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Abstract When it comes to linkages between migration and the global allocation of
foreign development assistance, the size of the immigrant population from a recipient
country residing in a donor country is an important determinant of dyadic aid commit-
ments. Two complementary hypotheses probe this relationship. First, donors use foreign
aid to achieve their broader immigration goals, targeting migrant-sending areas to in-
crease development and decrease the demand for entry into the donor country.
Second, migrants already residing in the donor country mobilize to lobby for additional
aid for their homeland. Empirical tests on a large sample of country pairs made up of
twenty-two donors and more than 150 recipients over the period 1993 to 2008 show
robust support for these hypotheses.

Immigration, particularly of low-skilled workers, has generated political conflict in
many industrialized countries. Anti-immigrant parties have gained strength in
Austria, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, and Switzerland, whereas riots linked
to immigration have occurred in Australia, Belgium, France, Italy, Spain, and
Sweden. Because of this increase in social conflict, politicians across developed dem-
ocracies—a key destination for the world’s migrants—have produced a wide array
of policies to limit migration. These policies, including increasing border security,
mandating language proficiency, and elevating minimum skills requirements, have
done little to decrease the demand for entry into the world’s industrial democracies.
These same destination countries spend more than $1 billion annually on official
development assistance.1 Given this overlap, it is important to ask whether migration
preferences influence foreign aid policy in donor states.
Donor migration preferences are not the only reason to expect a link between foreign

aid and migration. Migrant communities often play a role in influencing the foreign
policy choices of their host government, including their allocation of development
assistance. Migrants have the ability to lobby host country governments, and a partic-
ular incentive to do so when policy relates to their country of origin. Powerful ethnic
lobbies, such as those associated with Armenia, India, and Israel, have been successful
in pressing the US Congress on policies toward their homelands.2

We are grateful to Judith Kelley, Ken Scheve, Dustin Tingley, participants at the 2009 IPES, 2010
APES, and 2010 MPSA meetings, seminar participants at the University of North Carolina, and the
University of Virginia, two anonymous reviewers, and the editors for constructive comments.
1. See Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) website, available at <www.

oecd.org/dac/stats>, accessed 27 December 2014.
2. Glazer and Moynihan 1975.

International Organization 69, Summer 2015, pp. 627–657
© The IO Foundation, 2015 doi:10.1017/S0020818315000119

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
20

81
83

15
00

01
19

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818315000119


Both donors’ desire to curb immigration and the mobilization of migrants living in
the donor state lead to the expectation that migration will influence the allocation of
foreign aid. Long neglected by scholars of both migration and foreign aid, recent
studies have begun to examine potential links between these two areas.
Hatzipanayotou and Michael and Azam and Berlinschi argue that donors may use
aid to decrease unwanted migration, but these studies do not account for policy-
makers’ changing preferences over time.3 In contrast, we argue that the magnitude
of the aid-migration relationship increases when donor preferences toward migration
become more restrictive. Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller and Berthelemy, Beuran, and
Maurel argue that ethnic lobbying by migrants in the donor country can explain
foreign aid allocation, but they do not account for differences in incentives and
ability for mobilization across migrant groups.4 We hypothesize that migrants’
ability to affect aid flows varies based on their access to the political system in
their host country and the level of engagement between the home country and its dias-
pora. We contribute to this scholarship both by allowing for variance within each of
these pathways and by empirically testing them in the same study. We do not expect
them to be mutually exclusive.
The hypotheses are tested on a dyadic data set of twenty-two Organisation for

Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) aid donors and more than 150
aid recipients for the period from 1993 to 2008. The general link between aid and mi-
gration is found to be statistically significant and substantively important. Controlling
for other determinants of aid allocation, including multiple dyadic measures of the
relationship between donor and recipient (for example, trade, distance, former colo-
nial status), the number of migrants from a recipient living in a donor is an important
factor explaining aid allocation patterns. We find that donors increasingly target aid
toward potential sources of future migration as their overall desire to limit migration
increases. Additionally, when the incentive and opportunity for mobilizing on behalf
of their homeland increase, migrant populations’ impact on aid for their homelands
also increases. These results hold simultaneously: controlling for one pathway does
not decrease the importance of the other. As a final step, we use similar models to
test the relationship between refugees from a recipient living in a donor and aid allo-
cation from the donor to the recipient. This relationship differs in predictable ways
from the migration-aid relationship, lending further credibility to the main findings.
This article contributes to the literature on aid allocation by demonstrating the im-

portant role that migration flows from a recipient to a donor play in influencing the
allocation of foreign aid.5 It is surprising, given the focus on donor interests in the
allocation literature, that issues related to immigration have been largely ignored in

3. See Hatzipanayotou and Michael 2012; and Azam and Berlinschi 2009.
4. See Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller 2000; and Berthelemy, Beuran, and Maurel 2009.
5. The literature on the determinants of aid allocation is fairly broad; examples include McKinlay and

Little 1977; and 1978; Maizels and Nissanke 1984; Schraeder, Hook and Taylor 1998; Alesina and
Dollar 2000; Alesina and Weder 2002; Neumayer 2003; Berthelemy and Tichit 2004; Stone 2006;
Bueno de Mesquita and Smith 2007 and 2009; and Bermeo 2010.
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analyses of dyadic aid allocation.6 The results also add to existing scholarship regard-
ing the effectiveness of a home country’s diaspora in shaping the policies of the host
country7 by expanding this logic to include the policy area of foreign aid. Similarly,
they contribute to the literature that viewsmigrant networks as a conduit for internation-
al economic flows.8 Finally, the analysis creates a bridge between two topics—immi-
gration and foreign aid—that evolved for a long time autonomously in political
economy scholarship. As such, the argument is in keeping with a growing number
of studies that reach across traditional dividing lines, such as the work of Milner and
Tingley comparing domestic support for both trade and foreign aid policies and that
of Leblang analyzing the impact of migrant networks on cross-border capital flows.9

Foreign Aid and Migration: The Arguments

The two arguments we advance—that foreign aid is used by policy-makers who wish
to limit immigration and that it is influenced by immigrant political pressure—both
suggest a positive association between the migrant population from an aid recipient
living in a donor country and the level of dyadic aid commitments. They also suggest
that the relationship between migrant population and aid is not constant: it should
vary over time as the preferences of policy-makers in donor countries toward migra-
tion change and/or migrants’ incentive and ability to mobilize change.

Aid as a Tool of Immigration Policy

During the past two decades governments across developed democracies have imple-
mented policies designed to decrease immigration, particularly that of low-skilled mi-
grants coming from developing countries.10 Although current levels of international
migration are not unprecedented, de Haas points out the rise of South-North migra-
tion in recent decades.11 A primary driver of immigration is the existence of immi-
grant networks, created by past migration of co-ethnics, friends, and family. This
“chain migration” provides potential migrants with information and social support
that decrease the costs and risks associated with moving to a new country.12 Thus,
a good predictor of future migration is the number of migrants from a sending
country currently living in the host country. Policy-makers wishing to decrease
future migration with aid are likely to focus their efforts in geographic areas from
which they have received large numbers of migrants in the past.

6. Exceptions are Bermeo 2010; and Berthelemy, Beuran, and Maurel 2009.
7. For example, see Shain and Barth 2003; and Sheffer 2003.
8. See, for example, Rauch and Trindade 2002; and Leblang 2010.
9. See Milner and Tingley 2011; and Leblang 2010.

