a |'americaine)* should not have given up her policy in 1973. Instead, the
difference of nationd sdlf-definition suggests that something common to both countries, namely



the commitment to ethnic and race neutrdity that became the stock-in-trade of libera
democraciesin the West after the double shock of Holocaust and Decolonization, was driving
the turn to nondiscriminatory immigration policies.

It is undoubtedly true that the "boundaries of legitimate discourse’ are subject to
"chronic struggl€e’ (Brubaker, 1995:905), and even more so in liberal democraciesthat cherish
the principles of free speech and association. However, it is still questionsble whether these
discourse boundaries are eadtic or wide enough to reintroduce the notion of a hierarchy of
races, nations, and ethnic groups that had informed Asan exclusion and ethnicaly selective
immigration policiesin the United States and Audtraia before World War 11. Brubaker (p.907f)
backs his argument of the varigbility of discoursive boundaries with reference to " (chronicaly)
restrictive gppeds' in post-ail-crisis Europe, and an emergent "populist moment™ in 1990s
Cdifornia. However, this conflates two different notions of "restrictive": quantitative and
qudlitative. The European recruitment stop, which ended dl new nor EU labour migration after
1973, was numericaly redrictive only, asit was equdly effective on dl (nonEU) nationdities
and thus did not violate the nondiscrimination norm. And the animusin Cdiforniawas
uncurtailed illegd migration, and particularly its draining effect on public services and
expenditures--it entaled neither acall for selective discrimination against Mexicans nor areverse
toleration of theillegal migration of non-Mexicans.

Instead of being subject to contestation, the norm of nondiscrimination functionsasa
fundamentd, taken-for-granted assumption even by those who are opposed to its effects. This
will be demondrated in the following aong the example of "diversty” immigration in the United
States, which arguably was a heart a case for more European (especidly Irish) immigration, but
which had to present itsdf in universdigtic terms. In Audtrdia, three moments of more openly led
charges that "too many Asans' were entering after 1973 had much the same result, asthey
revedled that the only aternative to a nondiscriminatory immigration policy was one that openly
discriminated on the bases of race, ethnicity, or nationd origins--and the political mainstream
forces decidedly shrank back from that.

But perhaps the facidly non-ethnic, skill- and family-based selection categories that
predominate today provide posshilities for an implicit ethnic sdlectivity "by subterfuge™?
Because the ethnically anonymous sdlection categories tend to be disproportionately used by
specific nationdity groups, there is the persstent suspicion that favouring one over the other
category is ethnic or racia discrimination in disguise. The cdl for kill-based immigration, rased
in Austrdia and the United States alike since the onset of "globdization” in the late 1980s, is
then denounced as a preference for European immigrants. Conversdly, pardld attemptsto
redrict (usualy low-skilled and heavily non EuroEeaﬁ) family migration are denounced as
proxies for opposing non-European immigration.” It is the nature of such reasoning to be
inherently polemica and reserved to the critics of government policy. Governments usudly deny
that ethnic cong derations shape their immigration policies. Accordingly, it is most often
impossible to know whether the gatigtica correlation between ethnic group and selection
category isadso acausd "mechanism” (Elster 1989) that drives government policies. However,
epecidly the Audraian case will show that the possihility of ethnic sdlectivity by subterfuge has
been undermined by an increasingly even didtribution of norn European (especidly Asan)
immigrants across dl sdlection categories, the skill-based selection categories included.

Next to the taken-for-grantedness of the nondiscrimination norm and a reduced



demographic possihility of ethnic sdectivity by subterfuge, there is athird factor that shores up
nondiscriminatory immigration policies, onethat is distinct to settler sates: the reference to these
gates own discriminatory pasts. Compared to European states, where postive ethnic and
national-origin discriminations in immigration policy are fairly common,® a distinct feature of
Settler gatesisthe tainting of most positive discriminations by their legacies of negetive race
discrimination. Conversdly, positive discriminations in Europe persist because of the lack of
comparable legacies of racid excluson. By contrast, whenever the possibility of a (however
amdlish) postive discrimination israised in a settler sate (particularly with respect to a
European immigrant group), it is countered by the potent reference to the racia exclusvism of
the past. The occasona challenge to nondiscrimination then becomes amoment of ceremonidly
affirming the maingream dlite consensus in favour of a nondiscriminatory immigration policy.
Thisdynamic at leest is very vishle in the following comparison of the United States and
Audrdia

"Diverdty Immigration” in the United States

Oncethey are in place, nondiscriminatory immigration policies are typically subject to two
opposite pressures, "liberd"” and "redtrictive.” On the libera side, the dlaim isthat not enough has
been achieved. Thisliberd critique has been especidly strong in the United States, pointing to
the present effects of past racia legacies,” the fact that asylum and refugee policy are il
discriminatory (e.g., Lennox 1993), or that "facialy race-neutrd” immigration policies may be
clouded by "unmistakably disparate impacts on immigrants of color” (Johnson, 2000:532). On
the restrictive Sde, there is the opposite claim that too much has been achieved. Asone
notorious critic of U.S. policy put it, " (t)he racid and ethnic baance of Americais being
radicaly dtered through public policy...Is it what Americans want?' (Brimelow, 1995:xvii).

A distinct mark of "divergty immigration” isto inscribe nationd-origin distinctions into
the letter of immigration law itsdf, and it thus amounts to the most serious chdlenge to "source
country universdiam” (Schuck 1991) after 1965. Liberd criticsthus usudly includeit in ther list
of discriminatory festures prevailing in current U.S. immigration law and policy (eg., Ting 1995;
Chin 1998). However, diversity immigration differs from other discriminations, such as past
racid legacies or admissions palicies "not yet" seized by the norm of nondiscrimination, in having
arisen as a very response to the nondiscriminatory immigration policy established in 1965.
Formally introduced in the 1990 Legd Immigration Act, diversity immigration is at heart a
redtrictive backlash to the turn to a nondiscriminatory immigration policy under the 1965
Immigration Act. In the words of Democratic Senator Danid P.Moynihan, one of the early
supporters of a"diverdity” quota "The effort to limit immigration in 1924 to some groups, to
prefer some groups over others, was not well received...Now, we seem to have moved too far
in the other direction, and | think a mid-course correction isin order.” However, as| shall
demondrate in the following, the case of diverdty immigration proves that the only legitimate
opposition to a nondiscriminatory immigration policy is one that seeks to perfect it; it reaffirms
rather than questions the nondiscrimination norm that underlies today's immigration policy.