10. Benton and Petrovic 2013.
11. De Haas 2007.
12. See Massey et al. 1993 and 1999.
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Unwanted migrants. Although some studies suggest a positive net effect of immi-
gration for the host country economies, groups within industrialized countries are
concerned with negative effects associated with migration—whether they are real
or perceived.13 Immigration from poorer states to developed countries can cause dis-
tributional conflicts by driving down the wages of unskilled workers in the host
country,14 leading such workers to demand policies that limit migrant inflows.15

Migrants may also create fiscal strain through the use of publicly provided services,
which may, in turn, lower support for immigration among the native population.16

Hostility toward migrant populations has led to the rise in popularity and electoral
success of radical right parties17 and driven policy-makers to enact increasingly
strict immigration policies.18

Poor socioeconomic conditions for migrant groups led to riots in France in 2005
and 2007, and the closing of an Islamic center led to violent clashes between
youth and police in Sweden in 2008. Australia experienced multiple riots at immi-
grant detention centers in 2011, Belgium saw rioting after the killing in 2002 of a
Moroccan-born teacher, and violence erupted between African migrants and native
populations in southern Italy in 2010 and in southern Spain in 2008. In Britain, a
2008 poll shows that 60 percent of those surveyed thought the UK had too many im-
migrants; an even larger number agreed that there was at least a “fair amount” of
tension between different races or nationalities, and that this was at least “fairly
likely” to result in violence.19 Citizens of host countries often worry about the influ-
ence of migration on local culture and seek to limit its impact. A recent survey in
France, Germany, Britain, and Spain found that majorities across the left-right polit-
ical spectrum in these countries support legislation banning wearing the burqa in
public.20

Foreign aid as migration policy. Official actions to restrict immigration, such as
border fences, domestic language proficiency requirements, nationality tests, and
skills requirements decrease but do not stop the flow of foreign workers. Migrants
are often driven by a desire to enhance the well-being of themselves or their fami-
lies.21 Without addressing the root causes of migration from poorer to wealthier
states, border restrictions and other restrictive policies will remain of limited effec-
tiveness. Governments may view foreign aid, with its potential to increase wages,

13. OECD 2013.
14. Borjas 2003.
15. See Scheve and Slaughter 2001; and Mayda 2006.
16. Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter 2007.
17. See Knigge 1998; Lubbers, Gijsberts, and Scheepers 2002; and de Vos and Deurloo 1999.
18. See Thränhardt 1995; Bale 2003; and Van Der Valk 2003.
19. “Britons Fear Race Violence—Poll,” BBC News (Internet ed.), 17 April 2008.
20. “Widespread Support for Banning Full Islamic Veil in Western Europe,” Pew Research (Internet

ed.), 8 July 2010.
21. See Borjas 2003; Hatton and Williamson 2002; Grogger and Hanson 2011; and Ortega and Peri

2009. Here, and throughout the article, we distinguish between migrants and political refugees.
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expand essential services, and decrease inequality in recipients, as a means to lower
the expected increase in utility from emigration, therefore decreasing demand for
entry.22

Government statements and actions provide anecdotal evidence of broad policies
linking immigration to development assistance. For example, in 2008 the Agence
Française de Développement (AFD; French foreign aid agency) signed a partnership
agreement with the French Ministry of Immigration, Integration, National Identity,
and Inclusive Development (MIINDS). As part of the agreement, the MIINDS was
given a seat on the board of directors of AFD. MIINDS created the strategy of “inclu-
sive development” to give support “for the development of migrants’ home countries
or regions to ensure that migration does not become the only way for local populations
to survive or live decently.”23 The European Community has explicitly linked devel-
opment and migration, including the principle that “migration policies should be in-
corporated in a structural manner into policies on health, education and human
capital, and into social and economic development strategies” as part of their
“Global Approach” toward migration.24 A deputy prime minister in the UK claimed
that “not only is [giving foreign aid] the right thing to do morally … but also it is
in our interests … if you want to stop people upping sticks and moving across conti-
nents and coming to settle in Europe and here, you have got to make sure the circum-
stances are better for them.”25 Similarly, de Haas quotes former Prime Minister Poul
Rasmussen of Denmark justifying foreign aid by arguing that “if you don’t help the
third world … then you will have these poor people in our society.”26

Although donor motivations regarding migration influence aid policy, it is not this
article’s task to evaluate the effectiveness of aid in stemming migration. Rather, we
follow in the well-established tradition in aid literature that uses allocation patterns to
examine donor motivations separately from questions of effectiveness.27 There are
reasons to be skeptical that development will decrease migration in the short term.
The relationship between income and migration may follow the pattern of an invert-
ed-U: when initial income is low then increases in income will lead to increases in

22. In addition, there is evidence that some donors use aid to directly increase the efficiency of border
control initiatives in recipients. Australia, for example, financed programs for “Capacity Building in
Immigration Border Management” in Afghanistan, Indonesia, Laos, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Vietnam,
Vanuatu, Papua New Guinea, and Tuvalu each year from 2006–2008. See AidData online database, avail-
able at <www.aiddata.org>, accessed 28 July 2011. The extent of this practice across donors is unclear, and
many policy statements link the development properties of aid, on which we focus in this study, to migra-
tion priorities.
23. See AFD website, available at <http://www.afd.fr/lang/en/home/presse-afd/temoignages-portraits?

actuCtnId=19707>, accessed 27 December 2014.
24. Communication from European Commission to the European Parliament the Council, the European

Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions, COM(2008) 611 final, 10 August 2008, 7.
25. “Clegg to Push Aid Goal at UN Summit,” MSN News (Internet ed.), 21 September 2010.
26. De Haas 2007, 827.
27. See McKinlay and Little 1977 and 1978; Maizels and Nissanke 1984; Schraeder, Hook, and Taylor

1998; Alesina and Dollar 2000; Alesina and Weder 2002; Neumayer 2003; Berthelemy and Tichit 2004;
Stone 2006; Bueno de Mesquita and Smith 2007 and 2009; and Bermeo 2010.
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migration, whereas the opposite is true for somewhat higher levels of income.28

Berthelemy, Beuran, and Maurel claim that aid increases migration for these
reasons, whereas Gaytán-Fregoso and Lahiri model the ability of aid to either increase
or decrease illegal migration, depending on which of these two effects dominates.29

De Haas also argues that aid is unlikely to decrease migration, although he presents
numerous examples to suggest that donor governments may still be (mistakenly) pur-
suing this policy option.30 Interestingly, he argues that one reason aid is unlikely to be
effective at stemming migration is because “Official Development Assistance (ODA)
is generally not concentrated on migrant-sending countries”—a proposition we test
(and reject).31

Targeted Aid

Careful targeting of aid suggests that donors may also be skeptical of the ability of
broad-based development programs to stem migration. Indeed, there is evidence
that donors focus on programs designed to enhance well-being in aid-recipient com-
munities from which the donor has received sizable inflows of migrants. Although
this evidence is anecdotal, the precision of the programs speaks to donor motivations.
For example, the German development agency (GTZ) initiated the Pilot Program to

Promote Migrant Organization Projects, which offers a subsidy of up to 100 percent
for migrants’ charitable investments in the social infrastructure of their country of
origin.32 If development assistance is targeting the poorest and most needy within
a country, this approach makes little sense: Why target aid funds to areas already re-
ceiving outside assistance in the form of remittances, rather than using that money in
more isolated areas with less access to foreign funds? However, viewed through the
lens of immigration policy the rationale is clearer. Areas within a recipient state that
have access to outside funds and are linked to networks of existing migrants in the
donor state have an increased likelihood of outmigration. To keep them from follow-
ing in their predecessors’ footsteps, donor countries such as Germany target aid at
specific communities where emigration has been historically high, to increase their
current well-being and decrease the net benefits of migration.
An additional strategy that donors follow is to fund specific types of programs,

such as job creation and wage support initiatives, which may have a relatively
short-term impact on the desire to emigrate. These programs also focus on areas

28. See Faini and Venturini 1993; and Hatton and Williamson 2002. It is also possible that aid does not
spur development at all, an unanswered question debated among scholars. See, for example, Bearce and
Tirone 2010; Burnside and Dollar 2000; Clemens et al. 2012; Easterly, Levine, and Roodman 2004;
and Rajan and Subramanian 2008.
29. See Berthelemy, Beuran, and Maurel 2009; and Gaytán-Fregoso and Lahiri 2000.
30. De Haas 2007.
31. Ibid., 828.
32. See “International Expert Meeting: ‘Added Value of Diaspora Cooperation’” 19 December 2008,

available at <http://www.giz.de/expertise/downloads/gtz2009-en-added-value-of-diaspora-cooperation.
pdf>, accessed 12 February 2015.
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from which previous migration has been high. The European Commission claims that
“migration and development policies should … focus much more on economic
reform and job creation and on improving the working conditions and the socioeco-
nomic situation in low-income and middle-income countries, and in regions charac-
terised by high emigration pressures.”33 In the United States, a top destination for
Armenian emigrants, the US Agency for International Development (USAID) under-
stands “the importance of migration and remittances for Armenia’s development” and
so is working “toward improving the internal situation in the country [Armenia], in-
cluding labor market development and promotion of Armenia’s competitiveness so
that there are enough competitive and well-paid jobs within the country to support
Armenian families.”34 French aid is used to finance co-development programs in
Mali and Senegal where assistance is provided directly to migrants to help them
return to their country of origin.35 The targeting of aid to groups likely bound for a par-
ticular donor may mitigate, although will unlikely completely eliminate, the ability of
one donor to free-ride off development assistance provided by other donors.36

Migrant Mobilization

Donor government immigration policy objectives are unlikely to be the only factor
driving the relationship between migration and aid. Foreign aid choices, such as
those that govern all policy choices over scarce resources in a democracy, are
subject to intense competition between interested parties.37 In addition to indicating
the potential for future migrant flows, the size of an aid recipient’s migrant population
living in a donor state is one measure of that group’s ability to influence the host gov-
ernment to direct increased foreign aid toward its homeland.38

It is not unambiguous that migrant groups in donor countries will be willing to mo-
bilize on behalf of their country of origin. Home countries and their overseas popu-
lations have a long and storied relationship: emigrés have been referred to as
“traitors” and have been treated as “prodigal sons and daughters who had abandoned

33. Communication from European Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European
Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of Regions, COM(2008) 611 final, 10 August 2008, 7.
34. “Analyzing Labor Migration Trends in Armenia,” US Government Assistance to Armenia

Newsletter, 1, no. 3 (2008), 4. <http://armenia.usembassy.gov/uploads/QE/C0/QEC0ZKx1eSYuWRgd
NZ6Amw/an_winter_spring_2008.pdf>, accessed 12 March 2015.
35. de Haas 2007.
36. For further discussion and modeling of free-riding in this context, see Azam and Berlinschi 2009.
37. Grossman and Helpman 2001; for an application of lobbying in the context of foreign aid, see

Pevehouse and Vabulas 2013b.
38. There is also a growing literature on the domestic determinants of donor aid allocation, although it

does not directly examine the role of migrant groups; see Fleck and Kilby 2001; Noël and Thérien 1995;
Thérien and Noël 2000; and Tingley 2010. Domestic political concerns at the district level have been
shown to influence legislative support (or lack thereof) for foreign aid (Milner and Tingley 2010).
These studies have examined the effect of domestic considerations on the size of the overall donor aid
budget, rather than the destination of aid (although Fleck and Kilby 2006 is an exception).
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their national family and who therefore should not be allowed to retain their original
nationality.”39 During the past three decades this anti-emigrant tide has turned as
states increasingly see their diasporas as an asset. Countries such as the Philippines
and Mexico have established hometown associations to connect with their external
citizens. India and China, following international incidents, actively court their dias-
poras by offering incentives for home country investment.40 In some cases, for
example, Mexico, Morocco, and China, emigrés have come to be celebrated as national
heroes, whereas in others politicians travel abroad to establish relationships with their
expatriates.41 These strategies attempt to create, recapture, or cultivate feelings of mem-
bership in the nation. As Fitzgerald notes, “migrants are outside state territorial borders
but within the boundaries of the imagined nation;”42 Shain claims that governments
work to “promote and sustain the attachment of the people to the motherland.”43

Political rights. Increasingly, governments of migrant-sending states allow dual
citizenship for their migrants abroad. Dual citizenship policies are designed to
evoke a feeling of inclusion in the homeland.44 Itzigsohn and Goldring argue that
the extension of dual citizenship should enhance migrants’ feeling of connection to
their country of origin, a feeling that should lead them to advocate on behalf of
their home country.45 The extension of dual citizenship is often used instrumentally
by home governments to encourage expatriates to naturalize in their host countries.
Jones-Correa and Mazzolari use microlevel data and find ample evidence to
support this conjecture, based on Latin American immigrants to the United States.46

Dual citizenship allows migrants to become part of the formal political process in
their adopted country without severing citizenship ties to their homeland.
Encouraging naturalization is a strategic decision aimed at strengthening the link
between home country and the expatriate’s country of residence. Freeman and
Ogelman argue that “sending countries are likely to be strategic and to be directed
toward such goals as enhancing their control and influence over their nationals
living abroad and, through them, increasing their influence over the foreign and domes-
tic policies of receiving states.”47 Ostergaard-Nielsen shows that the Turkish govern-
ment attempted to engage its diaspora to facilitate entry into the European Union,48

and multiple scholars examine the impact of ethnic lobbies in the United States.49

39. Martin 2003, 7.
40. Agunias and Newland 2007.
41. Gamlen 2008.
42. Fitzgerald 2009, 201.
43. Shain 1999, 662–63.
44. See Agunias and Newland 2007; and Gamlen 2008.
45. See Itzigsohn 2000; and Goldring 1998.
46. See Jones-Correa 2001; and Mazzolari 2009.
47. Freeman and Ogelman 1998, 771.
48. Østergaard-Nielsen 2003.
49. See, for example, Bishin 2009; Glazer and Moynihan 1975; Levitt and de la Dehesa 2003; Pevehouse

and Vabulas 2013a; and Shain 1994/95.
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Mobilization will be enhanced when migrants feel included in their homeland and
have access to the political system in their host country. We account for both of these
factors in our construction of an appropriate variable to measure immigrant political
engagement.

Hypotheses

A larger migrant population from a recipient means both that a donor can expect rel-
atively large future migration from that country because of chain migration and that
there is the potential for the group to have significant political voice in the donor.
Therefore, both of the pathways hypothesized in this article create the expectation
of a positive relationship between aid and migration.
The first hypothesis reflects this expected aggregate relationship:

H1: There will be a positive association between the size of the migrant population
from a recipient residing in a donor and the donor’s commitment of aid dollars to the
recipient.

Testing this empirical connection is an important first step, but not in itself sufficient
to establish a causal link between migration and aid. To better understand the contrib-
uting factors to the relationship and to deal with potential bias or endogeneity, inter-
active hypotheses are used to test the role of donor migration policy and migrant
mobilization. If the magnitude of the relationship is conditional on overall migration
policy and/or migrants’ incentive and ability to influence policy, then it is much less
likely that the link between migration and aid is spurious or endogenous, a point to
which we return in the results later.

Donor immigration policy. Foreign aid can be used as one tool in achieving im-
migration goals, and these goals change in a donor over time. The use of aid to further
migration goals means that less aid is available for pursuing other donor policy ob-
jectives. Thus, given that aid is a scarce resource, more should be allocated toward
migration goals when the intensity of policy-makers’ preferences to restrict immigra-
tion increases. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H2: When a donor country’s policies toward migrant entry become more restrictive,
the effect of recipient country migrant population on aid flows will increase.

H2 tests whether the response of aid to migration varies with changes in donor entry
policy toward migrants. This is an interactive effect. Donors who adopt more restric-
tive immigration policies may increase, decrease, or not alter total aid flows. For in-
stance, one could imagine a situation in which a right-wing government seeks to
decrease aid and immigration, but allocates more of the remaining aid to programs
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designed to decrease migration. This finding would be consistent with H2, which hy-
pothesizes that despite any effect on aggregate aid flows, restrictive immigration pol-
icies are associated with an increase in the importance of migrant populations from
recipients in determining how the pot of aid money is allocated across countries.

Mobilized migrants. In addition to donor governments using aid to further migration
policy, migrants might pressure their host government to increase development assis-
tance to their home countries. Although any migrant group can seek an increase in
funding, some groups are likely to be more energized to act on behalf of their homelands
and/or have greater access to the political process in their host countries. We use the ex-
tension of dual citizenship rights by the migrant sending/aid recipient state as a measure
of the incentive migrants will have to mobilize on behalf of their home country.
Although there are many ways in which migrants may influence policies, we use the
extension of voting rights to migrants living within the donor as a measure of political
access. This variation across migrant groups in both incentive and ability to effectively
mobilize for their home country provides a way to test the responsiveness of aid alloca-
tion to differences in migrant mobilization. We hypothesize the following:

H3: In dyads where the aid recipient allows its migrants abroad to hold dual citizen-
ship and the aid donor grants voting rights to migrants, the link between migrant
population and aid flows will be stronger than when these conditions are not met.