At the origin of diversty immigration lies ethnic politics. The 1980s witnessed a massve
wave of Irish immigration, which was caused by a severe economic crissin Irdland. In the New
Y ork area aone, some 150.000 Irish newcomers arrived between 1982 and 1988, mostly



entering as students or tourists and then ovestaying.” Their precarious status revealed some
shortcomings of the present immigration system. Lacking the requidite family ties, the Irish
newcomers could not profit from the large family quota that dominated US legd immigration
gnce 1965; and there were too many of them (and insufficiently skilled at that) to profit from the
smadl occupationa quota. Findly, asillegd immigrants the Irish were dso not covered by the
(Higpanic-oriented) amnesty provison under the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act
(IRCA), because they had arrived after its cutoff-date in 1982. At the same time the most
folklorized of al European immigrant groups in America, the Irish quickly cameto symbalize a
sense that Europeans were the losers of the 1965 immigration reform and its sequels.

The first success of Irish lobbying™ was alast-minute addition to IRCA, the so-called
"NP-5" visa program, which alotted 5000 extravisafor 1987 and 1988 to citizens of 36
countries that were deemed "adversdly affected” by the 1965 Act. 27 of these countries were
European, 2 Asan, 2 African, 4 North- and South- American, and one Oceanian. Interestingly,
amessure that had a clear nationa and regiond focus--Ireland and Western Europe--ill could
not present itsdlf as such explicitly, but had to camouflage its intention in neutrd language, thus
dlowing the entry of other countries and regions not primarily "meant” by the measure. Thisdid
not matter much--40 percent of NP-5 visaaccording to IRCA's section 314 were regped by
Irish gpplicants (not least because they were better informed and organized than any other
nationality group). In 1988, the NP-5 program was extended for 2 more years, now with the
triple amount of 30.000 visas to be handed out. Because there was concern about the
Eurocentric bias of the program, Congress aso passed an additiona "OP-1" program in 1988,
which congisted of 20.000 visas over atwo-year period for natives of "underrepresented
countries.”

Both formulas, "adversdly affected” and "underrepresented”, were regiond formulas.

Y et they differed in important ways. "Adversaly affected’ made the 1965 Immigration Act the
touchstone: only natives from countries that sent less immigrants after the act than before the act
qudified. By contrast, "underrepresented” referred to any country that at present used less than
25 percent of their annudly dlotted maximum visas. Thisincluded many African and ASan
states that could not be "adversaly affected” by the 1965 act, because they had been barred
from sending any immigrants up to that point. Accordingly, it was mostly immigrants from non-
European states who would profit from the OP-1 program--Bangladesh, Pakistan, Egypt, or
Peru.

Theinteresting further development is that, under the umbrela of diversity immigration,
the "adversdly affected country” component was gradudly eiminated, whereas the
"underrepresented country” formulawas rendered permanent. This must beread asa
concession to the principle of source-country universdism, which was more blatantly violated by
the (Euro-centered) "adversdly affected” than by the "underrepresented country” formula. Asa
result, the Europeans who origindly were meant to profit from diversity immigration were
eventudly pushed to the margins. Diversty immigration took this find form in the 1990 Legd
Immigration Act. The NP-5 program for "adversdy affected" countries was prolonged for only
three more years (yet with asignificantly increased visatotal of 120.000). Curioudly, 40 percent
of these visas were to go to "natives of the foreign state the natives of which received the
greatest number of visas issued under section 314 of I.R.C.A." (quoted in Jacob, 1992:300,
fn.15). This contortedly circumscribed state was--Irdland. An Irish lobbyigt explains "The



Senate didn't want to be country-specific. The attitude was, 'Well do thisfor you guys, but let's
not talk about it." (ibid., p.334). From 1994, the permanent diversity visa program, modeled on
the "underrepresented country” formula, was to take the place of the temporary program that
was modeled on the "adversdly affected” formula (and became known as the "Irish lottery”).
Using acomplex mathematica formula that divides the world into "high" and "low-admisson”
states and regions, the permanent program provides 55.000 visas per year to natives of states
from which immigration had been lower than 50.000 in the past five years.

Epitomizing the drift away from its European origins, in 1990 this permanent diveraty
program excluded only those twel ve gtates in the world that monopolized legal immigration to
the United States at this point.™* In the late 1990s, in afurther concession to the potent charge
of Eurocentrism and Irish favouritism that continued to cloud diversity immigration, Congress
introduced a self-correcting formula that excluded from the program those countries that had
used dmogt al of its dlotted diversty visas during the preceding five years. Accordingly, among
the leadi ng sendl ng countriesin 2002 were Ghana, Nigeria, Serra Leone, Ukraine, Bangladesh,
and Ethiopia™ Ireland, whose late-1980s (and long obsolete) immigration emergency had
garted the whole program, is now far down the list (Schuck, 2002:56).

Besdesitsincreasngly extra- European focus, diversity immigration underwent a second
interesting transmutation. Initidly, the cal for more European immigrants was fused with the cal
for reorienting the sdlection focus from family unification to skills. The massive third-worldization
of post-1965 immigration occurred predominantly through the large family quota. For instance,
by the mid-1980s Mexico and the Philippines aone accounted for & most fourty percent of the
two million registered would-be family migrants waiting "in the pipdine". ™ Studies showed that
this Adan and Hispanic-dominated family immigration went aong with a decrease in the human
capital of migrants (e.g., Borjas 1990).

Conversdly, in the early debate preceding the 1990 Lega Immigration Act, there was
an automatic equation of "more skilled" with "more European” immigrants. This equation was
most obvious in the category of "independent immigrant”, which was proposed by Senators
Kennedy and Simpson in 1987. They were to be sdlected on the basis of a points system
dressing originsin "any country adversaly affected” by the 1965 law, education, needed kills,
and English Ianguage competence. This Senate proposal married two agendas, Democrat
Kennedy's mter&t in helping out the Irish, presented as strengthening “the "old seed' sources of
our heritage”;** and Republican Simpson's interest in more skill-based immigrants, characterized
by him as"the 'new seed' immigrant, dassc immigrant, if you will, (who)...represents now only
five percent of our tota immigration.” Crucially, the space for * mdependent immigrants’ wasto
be creeted by cutting the second and fifth preferences for family immigrants, which were
jedloudy guarded by the Asan and Hispanic lobbies. Their opposition helped crush this
proposal in the House, where it was perceived as "racidly-biased" (in Tichenor, 2002:269). The
Irish Iobby aso wasn't happy, because they feared to be outskilled by Englishspeaking
Asians™ and because this proposa did little to help those who were currently illegal.

Thiswas acritica juncture for the association between functiond sdection category and
ethnic group in the United States: this association continued to be legitimate if it favoured
formerly excluded Third World immigrants conversdly, it was not legitimate if made by the
government to further European immigrants, but a new demographlc redity had anyway
undermined the old equation of skilled with European immigrants.™’



The further development, culminating in the 1990 Legd Immigration Act, was to turn the
negative- into a pogtive-sum game, so that the (ethnic) winsin one category would not occur at
the cost of (ethnic) losses in another;™® and, crucially for our purposes, the trend was to
differentiate more clearly between skill-based and diveraty immigration. The 1990 Legd
Immigration Act, which increased legd immigration by fourty percent, could thus be hailed asa
smuitaneous "triumph for ‘cultura diversty,’ family unity’, and jjob cregtion™ (in Tichenor,
2002:274). This meant that the skill-component in diversity immigration had now practicaly
disgppeared: a high-school diplomaor two-year work experience sufficed on the skill-side to
quaify for adiversty visa Dueto the differentiation between skill-based and diversity
immigration, the United States now has four modes of selecting immigrants insteed of the usud
threer humanitarian, family, skills, and--diversty.

With respect to the debate surrounding diversity immigration, its proponentstried to set
it gpart from the pre-1965 national-origins quota, whereas its opponents did everything to
identify both. On the proponents sde, the dominant move was to present the case for diversity
immigration as amatter of judice. Thisis encapsulated in the very notion of "diversity”, which
was pirated by European ethnics from non-European minority groupsin the U.S. "We need to
restore fairness and balance to our immigration laws to ensure that certain individuas are not
pendlized because of their long heritage in this country,” Senator Moynihan underscored the
justice motif. " In this sense, diversity immigration was not aviolaion of a nondiscriminatory
immigration policy, but amatter of “fine tuning" the latter.”®

A second way of setting diversity immigration gpart from nationd-originsimmigration
was in terms of their different scaes: whereas the nationd- origins quota had condtituted the
totdity of legd immigration between 1924 and 1965, diversity immigration condtituted lessthan
ten percent of legd immigration after 1990, and--as its proponents busly pointed out--the
diversity quota did not substitute, but was added on to the family quota (which were consdered
by dl, even the Europeans, as the legitimate turf of the non- European immigrant lobby).
Diversty immigration was thus utterly devoid of the negeative discriminations that were the
driving intent of the only facidly pogitive discriminations enunciated in the nationd- origins quota.
"QOur proposas do not take any number away from any other countries. If our proposds are
implemented, the vast maority of visas will continue to go to countrieswhich currently dominate
the immigrant stream,” said the leader of the Irish Immigration Reform Movement.”* This
explains why the opposition by the non- European ethnic groups was more ceremonid than
acidic--both camps fished in different waters.

On the critics Sde, there was every atempt to identify diversity immigration with the
discarded national- origins quota. In one critic's words, a preference for immigrants from
"adversdly affected countries’ comes "very, very close to a nati ond origins concept, which we
worked very, very hard to get out of our laws for many years' For the Organization of
Chinese Americans, the "adversdy affected country” criterion was "discriminatory per se
most Asian, Hispanic and Third World countries” simply because it left out most of them.? Thls
overlooked the fact that this excluson was de facto, not de jure, and that the European ethnics
could make precisdly the same argument with respect to their de facto excluson from the family
quota.

A more effective critique was to point to the faulty basdine of the "discrimination”
charge made by the European lobby. In the latter's view, the sharp drop of European



immigrants after 1965 constituted "discrimination in reverse'™ However, this brackets the fact
that the privileged position of (Some) European before 1965 was itsdlf premised on an explicit
and intended discrimination, againgt south and east Europeans, but first and foremost against
Adans and Africans who were not even included in the cdculation of the nationd-origin quota.
It is agtonishing that the proponents of the "discriminationagaingt- Europeans' charge, many of
whom had impeccably liberal credentials® could close their eyes on this. As Stephen
Legomsky (1993:334) correctly pointed out, their claim was equivaent to asking to be
compensated for the abolition of davery.

The critics of diversty immigration identified a second flaw in itsjudtification: the
assumption that "justice” was to be dispensed to countries, rather than to individuas. Lawrence
Fuchs has powerfully argued against this that "countries do not immigrate; personsimmigrate.*®
Would-be-immigrants without family ties, from the Philippines or from Irdland, are"very much in
the same pickle’ when queving for avisa under the small occupational quota®’ Even worse, the
Filipino or Flipinawithou family ties was worse off than the Irish, becauise he or she orginated
from afar more populous and poorer country with afar higher demand for emigration.
Accordingly, if justice was for individuas and not for countries, not the large family quota, but
the uniform country ceilings under the 1965 law were the red culprit. As Fuchs concludes, true
to the spirit of the 1965 reform, immigrants should be sdected "because they are desirable for
their attributes as persons and not because of their national or ethnic backgrounds.® In this
limited respect, diversty immigration isindeed a violation of the principles of nondiscrimination
and source-country universalism that post-1965 U.S. immigration policy has notionaly
subscribed to. However, as this discussion has shown, it isaviolaion that arrived under the
cloak of these very principles.

"Too Many Adans' in Audrdia

Compared to the United States, Augtrdiais marked by the near absence of liberd critiques of
"not enough" nondiscrimination after the abolishment of White Audtrdiain 1973, and more
openly and frequently raised redtrictive charges that as aresult of public policy the country was
losing its Anglo- European roots and becoming "Aganized.” Thisreflects the stronger ethnic
inflection of Australian nationhood and the relative absence of a universaigtic "netion of
immigrants' imagery. However, these redtrictive charges have dl been occasions for
ceremonialy renewing the eite consensus around a nondiscriminatory immigration policy--so
much so that one critic deemed Audraian immigration policy in the clutches of a"new class' of
liberd opinion-makers and palitica diteswho systematically discarded the different wishes of
the mgjority population (Betts, 1988; 1999).