Again, the hypothesis concerns the interactive effect; the direct relationship between
dual citizenship or voting rights and aid allocation may be positive, negative, or
neither. The measure of migrant mobilization used in the empirical analysis is
coded 1 if the donor provides migrants with voting rights and the aid recipient
country provides migrants with dual citizenship rights; it is coded 0 otherwise.
This measure is imperfect but has characteristics that make it useful for testing our
hypothesis. It incorporates both incentive for mobilization and access to the political
process. Furthermore, the coding of dual citizenship is based on recipient countries’
policies and is not driven by donor preferences: in any year it does not vary across
donors for a given recipient. This allows us to be confident that it is not merely
another reflection of differences in donor policies toward migrants—a situation
that would make it difficult to distinguish evidence supportive of H2 and H3. We
are not suggesting that migrants will successfully mobilize only when they have
both dual citizenship and voting rights in the donor. Rather, one should expect a
greater impact when both of these conditions are met—hence the hypothesized inter-
active effect between mobilization and migrant population.

Sample and Data

Our main analysis examines dyadic aid commitments for the period 1993 to 2008. We
begin our analysis in 1993 because multiple scholars have suggested a changing role
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for aid following the end of the Cold War.50 We have data on bilateral foreign aid
from all twenty-two OECD donors to 159 recipient countries.

Dependent Variable: Aid Commitments

For the dependent variable we use dyadic data on foreign aid commitments taken
from the OECD’s online database, reported in constant (2008) dollars.51 The
natural log of (1 plus) the aid value is used as the dependent variable.

Key Explanatory Variables

Because of concerns of endogeneity, explanatory variables are lagged by one period.

Migrant population. Our first key explanatory variable, MIGRANTS, is the log of
(1 plus) the population of migrants from a recipient country residing in a donor
country at time t−1. We use the data on the size of a donor’s migrant population col-
lected by Fitzgerald, Leblang, and Teets who rely on information from national statis-
tical offices to produce measures of dyadic migrant stocks and flows for twenty-two
destination (donor) countries from 210 source countries.52

Donor migration policy. Immigration policy is notoriously difficult to measure
because countries differ significantly not only in how immigrants are treated once
they arrive but also in how open their borders are to those who wish to enter. We
use three different measures of migration policy to lessen concerns that the results
are driven by choice of measure. Our preferred variable, MIGRATION POLICY, directly
codes changes in a country’s entry policy. For each country-year we code whether
entry policy—quotas, family reunification, recruitment of workers, etc.—moves in
a more liberal (−1) or restrictive (+1) direction. We take 1980 as the base year and
give it a value of 0. For each subsequent year we add or subtract one if there is a
change in policies governing the entry of immigrants; higher values on this variable
indicate more restrictive policies. Because countries differ in terms of the overall lib-
eralness or restrictiveness of their policies we always include a set of donor-country
indicator variables. We have data on migration policy for all of our donor countries

50. See Bearce and Tirone 2010; Bermeo forthcoming; Dunning 2004; and Wright 2009.
51. Aid data are from OECD.stat, Dataset DAC3a; data for both ODA (Part 1) and OA (Part 2) are com-

bined in this study to get total aid data and converted frommillions of dollars to dollars. Available at <http://
stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE3A>, accessed 15 July 2010.
52. Fitzgerald, Leblang, and Teets 2014 provide information on both original data sources and the statis-

tical procedures used to produce time-varying measures of a country’s stock of migrants. Although each of
the twenty-two OECD donors is included here, coverage varies by donor based on data availability; we
partially address this with an analysis by donor. This analysis can capture more destination countries
than the analysis in Fitzgerald, Leblang, and Teets 2014 because the focus in this study is on migrant
stocks, for which there is better coverage, rather than migrant flows.
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with the exception of Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, New Zealand, and Portugal.
These data are available through 2005; the range on this variable is from −4 to
5. This measure is constructed using the measures of migration policy restrictiveness
from Fitzgerald, Leblang, and Teets.53

As a robustness check we alternatively use a measure of donor entry policy based on
bi-decade surveys of respondents from immigration offices around the world, carried
out by the United Nations’ Population Division in the Department of Economic and
Social Affairs, World Population Policies. This publication provides the results of
surveys of government officials who are the titular head of the agency responsible
for immigration policy. We draw on the question that asks whether government pol-
icies regarding the level of immigration should remain the same, be raised, or be
lowered. We code a variable, UN POLICY, equal to 1 if the response indicates that pol-
icies should be designed to lower the level of immigration, −1 if the response is in
favor of increasing migration, and 0 when policies are desired to keep migration the
same. As a second robustness check, we replace the migration policy variable with
a variable measuring the vote share for far-right parties in the most recent election
(FAR RIGHT VOTE). Since anti-immigrant sentiment and policies are usually a key com-
ponent of the platform of far-right groups, increases in vote share for these parties rep-
resent increasingly negative public attitudes toward the immigrant population.54

Migrant mobilization. Migrant mobilization is more likely in situations where (1)
home (recipient) countries allow migrants to maintain home country rights even when
naturalizing abroad and (2) host (donor) countries provide migrants with voting
rights. When both conditions hold, our measure of MIGRANT MOBILIZATION equals 1;
otherwise it is coded as 0.55

Control Variables

We include measures of INCOME (gross domestic product per capita) and POPULATION; if
donors are focusing on need for development assistance then we would expect aid to
be decreasing in income and increasing in population. Data for both variables come
from the Penn World Table version 6.356 and each variable is logged.
We recognize that relationships between donors and recipients are complex, with

migration being one component that might influence aid flows. Therefore, we are in-
terested in controlling for “connections” between the donor and recipient other than
immigration. We include the log of EXPORTS from the donor to the recipient based on

53. Fitzgerald, Leblang and Teets 2014.
54. The coding of extremism is based on Norris 2005 and is incorporated from Fitzgerald, Leblang, and

Teets 2014. Not all countries have three far-right parties; if that is the case then we use the vote share for the
one or two largest far-right vote recipients.
55. Data to construct this variable come from Fitzgerald, Leblang, and Teets 2014; and Leblang 2012.
56. Heston, Summers, and Aten 2009.
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the International Monetary Fund’s Direction of Trade Statistics and converted to
constant dollars using the US gross domestic product deflator.57 We control for the
log of DISTANCE between donor and recipient capital cities as reported in EUGene
v. 3.2 software.58 We also have an indicator variable that is 1 if the recipient is a
former COLONY of the donor, which is coded from the CIA World Factbook.
To measure military importance we include the log of (1 plus) military assistance a

recipient receives from the United States taken from the USAID Greenbook (US
MILITARY).59 Ideally this would be a dyadic measure, however military assistance
data are available for the United States only. As a proxy for overall military impor-
tance these figures for US military aid are included as a control for all donors, given
the alliance ties between OECD donor countries; this is obviously an imperfect
measure for donors other than the United States. A measure of recipient
DEMOCRACY is included based on data from the Freedom House’s Freedom in the
World data set; this is the average of a recipient’s score on the civil liberties and po-
litical rights variables, inverted so that 1 is least democratic and 7 most democratic.60

Two variables are included to control for emergency need in a recipient that could
lead to changes in aid flows. An indicator variable, CIVIL WAR, takes the value of 1 if
the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset codes the country as having a civil war.61

To account for the impact of disasters on a recipient, we include a measure of the
number of people affected by a natural DISASTER.62

Results

Models and calculations of substantive effects for H1 are shown in Tables 1 through
3. Unless otherwise noted all equations are estimated using a Tobit modeling speci-
fication with left censoring at 0 and robust standard errors clustered on dyad.63 A
Tobit model was chosen because for approximately one-third of the observations
the dependent variable takes a value of 0.64 This is mainly driven by smaller aid
donors, which tend to focus their aid on fewer recipients.
Table 1 shows results relating the migrant population to foreign aid. For the sake of

comparison, we present Model 1 as a benchmark, without the inclusion of the
MIGRANTS variable. Unless otherwise noted, all models include a set of donor fixed