There were three moments when the increasng Asan share in Audrdias immigrant
intake stirred mgjor political debate. When the enigmétic historian Geoffrey Blainey launched the
first debate in March 1984, the "first red te" to the disestablishment of the White Audtraia
policy had dready "successfully passed” (Viviani, 1984:115). By 1984, Austrdia had accepted
amost 100.000 Indochinese refugees, which made it the world's major refugee-receiving
country in per cagpitaterms. The refugee entry coincided with a pardld (but entirely unrelated)
turn from skill- to family-based immigrant selection, which had occurred due to the lobbying
efforts of south-east European ethnic organizations, especidly under anew Labor government

10



entering in 1983 (Beits, 1988:158). This meant that the Asan refugees could immediately
sponsor their extended family members. When Blainey entered the scene in March 1984, this
was the moment in which Augtrdian immigration policy was maximally decoupled from skill
condderations and tied instead to family reunion and humanitarian help (Birrdl and Birrdll,
1987:277f). As aresult, the Asan proportion of the permanent settler intake jumped from 25
precent in 1982 to 38 percent in 1983 (Betts, 1988:159), while Asians congtituted only about
two percent of the Audtrdian population at the time. This disproportion inflamed the first
restrictive attack on "too much" source-country universaism after 1973.

Blainey's momentous address to the Rotary Club in the provincid town of
Warnnambool on 18 March 1984 (quickly expanded into a book, Blainey 1984) contains a
right and awrong. Factudly true was his main charge that the "pace of Adan immigration to
Austrdiais now well ahead of public opinion.””® A Gallup Poll taken at the height of the
controversy in May 1984 found that 62 of the public "disapproved” that "(a)n increasing
proportion of migrants are coming from Asia compared with the United Kingdom and Europe,”
with only 30 percent "approving" this trend.** However, Blainey also propagated a clear wrong,
and one that injected particular venom into thisfirst Audtralian immigration debate after 1973:
the claim that an "Asan preference,”" shared across party lines, had been driving government
policy & least Snce the late 1970s (Blainey, 1984:10-12). In other words, the turn to Asan
immigration was not (as the current Labor government claimed) the unintended consequence of
anondiscriminatory selection process, but of intended ethnic selectivity. He couched this
suspicion in the metaphor of the "secret room”, in which "the government, for political and ethnic
reasons, bendsiits rules to encourage immigrants from Vietnam” (ibid., p.103), and he even
clamed that the Asan immigrant share of 38 percent in the past year was the result of a
ddiberate"Adan quotd': "(T)hey were probably the percentage that...the government amed
for" (ibid., p.116). Thiswas conspiracy reasoning for which no evidence existed.

In ahadtily called parliamentary sesson, Labor Prime Minister Bob Hawke and his
Immigration Miniger Stuart West credibly dissected the causes of the Adan immigration hike--
the "priority (given) to family reunion and refugees’, which had commenced under the previous
conservative government,® plus the "lessening of interest” from the traditional source countries,
most notably the United Kingdom.*

Reviewing the conservative oppogtion's attempt to capitaize on the Blainey atack, one
notices the difficulty of refracting into partisan terms what had been done by it too when ill in
power--accept |ndochinese refugees and prioritize family over skill-based selection. The
opposition's continued support for both™ was hardly reconcilesble with their charge thet the
Labor government had "adopted the most anti- British stance which we have ever seen in this
country.” 1n the words of a prominent commentator (Kelly, 1992:126), the opposition danced
around the dilemmacthat "the only dternative to a non-discriminatory policy was adiscriminatory
policy.” Only for Blainey himsdf thiswas no dilemma: al immigration policy wasinherently
"discriminatory,” and accordingly it was best to "open and honestly” place a"ceiling” on Asan
immigration (Blainey, 1984:162).

However, thisfar (back to White Audtrdia) no mainstream politica actor waswilling to
go. In fact, the oppostion did not openly charge the government of being "pro-Asan’, and
instead mocked "the twisted logic of those...who say that if one asks a question about British or
European migration oneiis being racist.” Instead of a.cap on Asian immigration, the opposition
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proposed the notion of "baancing”: not reducing the Asan intake, but "increasing the European
element."*® However, this notion was quickly dropped because it required an explicit ethnic
guota and an increased total intake to which the public was opposed 7 After abrief internd
debate over the rivaing objectives of "nondiscrimination” versus "socid cohesion,” the
consarvative Shadow Cabinet committed itsalf to nondiscrimination, thus "retrest(ing) to the
orthodox" (Kelly, 1992:133). This outcome incidentally reveded the truth of the initia
government response to the Blainey speech, which had done much to inflame the entire " debate”
surrounding it- - that the "increesing Adanisation of Augtrdiawas mevltablé a leest aslong as
Audrdiaremained committed to a nondiscriminatory immigration pollcy

If the Blainey debate was a blagt, the two following debates on "too many Asans' were
ripples, with afixed script of reaffirming the nondiscriminatory immigration policy and
magindizing its chalengers. In August 1988, conservative oppostion leader John Howard said
inaradio interview that it would be "supportive of sociad cohesion if (the Asan intake) were
dowed down alittle’ (quoted in Morita, 1999:114). His temporary loss of leadership of the
Libera Party in May 1989 is generdly attributed to this statement (see Betts, 1999:299), and
gx senior Liberd Party members (including former Prime Minister Frazer and Howard's own
later Immigration Minister Ruddock) supported Labor Prime Minister Hawke's symbolic motion
in parllament for an "unambiguous and unqudlfled commitment” to a nondiscriminatory
immigration policy (Rubenstein, 1993:153).%

Though in terms of "debate” thiswas it, its context deserves further attention. Howard
fet emboldened by the government-commissioned "Fitzgerald Report” of 1988, which had
criticized Audraias multiculturaism policy and proposed an immigration policy with "a sharper
economic focus" thet is, awvay from family to skill-based selection (Fitzgerald, 1988:xi).
Although the Labor government had responded to the Blainey debate by tightening the
contested extended family migration and increasing the skill-component (an obvious instance of
ethnicity "by subertfuge'!) (see Birrdll and Birrell, 1987:292), about two-third of the totdl intake
was gill through the family (and refugee) categories. Because of sheer demand, sibling migration
represented the biggest growth point within the entire immigration program, increasing from
12.464 in 1983/4 to 32.349 in 1987/8 (Birrell, 1990:3). Despite their margina population
share, Sx of the eight top sending countries in the sbling category were Asan, the Philippines
topping the list in 1987/8 with 5.519 migrants (ibid., p.16).*° The situation with respect to the
spouse/fiancee and parent categories was Smilar (ibid., ch.4 and 5). Accordingly, not only did
Audrdian immigration remain family-dominated, but also the Asan share of family immigrants
continued to increase, from abouit fifty percent in 1983/4 to Sixty percent in 1988/9 (ibid., p.43).
Thisiswhy Howard's incriminated statement could invoke an association of functiona sdection
category and ethnic group that had been fairly sandard since the end of White Audrdia: "(I)f
you have less family reuniors, you have less coming from Asa’ (in Morita, 1999:114).

While the Fitzgerad Report tapped into the same critique of an immigration program
unduely dominated by low-skilled family immigration, its whole point was to rgject the old
association of selection category and ethnic group. Led by a prominent Asan scholar and
diplomat, Steven Fitzgerald, who was certainly not known to be fearful of "too many Asans,”
the Fitzgeradd Report sarted from the premise that " (r)acism is by no means excised from
Austraid*--which soon should be powerfully affirmed by the overwheming popular support for
Howard's anti-Asian invective™ However, the report's answer to this was precisdly "not to halt
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immigration from Asan countries or aandon the principle of non-discrimination,” but to give the
program a"sharper economic focus', in the hope thet the public legitimecy of alarge
immigration program could be recovered by presenting it as good “for the whole of Audrdia’
and not just for ethnic groups (Fitzgerdd, 1988:8f). What Howard's anti- Asan statement and
concurrent "One Audrdid' campaign had ignored was that even &fter the cutting of the extended
family categories Asans would continue to arrive in the skill categories. Prime Minister Hawke
rebutted Howard to the point: "To reduce Asan immigration would mean reducing the kill level
of the migrant intake...The Opposition Smply does not gppreciate the extent to which Audtrdiads
economic livelihood is now enmeshed with thet of Asia..

Epitomizing its progressively diminishing scae, the third chalenge to "too many Asans’
was no longer raised from within the politica maingtream, but by a populist right-winger shunned
by the political establishment. After her surprise capture of a"safe’ Labor seet in the federd
eections of 1996, the partyless Pauline Hanson said in her infamous parliamentary "maiden
gpeech™: "I believe we are in danger of being swamped by Asans. Between 1984 and 1995, 40
percent of dl migrants into this country were of Adan origin. They have their own culture and
religion, form ghettos and do not assmilate’ (quoted in Deutchman and Ellison, 1999:36).
Stripped of her Liberal Party membership just before the eections for insensitive remarks about
Aborigines, Hanson spoke to an empty chamber. This does not mean that she did not have
public support. A 1996 poll showed 53 percent of the public endorsing her cdl for areduction
of Adan immigration (see Pereraand J.Pugliese, 1997:18, fn.21). Nevertheless, by October
1998 her recently founded "One Nation" party dissolved after faring badly in the federad
elections, and the Hanson phenomenon had run its course.

More relevant for our purposes, Hanson's meteoric rise on the politica scene only
reconfirmed the bipartisan commitment for a nondiscriminatory immigration policy. Now in the
capacity of Prime Minigter, John Howard declared in parliament that he would "aways defend
the non-discriminatory character of Austrdiasimmigration policy,” and in a Joint
Parliamentary Statement of 30 October 1996 the entire House of Representatives "reaffirm(ed)
its commitment to maintaining an immigration policy wholly non-discriminatory on grounds of
race, colour, creed or origin."* Thistime round there was no bickering about a more "balanced"”
immigrant intake as during the Blainey debate a decade earlier, and Howard's Immigration
Minigter, Philip Ruddock (1999:6), declared that “the whole idea of playing around with
immigration policy to ddiver some particular ethnic compodtion isto metotaly repugnant."

While short-lived and without major effect on Austrdian immigration policy,™ the
Hanson phenomenon il expressed a " deeper problem,” which acommentator aptly identified
asthefind "dismantling of the pog-federation Austrdian Settlement” (Kelly, 1998:96). This
settlement had consisted of the White Audtrdia policy, trade protection, centralized wage
arbitration, a paternaistic welfare state, and linkage to the British empire. Since the onset of
perceived "globdization” in the late 1980s, dso the palitica-economic dimension of this
settlement fell gpart, giving way to acommitment to free trade and a generd retreat of the Sate.
Moreover, in the hour of the Asan economica miracle, when the Japan-led Pacific emerged as
the world's third major economic bloc, and reflecting a continued trend toward dependence
on regiond trade,* "enmeshment" with Asia became the order of the day. So strong was this
trend that Audrdiafigured as alunaticaly "torn country” in Samud Huntington's epic of the
"clash of civilizations' (1996:151-7). A "torn country,” according to Huntington, was one with a
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"gngle predominant culture" yet "its leaders want(ing) to shift it to another civilization™--to the
West in the case of Russaor Turkey, but to Asain the case of Audrdia

At the levd of paliticd rhetoric, Prime Minister John Howard, not unlike Hanson, has
thrown himsdf againg the Agan drift, defending the cause of the margindized "Ausse battler”
againg the cosmopolitan dites. However, in terms of actud policies he only continued the
dismantling of the old "Audraian settlement”. While two academics think that under Howard
"White Audtrdia...is being effectively recondtituted in the present,” (Pereraand Pugliese,
1997:5), thereis no 9gn of thisin immigration policy. In fact, Howard'simmigration policy isthe
most consequentia redlization yet of the Fitzgerald Report's demand for a"sharper economic
focus." In 1995/6, the last year of the old Labor government under Paul Keating (1993-96), the
family component within the (nor- humanitarian) migration program had gtill accounted for 68.7
percent of new immigrants, whereas the skill component amounted to only 29.2 percent; in
2000/1 (to quote the last available figures), this order was reversed, with 55.5 percent of visain
the various skill categories, and 41.5 percent family-related.* To the degree that extended
family reunion il exigts, it is now rigoroudy subordinated to skill factors, asin the new "Skilled
Audrdian Linked" category of 1997 ("Skilled-Australian Sponsored” since 1999). At the same
time, widespread fraud in spouse and fiance(e) migration has been countered by imposing
waiting periods and enhanced bonafide tests. Findly, and obvioudy influenced by the parald
welfare cuts for legd immigrants in the United States, the Howard government imposed bonds
on Audtrdian residents or citizens sponsoring thelr reatives aoroad, and newcomers were
excluded from most welfare and socid benefits during the first two years after entry.