57. From International Financial Statistics online database, 2005 = 100.
58. Bennett and Stam 2000.
59. Available at <http://gbk.eads.usaidallnet.gov/>, accessed 1 December 2010.
60. Available at <www.freedomhouse.org>, accessed 27 December 2014.
61. Gleditsch et al. 2002.
62. Data are from CRED 2009. The log of (1 plus) the total of the “total affected” category for each

country year is used.
63. Alternatively clustering on donor or recipient does not change the main findings.
64. It is possible to view these zeros as either censored values or corner solutions. In either case, standard

ordinary least squares estimation will lead to inconsistent estimates of the parameter values. Wooldridge
2002.
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TABLE 1. Impact of immigration on aid flows, 1993–2008

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

MIGRANTS (lag) 0.662*** 0.193*** 0.362***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

INCOME (lag) −2.613*** −2.711*** 0.046
(0.00) (0.00) (0.87)

POPULATION (lag) 1.191*** 0.792*** 0.011
(0.00) (0.00) (0.96)

EXPORTS (lag) 0.389*** 0.273*** 0.129*** 0.018
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.29)

DISTANCE −1.885*** −1.183*** −1.233***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

COLONY 5.771*** 3.365*** 1.949***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

US MILITARY (lag) 0.075*** 0.076*** 0.035***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

DEMOCRACY (lag) 0.219*** 0.158*** 0.037
(0.00) (0.01) (0.59)

CIVIL WAR (lag) −0.069 −0.353* −0.186
(0.71) (0.05) (0.14)

DISASTER (lag) 0.107*** 0.093*** −0.007
(0.00) (0.00) (0.24)

YEAR 0.208*** 0.193*** 0.098***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

AID COMMITMENTS (lag) 0.254***
(0.00)

N 33,116 33,116 33,611 33,099
Dyads 3,129 3,129 3,157 3,129

Donors 22 22 22 22
Recipients 157 157 159 157

Model Tobit Tobit Tobit Arelleno-Bover/
Blundell-Bond

Fixed effects Donor Donor Donor
Recipient*Year

Notes: The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) aid commitments from the donor to the recipient; the unit of analysis is a dyad-year and p-values are in parentheses. Models 1 to 3 use a
Tobit estimation with standard errors clustered on dyad, and report the marginal effect calculated as the effect on the latent variable multiplied by the probability of being uncensored. Model 4
employs the Arelleno-Bover/Blundell-Bond estimator. * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818315000119 Published online by Cambridge University Press
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effects.65 The coefficient estimates reported for Models 1 to 3 are the marginal
effects, calculated as the effect of the independent variable on the latent (unobserved)
variable, multiplied by the probability of being uncensored.66 Consistent with exist-
ing literature, Model 1 shows that bilateral aid commitments in this period are lower
with higher levels of per capita income and larger bilateral distances. Aid commit-
ments are increasing with higher exports from donor to recipient, and when the recip-
ient has a larger population, receives more military aid from the United States, was a
former colony of the donor, is more democratic, or has experienced a natural disaster.
In Model 2 we add the number (logged) of migrants from an aid-recipient country

residing in a donor country in t-1. The coefficient on the variable, MIGRANTS, is pos-
itively signed and statistically significant. The marginal effect is substantively large
as well: a 10 percent increase in the size of the migrant population from a particular
recipient residing in a donor country increases aid commitments to that recipient by
nearly 7 percent.
The next models in Table 1 establish the robustness of this finding. Model 3 drops the

variables that measure recipient characteristics and replaces them with a complete
battery of recipient × year fixed effects, a practice that controls for unmeasured attri-
butes of aid recipients that are either constant or that vary over time. This specification,
like the others, still includes a set of donor fixed effects so the estimated model includes
only variables capturing bilateral donor-recipient linkages.67 The results using this very
conservative specification remain broadly consistent with those inModel 2: coefficients
on exports, distance, and colonial history continue to be statistically significant and in
the expected direction. The parameter estimate measuring the impact of the size of the
migrant community from a recipient in a donor is still positive and statistically signifi-
cant. The demanding nature of this specification results in a considerable decrease in
magnitude on this coefficient; however, a 10 percent increase in migrant population
is still associated with an increase in bilateral aid commitments of about 2 percent.
In the last column of Table 1 we alter our estimation strategy and deploy the

dynamic panel system estimator developed by Arellano and Bond as extended by
Arellano and Bover, and Blundell and Bond.68 This procedure models the dynamics
of foreign aid allocation by estimating the model in differences and through the in-
clusion of a lagged dependent variable. Differencing the model eliminates unmeas-
ured origin and recipient (as well as dyadic) fixed effects, while the use of a

65. The use of fixed effects in nonlinear models, such as Tobit, can lead to incidental parameter problems
resulting in bias and incorrectly estimated standard errors. However, in the case of Tobit models, Greene
2004 uses Monte Carlo simulations to show that the bias problem is surprisingly negligible and problems
with precision estimates decline rapidly with panels longer that T = 5 and with the frequency of censored
observations.
66. The base values reported with the Tobit command in Stata are the coefficients on the latent variable.

Because this variable is never actually observed, Wooldridge 2002 suggests reporting the marginal effects,
as we do in this study.
67. The sample size in Model 3 is larger than in Model 2 because of missing data associated with recip-

ient countries on such variables as income, population, etc.
68. See Arellano and Bond 1991; Arellano and Bover 1995; and Blundell and Bond 1998.
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lagged dependent variable captures unmeasured and temporally dependent processes
that may influence the allocation of aid. This estimator also addresses the possibility
that the stock of migrants in an aid donor may be endogenous to the allocation of
foreign aid. This could occur if migrants follow aid flows rather than the other
way around. The dynamic panel estimator deployed in this study deals with the po-
tential for endogeneity through the use of internal instruments constructed as devia-
tions from lagged independent variables.69 The parameter estimates from the
dynamic panel system estimator are broadly consistent with those obtained from
the earlier models and confirm both the statistical and substantive importance of
migrant populations in driving the cross-national allocation of foreign aid.

Robustness. We test the robustness of our findings to different modeling tech-
niques and the inclusion of additional variables.70 Using the data from Model 2 in
Table 1, we alternatively analyzed these using a Hausman-Taylor model, a negative
binomial model, and an ordinary least squares (OLS) model with fixed effects for
dyads. Each of these have some drawbacks related to the Tobit results reported
earlier, but in every case the relationship between migrant stock and aid commitments
remains positive and significant (p < 0.001). Robustness to the inclusion of additional
explanatory variables was also tested. Using Model 2, the addition of a measure for
affinity in UN voting records between donor and recipient,71 membership in common
defensive alliances,72 or economic growth in the recipient country73 did not detract
from findings on the variables of interest.

Aggregate results. The dyadic analysis in Table 1 examines the relationship
between migrant population and aid commitments in donor-recipient pairs.
However, a recipient country may send migrants to multiple OECD donors, and
we are also interested in the aggregate impact of this out-migration on the foreign
aid it receives. Thus, it is important to ask whether total emigration to OECD coun-
tries increases total bilateral aid to a recipient summed across bilateral OECD donors.
Aggregation will also allow us to determine if increased foreign aid from Donor A to
a recipient simply crowds out foreign aid from Donor B. For instance, if France gives
more money to Country X because Country X has sent it many migrants, does
Country X receive more aid overall or do other donors decrease their aid to X to com-
pensate for the increased French aid? To help answer these questions, Model 5 in
Table 2 is constructed similarly to Model 2 except that the unit of analysis is a

69. This estimator assumes normality of the dependent variable. Since the dependent variable is con-
structed as a change we still have a large number of zeros but the year-on-year differences are well approx-
imated by a normal distribution.
70. Available in the online supplementary appendix.
71. Gartzke 2010.
72. Leeds et al. 2002.
73. Heston, Summers, and Aten 2009.
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recipient-year, rather than dyad-year. Data from Model 2 are used to construct the ag-
gregate values for variables as follows: aid commitments (the dependent variable),
migrant stock, and exports are summed across OECD donor countries for each recipi-
ent; distance reflects the mean distance of the recipient from donors; and colony takes
the value of 1 if the recipient was ever the colony of any donor in the analysis. An
ordinary least squares (OLS) model is specified since 0 values on the dependent var-
iable are not an issue when aid is aggregated across donors. As the results show, the
impact of aggregate immigration on aggregate aid flows is positive and significant,
suggesting that higher overall emigrant stock living abroad in OECD countries in-
creases aid flows to a recipient.74