Thereis no doubt that these measures hit hardest on Asian immigrants, and some even
furthergoing proposa's were blocked on this note in the Senate (Birrell 1996). However, there
il was aremarkable absence of charges of ethnic sdlectivity by subertfuge, smply because
Adanswere dso the mgor winnersin the pardld expanson of skilled immigration. Thisis
epecidly visble in the inclusive approach toward foreign students graduating & Audraian
universities, who arein the mgority Asian.* Throughout the 1980s, Australian governments had
subsdized ASan overseas students as aforeign-aid measure. This changed in 1989, when full-
fee paying foreign students came to be consdered as a"market to be exploited” (Birrell,
1999:55). Responding to a world-wide competition for the "best and brightet”, arule changein
1999 released foreign students who graduated a an Audtrdian university from a twelve-month
occupationa experience requirement, and alowed them to gpply directly for animmigrant visa
Thisisjus afacet in abroad campaign for highly skilled immigration, which recently has dso
focused on accommodating a growing trend toward temporary skilled migration. In a
minimalist reading, the perceived need to magter the chalenge of “globdization™ has chased
away dl old ethnic sentimentdities. More than that, conservative Immigration Minister Ruddock
(1999:6) now views "our cultura diversty" as"one of our strengths as we move into the twenty-
first century.”

Concluson
Wheat the Fitzgerad Report (1988) cautioudy observed for the case of Audrdiais true more

generdly: "(R)acism in many forms pervades our society. It seems, however, that its open
ingtitutiond articulation in an immigration context is for some reason inhibited, and is perhaps felt
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to be unacceptable’ (Fitzgerad, 1988:7). Gary Freeman (1995) captured this with the notion of
"antipopulist norm." The fact that Sgnificant redtrictive chalenges in the 1980s and the 1990s
could not derail nondiscriminatory immigration policiesin Audrdia and the United States
confirms Freeman's clam (1995b) that the underlying principle of nondiscrimination has come to
be part and parcd of the "ethos' of liberal democracy itsdlf. While the turn to nondiscrimination
isof course a"higtoricaly specific” (Brubaker, 1995:905) event, occurring in different moments
and with different connotations in each ate, like aratchet it is subsequently immune to revision.
Retreeting from it would immediately be branded as violation of fundamentd liberal-democratic
norms and be tantamount to a civilisatory break, which may adways be possble but then could
not be limited to immigration policy.

More concretely, we identified three factors that shore up nondiscriminatory immigration
policies. Firgt, backed by internationa conventions and the congtitutions of dl liberal states, and
asthelinguafrancaof public discourse in the West, the principle of nondiscrimination has taken
on a“doxic" qudity (see Bourdieu, 1977:168), whose power is affirmed by the fact that even
the opponents of some of its effects have come to subscribe to it. It is the core principle of the
globa human rights culture that has arisen in response to the Holocaust and received further
impetus from the Decolonization of Africaand Asa Under itsrein, the only "redtriction” thet is
dlowed in the immigration domain is the cutting of numbers, but never, never the targeting of a
specific racid, ethnic, or nationa-origin group. This hasimportant consequences. Though
notiondly palicing the boundaries and internal composition of domestic society (in conjunction
with atizenship law), immigration policy haslogt its dimension of particularist nation-building that
it once had under the auspices of the "high modernist” state (see Scott 1998). Then it was
undisputed that immigrants should be sdected according to their proximity to the predominant
ethnic character of the recelving society. Now the only option aliberd state hasis the negative
option of dosing al (new-seed)™ immigration; if such a state ventures new immigration, there is
nothing it can do to prevent the ethnic transformation of domestic society. Thisis the lesson of
the E_)Jznited States after 1965 and of Audtrdia after 1973, and of contemporary European states
too.

Secondly, the increasing skill leve of third-world migrants (especidly from Asa) has
undermined the possibility of ethnic sdectivity "by subterfuge’, thet is, the manipulation of non
ethnic skill and family sdection categories to achieve a desired ethnic result. Thiswas especidly
demondtrated by the case of Audtraia, whose recent turn to aresolutely skill-focused
immigration policy is tantamount to the further "Agianization” of society, notably under a
conservative Liberd Party government that had in the past expressed some resentment about
thistrend. As one commentator aptly summarized the dilemma of ethnic foes *(T)hose who are
opposed to any pronounced increase in an Asan presence must renounce the principles of skill,
language and youth and quite frankly accept a quota system based on race, color and creed.”™
Thisis not to say that there are not other ways of doing ethnic sdectivity by subterfuge, but it is
increesingly disfunctiond not just in terms of violaing domegtic and international norms, but of
harming the materid interests of datesin the age of globdization.

Thirdly, an additionad mechanism of shoring up nondiscriminatory immigration policies,
onethat is specific to settler states, isthese sates ingtantly mobilizesble memory of ther racist
padts. The politics of memory has been a potent force of consolidating democracy in formerly
fascig tates (see Buruma 1994). Though at gppoditdy smdler scale, aquite Smilar dynamicsis
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at play in the knee-jerk shunning of negative race discrimination in settler states, which becomes
ingtantly applied to postive discrimination too (at least if the latter targets Europeans). Diversity
immigration in the United States, a smallish measure of positive discrimination for Irish and other
European immigrant groups who had lost out after 1965, became immediatdly couched by its
critics as arehirth of the maligned nationd- origin quota, even though the thrust of the latter had
not been positive but negative (in terms of excluding south-eastern Europeans). In fact, diversity
immigration became only tolerable once its European tilt was completely eradicated, within the
"underrepresented country™ formula.