TABLE 2. Impact of immigration on aggregate
OECD bilateral aid, 1993–2008

Model 5

MIGRANTS (lag) 0.519***
(0.00)

INCOME (lag) −1.057***
(0.00)

POPULATION (lag) 0.590***
(0.00)

EXPORTS (lag) −0.099
(0.54)

DISTANCE (lag) −0.437
(0.17)

COLONY (lag) 0.610***
(0.01)

US MILITARY (lag) 0.059***
(0.00)

DEMOCRACY (lag) 0.120
(0.27)

CIVIL WAR (lag) 0.043
(0.86)

DISASTER (lag) −0.003
(0.84)

YEAR 0.089***
(0.00)

Constant −162.347***
(0.00)

N 2,212
Recipients 156
R-squared 0.536
Model OLS

Notes: The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) aid commitments
to the recipient aggregated across all OECD donors. The unit of
analysis is a recipient year and p-values are in parentheses; robust
standard errors (not shown) calculated by clustering on recipient.
Observations from Model 2 were used to calculate aggregate values.
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.

74. This results holds if either recipient or year fixed effects are included in Model 5.
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Substantive effects. To gain a sense of the magnitude of the effect of migration on
aid, substantive effects are calculated using the aggregate data from Model 5 and the
Clarify software.75 First, we create a base country by setting all variables at their
median value. This base country has 65,127 migrants living in OECD countries
and the expected value of its aid is $46,157,499. Column (1) in Table 3 shows
these values as well as the median values for all other variables in the analysis. In
column (2), all variables are kept at their median except for migrant population,
which is raised to its value at the 75th percentile (274,919). Doing this raises the ex-
pected value of aid commitments to $96,992,091, a 110 percent increase. This repre-
sents an increase of $242 for each additional migrant sent to OECD countries.
Although it can be problematic to compare effects across variables, it is interesting to

see the changes in aid produced by similar manipulations of other explanatory vari-
ables. In column (3) migrant population is returned to its median value but population
is increased to its value at the 75th percentile. This allows us to compare the effect of
general increases in population with the effect of increasing emigrants living in OECD
countries. The result in column (3) is a large increase in aid (about 102 percent), but
each additional person represents only a $3.40 increase, compared with the initial
average of $7.46 per capita, so aid per capita decreases as regular population increases.
Column (4) increases US military aid to its value at the 75th percentile with all other
variables set at their median value. The resulting increase in aid is much less than
that produced by the increase in migrant population in column (2).

Results by donor. Table 1 is a dyadic analysis across twenty-two OECD donors
with fixed effects for each donor. It is also worthwhile to run the same analysis for

TABLE 3. Substantive effects calculations

1 2 3 4
Base country Migrant stock at 75% Population at 75% US military at 75%
median values other variables median other variables median other variables median

MIGRANTS (lag) 65,127 274,919
INCOME (lag) $4,701
EXPORTS (lag) $719,984,326
DISTANCE (lag) 4,364
COLONY (lag) 0
POPULATION (lag) 6,188,046 20,047,600
US MILITARY (lag) $300,001 $1,900,011
DEMOCRACY (lag) 4
CIVIL WAR (lag) 0
DISASTER (lag) 452
YEAR 2001

Expected value aid $46,157,499 $96,992,091 $93,341,932 $51,413,431

Notes: Based on Model 5 from Table 2. All variables at median value unless otherwise noted.

75. See Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2003; and King, Tomz, and Wittenberg 2000.
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the individual donors. This allows us to address any potential concerns that may arise
from pooling across heterogenous donors, or from different data coverage across
donors. When a model analogous to Model 2 is estimated by donor with standard
errors clustered on recipients, there is a positive and significant (p < 0.05) relationship
between the size of the dyadic migrant population and aid commitments for Australia,
Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland; for no country is
there a significant, negative coefficient on migrant population. When year fixed
effects are included, the coefficient on migrant stock is positive and significant for
each of these donors and for Spain.76

Aid and Immigration Policy

Our second hypothesis suggests that the use of foreign aid by a donor to decrease mi-
gration will not be constant across time. If foreign aid is a part of the donor country’s
overall migration strategy, then its link with migration should vary accordingly. To
test this hypothesis we include a variable, MIGRATION POLICY, measuring the donor
country’s policy regarding the entry of labor migrants. The variable takes on
higher values when entry restrictions are intensified and lower values when entry re-
strictions are liberalized. This variable is also interacted with MIGRANTS. Support for
H2 is found if the impact of migration on aid commitments is stronger in the presence
of more restrictive immigration policies, that is, if the interactive effect is positive.
The interactive nature of H2 (and H3) also addresses concerns that the overall re-

lationship between migration and aid may be due to an omitted variable that varies
with both migration and aid (making the observed relationship spurious) and/or
that causality runs solely in the opposite direction (from aid to migration). If the re-
lationship between migration and aid varies with migration policy, it is much less
likely that the observed relationship between migration and aid is being driven by
an omitted variable. Similarly, although one might argue that aid could cause migra-
tion, it is unlikely that aid causes migration policy; a significant interactive effect
thereby assuages concerns of reverse causality. Similar arguments can be advanced
for the testing of H3.
The effects of interaction terms over a range of possible values are always difficult

to interpret. This problem is augmented when the specified model is nonlinear since
there are issues with direct interpretation of the coefficient on the interaction term.77

As an alternative, Greene suggests graphically showing the effects separately for dif-
ferent values of the key variable of interest, in this case MIGRATION POLICY. Figure 1
shows the predicted values of aid commitments separately for three values of

76. Models were not estimated for the UK and Ireland because of limited data. The table is available in
the supplementary appendix.
77. See Ai and Norton 2003; and Greene 2010.

Migration and Foreign Aid 645

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
20

81
83

15
00

01
19

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818315000119


MIGRATION POLICY: liberal (-3), neutral (0), and restrictive (3).78 Migrant population is
allowed to vary and other variables are held constant at their means.
The different slopes are evident in the graph. As the migrant population from a re-

cipient in a donor increases, governments with restrictive immigration policies
respond by increasing foreign aid at a faster rate (steeper slope) than governments
with more liberal immigration policies, in keeping with our expectation from H2.
Although we posited no ex ante hypothesis regarding the direct effect of migration
policy on overall aid flows, it is evident in Figure 1 that for a large portion of the dis-
tribution of migrants, governments that adopt more restrictive immigration policies
also lower foreign aid. This is consistent with a scenario in which a government
with a more negative view of “foreigners” restricts entry and reduces aid (lower inter-
cept), but focuses the remaining aid more intently on further reducing the flow of
migrants to achieve immigration goals (steeper slope).
Given the different intercepts and donors’ tendency to target aid toward achieving mi-

gration goals to a varying degree in liberal and restrictive environments, it is not surpris-
ing that these two effects on the migration-aid relationship offset each other for some
portion of the distribution. Indeed, when the log of migrant population is above 9.5
(less than one-fifth of observations), the effect of migrants on aid is not significantly dif-
ferent under liberal or restrictive migration policies. Donors with restrictive immigration
policies tend to also lower aid, but their stronger desire to use aid as migration policy
means that the initial differences in aid across policy preferences are overcome when
migration is sufficiently high. The finding is consistent with previous work documenting
links between increased migration and increased restrictiveness in immigration poli-
cies.79 The results here find evidence of another component: more restrictive policies
also increase the relevance of migration concerns in foreign aid decisions.
The regression underlying this figure is reported in Model 7 in Table 4, which also

presents results for our two alternative measures of migration policy: UN POLICY and
FAR RIGHT VOTE.80 As Models 8 and 9 show, the same pattern holds when using either
of these alternative measures of migration policy: when either is interacted with the
number of migrants from a recipient in the donor, the coefficient on the interaction
term is positive and significant. These relationships also show up graphically.81

Aid and Migrant Mobilization

Our third hypothesis provides a different lens through which to interpret the relation-
ship between a country’s immigrant population and its distribution of foreign aid. All

78. The predicted values are based on the marginal effects, as discussed for Table 1.
79. Muddle 2012.
80. In Model 7 we have clustered standard errors by dyad. Our key variable of interest, MIGRATION

POLICY × MIGRANTS, contains the variable MIGRANTS that varies by dyad and MIGRATION POLICY that varies
by donor rather than by dyad. It is also reasonable, therefore, to cluster the standard errors by donor.
The same conclusions result when this is done.
81. See the supplementary appendix.
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else equal, we hypothesize that migrants are more likely to be mobilized in support of
their homelands when their homelands provide dual citizenship rights and when they
have the ability to vote in their host country. When both of these conditions are met,
the variable MOBILIZATION is coded 1; it is 0 otherwise. Once again the key test for our
hypothesis relies on an interaction effect, in this case the interaction between migrant
mobilization and the size of the immigrant population. Our expectation is that the re-
lationship between migration and foreign aid will be higher when both components of
our migrant mobilization are true and the variable is equal to 1.

Model 10 in Table 5 shows the results of the Tobit analysis for the mobilization
hypothesis alone; Model 11 includes this with the migration policy hypothesis
(H2). As before, it is best to examine this effect graphically, as shown in Figure 2.
When home countries grant dual citizenship and the host country extends voting
rights (MOBILIZATION = 1), then increasing the size of the bilateral migrant population
has a larger impact on bilateral aid commitments, as the steeper slope in Figure 2 indi-
cates. The relationship between migration and aid varies with the level of mobiliza-
tion, providing support for H3. Furthermore, including the interaction term for both
MIGRATION POLICY × MIGRANTS and MOBILIZATION × MIGRANTS (Model 11) shows contin-
ued strength for both interaction terms. Thus, it appears that these two effects can
simultaneously influence aid-allocation decisions.
Although H3 posits only that the effect of migrant population on aid will vary with

mobilization (that is, that the slopes will differ), it is clear from Figure 2 that the inter-
cepts also differ. One plausible explanation for the lower intercept when
Mobilization = 1 concerns dual citizenship. Migrant-sending states may dispropor-
tionately feel the need to grant dual citizenship when their emigrants are not being
particularly active in lobbying for their homeland, in the hopes that this will spur
them to action. If dual citizenship is granted to get more aid, it appears to be
working. Within a donor, migrant stock has a greater impact when dual citizenship
and voting rights are present than when either is absent: this is the evidence from

FIGURE 1. Interaction between bilateral migrant population and donor migration
policy
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the interaction term with donor fixed effects in the model.82 Further investigation into
this relationship is an interesting topic for future research.

TABLE 4. Examining the impact of migration policy

Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9

MIGRANTS (lag) 0.720*** 0.634*** 0.691*** 0.698***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

MIGRATION POLICY (lag) −0.450*** −1.101***
(0.00) (0.00)

MIGRATION POLICY × MIGRANTS (lag) 0.096***
(0.00)

UN POLICY (lag) −1.601***
(0.00)

UN POLICY × MIGRANTS (lag) 0.156***
(0.00)

FAR RIGHT VOTE (lag) −0.021
(0.44)

FAR RIGHT VOTE × MIGRANTS (lag) 0.007*
(0.06)

INCOME (lag) −3.149*** −3.130*** −3.217*** −3.158***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

POPULATION (lag) 1.035*** 1.024*** 0.905*** 0.910***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

EXPORTS (lag) 0.285*** 0.285*** 0.344*** 0.320***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

DISTANCE −1.095*** −1.050*** −1.292*** −1.323***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

COLONY 3.057*** 2.892*** 3.553*** 3.741***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

US MILITARY (lag) 0.112*** 0.112*** 0.097*** 0.090***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

DEMOCRACY (lag) 0.180** 0.182** 0.180** 0.188***
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

CIVIL WAR (lag) −0.528** −0.560** −0.412* −0.397*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.06) (0.06)

DISASTER (lag) 0.101*** 0.104*** 0.111*** 0.107***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

YEAR 0.209*** 0.204*** 0.226*** 0.220***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Constant −407.393*** −397.468*** −434.980*** −423.025***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Sigma 7.079*** 7.061*** 7.217*** 7.170***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

N 27,116 27,116 29,619 32,028
Dyads 2,363 2,363 2,995 3,124
Donors 17 17 22 22
Recipients 157 157 157 157

Fixed effects Donor Donor Donor Donor

Notes: Tobit estimation with standard errors clustered on dyad; p-values are in parentheses. Donor indicator variables
included but not shown. The analysis runs from 1993–2006 in Models 6 to 8 and from 1993–2008 in Model 9. * p < .10;
** p < .05; *** p < .01.

82. The mobilization measure varies when either voting rights in the donor or dual citizenship rules in the
recipient vary. Over our time period, voting rights vary within a donor for only three donors (Austria,
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TABLE 5. Examining the impact of migration policy and mobilization

Model 10 Model 11

MIGRANTS (lag) 0.743*** 0.621***
(0.00) (0.00)

MOBILIZATION (lag) −3.726*** -3.835***
(0.00) (0.00)

MOBILIZATION × MIGRANTS (lag) 0.369*** 0.384***
(0.00) (0.00)

MIGRATION POLICY (lag) −1.128***
(0.00)

MIGRATION POLICY × MIGRANTS (lag) 0.098***
(0.00)

INCOME (lag) −3.165*** −3.120***
(0.00) (0.00)

POPULATION (lag) 0.845*** 0.947***
(0.00) (0.00)

EXPORTS (lag) 0.355*** 0.314***
(0.00) (0.00)

DISTANCE −1.077*** −0.831***
(0.00) (0.00)

COLONY 3.665*** 2.889***
(0.00) (0.00)

US MILITARY (lag) 0.092*** 0.106***
(0.00) (0.00)

DEMOCRACY (lag) 0.266*** 0.275***
(0.00) (0.00)

CIVIL WAR (lag) −0.399* −0.552**
(0.07) (0.01)

DISASTER (lag) 0.115*** 0.111***
(0.00) (0.00)

YEAR 0.246*** 0.209***
(0.00) (0.00)

Constant −476.544*** −408.327***
(0.00) (0.00)

Sigma 7.206*** 7.069***
(0.00) (0.00)

N 28,985 26,357
Dyads 2,940 2,326
Donors 22 17
Recipients 155 155

Notes: Tobit estimation with standard errors clustered on dyad; p-values are in parentheses. Donor indicator variables
included but not shown. The analysis runs from 1993–2006. * p<.10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.

Belgium, Luxembourg). Dual citizenship varies for every donor, every year, because it is a recipient-level
variable. Therefore, much of the variation in the fixed effects model is driven by variation on the granting of
dual citizenship rights. Voting rights in the donor are still important: multiple donors grant voting rights
throughout the period and so have variation on mobilization as dual citizenship varies. In alternate
models, dual citizenship without the voting rights is not significant: voting rights seem to be necessary
for dual citizenship to have an effect, but variation in dual citizenship is driving the within-donor variation
picked up by the models.
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Refugee Analysis

The analysis so far has been confined to groups defined as migrants. To better under-
stand the mechanisms at work, it is worth thinking about how one might expect them
to apply to a different, but related, group—international refugees living in donor
countries. First, at the aggregate level: it is likely that a large refugee population
from a recipient country living in a donor country is associated with lower levels
of bilateral aid. The granting of refugee status by a donor makes a statement about
the sending state’s government—one that is unlikely to be rewarded with increased
aid. Although donors often choose to continue giving aid in refugee-generating situ-
ations, they may choose to confine this aid to emergency relief granted through inter-
national organizations; this decreases the scope of aid provision and limits the number
of channels through which aid can be given. Thus, we expect a negative relationship
between the size of the refugee population from a recipient in a donor and the allo-
cation of aid from the donor to the recipient.
It is also worthwhile to examine the interactions between refugee populations and

both immigration policy and mobilization. According to H2, as donor attitudes
toward migrants become more restrictive they will try to decrease migration by in-
creasing aid to migrant-sending countries. We would expect to see the same interac-
tive relationship with refugees. Although donors likely give less aid overall to
recipient governments generating large refugee flows, their efforts to stem the flow
of refugees with humanitarian relief will likely increase as the desire to stem migra-
tion becomes stronger. Thus, we hypothesize a positive coefficient on the interaction
between refugees and migration policy; this is the same directional effect that we ex-
pected on the interaction term between migration policy and migrant stock.
Unlike the variation with migration policy, we do not expect the interaction

between mobilization and refugees to be similar to the interaction between mobiliza-
tion and migrant population. Although many migrant groups may mobilize on behalf
of their country of origin, refugees who have fled from a government are unlikely to
lobby to increase the resources available to that government. Consider the case of