Notably absent from thisinductive ligt is the factor most often cited when explaining the
resilience of nondiscriminatory and expangve immigration policies: "path dependence” (eg.,
Tichenor 2002; for Europe, see Hansen 2002). While the inert consequences of past choices
are incontrovertible, in immigration asin any other palicy, their impact should not be overrated.
In line with recent revisonig citizenship and immigration scholarship (especidly Smith 1993),
Danid Tichenor (2002:293f) argues that Americas "multiple traditions' provide the possibility of
nondiscriminatory or racidly discriminatory immigration policies; only “path dependence’, in
terms of "immigrant voting blocs and competitive eections' (p.295), has helped consolidate the
former after 1965, containing racist possibilities that dways lurk around the corner. The fact that
al Western states lagtingly abandonned discriminatory immigration policies at about the same
time, and under highly variegated domestic circumstances, suggests that factors other than
contingent "path dependence’ must be held respongible for this outcome--such asthe doxic
quality of the nondiscrimination norm. The presence of former immigrantsin the electorate as
such does not prejudice the nature of immigration policy. Note that before the 1960s civil rights
rupture Higpanic immigrant organizationsin the U.S,, such as the League of United Latin
American Citizens (LULAC), had heartily supported restrictive immigration policies that
targeted their illega co-ethnics (see Garcia, 1989:59).

Whatever the precise mechanisms that shore up nondiscriminatory immigration policies,
it hasto be conceded that the source- country universaliam envisaged by themis genericdly
incomplete. Facidly nonethnic immigration policies will dways have disparate impacts on
different ethnic groups. As Hiroshi Motomura (1996:1941) put it with respect to the U.S,
"(e)qua protection does not necessarily lead to equal outcomes.” Accordingly, acharge that
ethnic favouritism or racism is driving facidly universaist immigration policies can dways be
made. If even the uniform country quotain U.S. legd immigration policy condtitute
"discrimination” againg the would-be immigrants from popul ous (non-European) states (such as
Mexico or the Philipines), as some critics have argued (most lucidly Ting 1995), then the very
possibility of nondiscrimination and source-country universaliam isindeed in question.

More serioudy 4ill, the dam for the "reslience" of nondiscriminatory immigration
policies seemsto be refuted by the widespread nationa-origin "profiling” thet especidly the
United States has resorted to after the terrorist attacks of September 2001. In response to this,
visa gpplications by adult male natives of designated Mudim countries were subjected to specid
sorutiny; > the Patriot Act required this target group to register with the immigration authorities
when vigiting or resding non-permanently in the US, and to be fingerprinted and photographed
a the point of entry;> most recently, asylum-seekers from Irag and 32 other designated Muslim
countries are automaticaly detained. "Thereis apropendty in this adminigration,” argued a critic
of the last measure, "to establish blanket policies that prejudge guilt based on country of
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origin...Those countries of origin are dl Arab or Mudim countries, and it's sending the wrong
message."™

Deplorable as such nationa-origin profiling may be from aliberd point of view, it does
not amount to "ethnic selectivity” in the sense discussed in this article (see endnote 1). Note that
only aspecific age group and sex is targeted by most of these measures, whose rationale is not
to exclude certain ethnics qua ethnics but to identify potentid terrorists. These measures are
based on the smple datigtica fact that terrorists are concentrated in certain populations. If
women, children, or the aged are excluded from these measures, one cannot reasonably argue
that a generdized animus againgt "Mudims' is driving them. Furthermore, if one comparesthe
mass internment of Japanese-origin American citizens and permanent residents (whatever their
sex or age) after Pearl Harbour with the rather differentiated response to September 11, one
sees the difference between a policy that really discriminates and a policy that operates on and
is condrained by the premise of nondiscrimmination.
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Endnotes
1.. Here and in the following | use the notion of "ethnicdly sdective' immigration policies as
umbrellaterm for immigration policies that screen newcomers according to ethnicity, race, or
nationd-origins, and that are driven by the assumption that these markers make them intringcally
worthy or norrworthy to be accepted.
2.. On both gdes this debate has did between arguments about the limits of "discourse” and
about the conceivable range of laws and policiesin aliberd democracy. However, at heart |
consder it a debate about the connection between both: only what can be legitimately said
gtands a chance of being cast into alaw or palicy.
3.. An explanaion of nondiscriminatory immigration policy in terms of a"civic' nationhood
legacy is especidly popular in the United States, where it has framed the crucid immigration
reform of 1965 (for aclassc statement, see Kennedy 1964).
4.. The "nation of immigrants' logo was cautioudy adopted in a government brochure issued a
the tall-end of the White Audtralia policy (Lynch 1971:17), but it never redly took off.
5.. Ample evidence for this association of functiond selection category and ethnic group can be
found in the debate surrounding the 1990 Legd Immigration Act in the United States (see
Schuck 1992); in Augrdiait framed immigration debates until the late 1980s (see Betts 1988).
6.. Span formaly discriminates in favour of "Higpanic”, Portugd of "Lusophone’, and France of
"Francophone’ immigrants; and Germany pursues an active "return” policy for ethnic German
Aussiedler. In addition, amogt dl postcommunist east European states have preference
schemes for co-ethnics without citizenship aboroad.
7.. Most notably the as of today unrepealed, race-tainted "plenary power" doctrine that
exempts the executlvefrom Judlad control in |mm| gratl on pollcy (see Ch|n 1998).
U.S. Senate, 100th
Congr%s, 1st S%slon S. 1611 23 October and 11 December 1987. Quoted on p.35f.
9.. New Yark Times, 27 November 1988, p.52.
10.. The Irish Immigration Reform Movement, formed in 1986, was centraly involved in
shaping al the various incarnations of diversity quotas between 1986 and 1990 (see Jacobs
1992). In Congress, the mgjor pro-Irish players were Brian Donndlly in the House, and Edward
Kennedy in the Senate (both Democrats from Massachusetts).
11.. Thisisnot to say that the Irish Immigration Reform Movement (IIRM) did not have its hand
a0 at the permanent diverdty program. Itsinfluence shows in the doubling of Irdland into
Northern Irdand (which is politicaly a part of the United Kingdom) and the Irish Republic,
which assures the Irish a specid advantage a so with respect to the "underrepresented country™
formula. As1IRM's chief lobbyist characterized the program, it was "not quite as neutrd asit
seems’ (quoted in Jacobs, 1992:318).
12.. The two countries that received the most visasin 2001 were Ghana (6.333) and Nigeria
(5.989) (Migration News 9(7), July 2002, p.4).
13.. Seethe statement by Mark Everson (INS), in: Senate Immigration Hearings 1987, p.82.