FIGURE 2. Migrant mobilization and foreign aid commitments
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Cubans residing in the United States: this group has a long history of lobbying the US
government to enact measures against their homeland.83

Table 6 reports results similar to those in Tables 4 and 5 but includes a measure of
refugees from the recipient living in the donor.84 As Model 12 shows, the overall re-
lationship between refugees and aid allocation is negative—the opposite relationship
to that observed between migrants and aid flows. Model 13 introduces the interaction
term MIGRATION POLICY × REFUGEES. The interaction between migration policy and refu-
gees is positive and significant, similar to that observed in the interaction between
migration policy and migrant stock in Table 4.85 Model 14 tests the relationship
between the interaction of VOTING RIGHTS and REFUGEES and foreign aid allocation.
Instead of using the MOBILIZATION measure from Table 5, this analysis uses only
one of the components of that measure, VOTING RIGHTS, excluding the measure of
dual citizenship.86 Although the interaction between mobilization and migrants in
Table 5 is positive and significant—signifying that migrant mobilization is associated
with increased aid—the same is not true for the interaction between voting rights and
refugees. The insignificant coefficient on VOTING RIGHTS × REFUGEES suggests that
unlike other migrants, there is no evidence that refugees mobilize to increase aid to
their country of origin.87

Conclusion

Migration and foreign aid are each important contributors to the relationship between
developing countries and their wealthier counterparts. The analysis in this study
shows that they are also interconnected. Donor countries use aid as part of their
broader immigration strategy, seeking to foster development abroad and decrease
the push factors for migration. Additionally, migrants living in the donor country mo-
bilize to increase funding for their homelands.

83. Glazer and Moynihan 1975.
84. Data are from the United Nations High Commissioner on Refugees, available at <http://www.unhcr.

org/statistics.html>, accessed 27 December 2014. If no refugees are reported a value of 0 is assumed.
85. This can also be seen graphically by varying migration policy (analogous to Figure 1). A model

analogous to Model 13 but also including the interaction MIGRATION POLICY × MIGRANTS from Table 4 con-
firms that the findings on the interaction terms MIGRATION POLICY × MIGRANTS and MIGRATION POLICY ×
REFUGEES hold when they are both included in the same model; see the supplementary appendix.
86. This is done because dual citizenship does not apply in the same way to refugees, who are fleeing

their homeland.
87. Because VOTING RIGHTS only varies within a few donors during the sample, this is alternatively run

with recipient fixed effects, year fixed effects, or recipient and year fixed effects in place of the donor
fixed effects reported in Table 6. In each case the coefficient on the interaction VOTING RIGHTS ×
REFUGEES is negative, but not statistically significant. Including the broader mobilization variable and its
interactions with migrants and refugees in the same model (available in the supplementary appendix) is
consistent with this difference: the coefficient on MOBILIZATION × MIGRANTS is positive and significant, the
coefficient on MOBILIZATION × REFUGEES is insignificant, and the results of a post-estimation Wald test
suggest equality is unlikely (p = 0.026).
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Our empirical analysis shows a strong, positive relationship between the number of
migrants from a recipient country living in a donor country and aid allocation from
the donor to the recipient. The magnitude of the link between migrants and foreign
aid increases as a donor’s policies toward migrant entry become more restrictive.
This supports the hypothesis that donors incorporate concerns about migration
when making decisions on foreign aid. The impact of migration on aid allocation
also increases when migrant groups have increased incentives to lobby for their
homeland and access to the formal political system in their host country, in

TABLE 6. Examining the impact of refugees on aid

Model 12 Model 13 Model 14

MIGRANTS (lag) 0.799*** 0.766*** 0.799***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

REFUGEES (lag) −0.162*** −0.179*** −0.189***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

MIGRATION POLICY (lag) −0.233***
(0.00)

MIGRATION POLICY × REFUGEES (lag) 0.049***
(0.01)

VOTING RIGHTS (lag) −0.451*
(0.08)

VOTING RIGHTS × REFUGEES (lag) 0.065
(0.50)

INCOME (lag) −3.076*** −3.036*** −3.094***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

POPULATION (lag) 0.911*** 1.039*** 0.913***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

EXPORTS (lag) 0.307*** 0.255*** 0.309***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

DISTANCE −1.648*** −1.422*** −1.646***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

COLONY 3.476*** 2.725*** 3.463***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

US MILITARY (lag) 0.077*** 0.091*** 0.076***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

DEMOCRACY (lag) 0.182*** 0.184** 0.182***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

CIVIL WAR (lag) −0.385* −0.549** −0.395*
(0.07) (0.01) (0.06)

DISASTER (lag) 0.099*** 0.088*** 0.098***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

YEAR 0.210*** 0.171*** 0.215***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Constant −401.342*** −329.054*** −411.226***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Sigma 6.793*** 6.617*** 6.797***
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

N 24,498 22,059 24,464
Dyads 2,997 2,363 2,995
Donors 22 17 22
Recipients 157 157 157

Notes: Tobit estimation with standard errors clustered on dyad; p-values are in parentheses. Donor indicator variables
included but not shown. The analysis runs from 1996–2006. * p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01.
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keeping with the idea that migrant mobilization plays a role in determining the cross-
country distribution of aid. These findings add to scholarly work on both aid alloca-
tion and the role of migrants in fostering the relationship between host and home
country.
Aid donors have often been criticized for focusing on their own self-interest at the

expense of development. This is partially a false dichotomy: using aid to enhance mi-
gration goals is self-interested, but it is also development oriented. An increasing use
of aid to meet immigration goals should result in more development-focused aid.
However, the most likely migrants are not usually the poorest of the poor, but
rather those who have enough income to be mobile. Thus an immigration-motivated
focus on development may not coincide with increased well-being for the poorest
countries or regions within countries. In fact, it could potentially lead to increasing
marginalization of some countries and groups, as those already connected to the in-
ternational community by migration further increase their connections through
foreign aid, at the expense of more isolated populations. Future work on aid alloca-
tion should incorporate the importance of migration, and should examine other poten-
tial areas in which donor self-interest and development promotion may coincide.
These results also suggest an important generalization to existing case studies of

immigration we noted earlier: home countries play an important role in “activating”
their external populations through policies that make them feel connected to their
homeland. Although these connections are an important part of generating remittanc-
es and return migration, our results demonstrate that home countries can also be suc-
cessful in leveraging their diasporas. Our measure of this type of expatriate
engagement policy—a variable based on the existence of dual citizenship—is an im-
perfect proxy for the range of strategies that countries use to maintain ties to their di-
asporas; future work should explore these policies in more detail. The results also
speak to the importance of further analyzing the political activity of immigrants
within their host countries. We find empirical support of differences for labor mi-
grants and for refugees, suggesting that more detailed analysis of the political prefer-
ences of these different types of foreign-born communities is warranted.
From a political economy perspective, the analysis shows the importance of cross-

ing topical dividing lines when studying economic relations between states. The lit-
eratures on migration and foreign aid have evolved almost exclusively independently.
Yet migration goals and foreign aid policy are not set by governments in isolation
from each other, and the same is true of many international policy areas. This
study contributes to the relatively small, but increasing, body of scholarly work
that looks at interconnections between different research areas that have traditionally
been pursued separately.

Supplementary Material

Supplementary material for this article is available at <http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/
S0020818315000119>.
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