14.. Kennedy statement, in Senate Immigration Hearings 1987, p.2.
15.. Smpson satement, in ihid., p.3.
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16.. "(C)ontrary to popular belief, the point systemin the Senate bill offers dmost no solace to
the IIRM and other natlondlty groups which share our pllght (Dondd Matln |I’ISh Immlgratl on
Reform Movement, in: Hearings Be

Lntematand_LaALof_the_CommLtLeeon_the.hdmay House of Representatives, 100th
Congress, 1st Session on S.358, H.R.672, H.R.2448, and H.R.2646, 1989-90; the quote is
from part 1, p.219; the hearings are henceforth referred to as House Immigration Hearings
1990).

17.. Note, however, that the origind choice for afamily-dominated immigration policy in 1965
had been in the intention to minimize the possibility of ethnic change, thus condituting an ingance
of (pro-European) ethnic sdlectivity "by subterfuge’ (see Ramers 1983); only after Hispanics
and Asans pirated the family quota did the call for more skilled and European immigration come
to be equated.

18.. Especidly the Irish Immigration Reform Movement (IIRM), which was the only ethnic
group without a stake in the family quota, sought to prevent the wrath of the other (Asan and
Hispanic) ethnic groups by stressing the additive (rather than subgtitutive) nature of diversity

immigration. See the statement by David Martin (IIRM), in: House Immigration Hearings 1990,
part 1, p.270.

19.. Senate Immigration Hearings 1987, p.39.

20.. Moynihan, ibid., p.39.

21.. Dondd Ma’tm(llRM) in: House Immigration Hearings 1989, part 1, p.218.
22.. Doris Mesner, in: Senate lmmigration Hearings 1987, p.243.

23.. Senate Immigration Hearings 1987, p.536.

24.. Joseph Cogo, American Committee on Itaian Migration, in: Senate Immigration Hearings
1987, p.471.

25.. On the paliticians side, liberd Democrats Edward Kennedy and Daniel Moynihan (see
above); on the experts sde, for ingtance, Michadl Teitelbaum, one of Americas most quick-
witted immigration experts (who argued that the 1965 reforms unintentidly "discrimi nate(d)
againg would-be immi grantsfrom Europe and Africa, and discriminate(d) in favor of immigrants

from Adaand Latin Americd’, in: House Immigration Hearings 1989, part 1, p.389).

26.. Senate Immigration Hearings 1987, p.161.
27..1hd., p.161.

28.. 1hid., p.180.

29.."Immigration Policy Questioned," Warnambool Standard, 19 March 1984 (reprinted in

Singer 1984).

30.. "Migrant poll shock,” The Herdd, 19 May 1984, reprinted in: Singer (1984).

31.. Interegtingly, the shift from skill- to family-focused immigrant sdection wasjudified in

economic terms, namdy "that in times of economic recesson our first commitment would be to

honour responsibilities to those migrants dready in Audrdid' (Immigration Minister Wes,
"Migration Program 1983-84: Minigeria Statement,” Audraia Commonwedlth Parliamentary

Debhates, House of Representatives, 7 March 1984, p.640).

32.. The quotes are from "Migration Program 1983-84: Minigteria Statement,” op.cit., pp.640

and 643. The Immigration Minister's rebuttal of a"ddiberate Adanisation” of the immigration
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program was given shortly before the Blainey intervention; the latter only brought to the open
what had been alatent opposition charge againgt Hawke's Labour government sinceitsarriva in
1983

"In relation to fanlly reunion,...there is bipartisanship”, said the Shadow Immigration
Mlnlster Hodgman, in: Audraian Commonwedth Parliamentary Dehates, House of
Representatives, 30 May 1984, p.2469. With respect to refugee resettlement, the opposition
even criticized the (politically motivated) "diverdfication” of source countries (which now
included El Salvador and Chile) under Hawke. Lhid., p.2472f.

34.. Mr.Hodgman (Shadow Immigration Minister), Austrdm.(:ommmu&ilh.l?thanmtay
Debates, House of Representatives, 8 May 1984, p.2008.

35.. Mr.Hodgman (Shadow Immigration Minister), Audraian Commonwedth Parliamentary
Debhates, House of Representatives, 30 May 1984, p.2472.

36.. Shadow Prime Minigter Peacock: "What he (the immigration minister) hasto do is not
reduce the Asian dement...but redress the imba ance by increasing the European eement that
has been alowed to dip..." (Audrdian Commonwedth Parliamentary Debates, House of
Representatives, 8 May 1984, p.2028).

37.. Thiswas revedled by the same Galup Poll that had shown the public in oppostion to
increased Asan immigration ("Migrant poll shock,” The Herdd, 19 May 1984, op.cit.).
38.."Adan entry threstenstolerance: Blainey,"” The Age, 19 March 1984 (reprinted in Singer
1984). Only inthisindirect way the notion of "Adanisation” dipped into the debate; Blainey had
never himsdf usad it.

39.. Though he never officidly retracted his one-time gaffe, the ostracized Howard would later
admit: "If | had the opportunity to rephrase something | have said in my political career, | would
rephrase that" (in Betts, 1999:287).

40.. It must be pointed out that in numerica terms the leading recipient of sibling visa between
1985 and 1988 were the United Kingdom and Irdland (Birrell 1990:18); however, thiswas only
dueto their vastly bigger population share.

41.. A nationd telephone poll found a staggering 77 percent of respondents in agreement with
Howard's satement that "Asan immigration to Austradia should be dowed down™ (see Betts,
1999:293).

42.. Thisrebuttal appeared in The Age, 9 September 1988 (it is partidly reprinted in Lack and
Templeton (1995:244-248).

43.. Audrdian Commonwedth Parliamentary Debates, House of Representatives, 8 October
1996, p.4858.

44.. Quoted in Nationa Multicultural Advisory Council (1999).

45.. If there was any "Hansen effect” at dl, it wastha "her targeting of AsSan migration made it
more difficult to review migrationissuesrationdly” (Birrell, 1996:58), and some early measures
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