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Immigration policy during the age of mass migratemolved from a more or less
general open door policy around the 1860s to d @leging down during First World War
and the 1920s, with rising barriers to internatlonagration since the late nineteenth century.
Market forces were important in this policy shiétlabour became more abundant in the New
World, real wage growth slowed down, and incomérithistion differences widened. Political
variables played also a role in shaping nationahiignation policies as a result of nation
building, interest groups and more or less repitas@r politics.

This paper focus on Argentina since it is a reléwase study among New World
countries before 1930. Argentina was only secorttiédJnited States in number of
immigrants andn no other country had immigration such an imgachpared to the size of
native population. The ability of Argentina to attt large numbers of immigrants relative to
their own population is striking not only in thetlreAmerican context but also compared to
Australia or CanadaThe conventional representation found in Argenkiistory is that, in
spite of a growing concern about immigration, ppliid not change substantially from the
1890s to the 1930s. The government subsidized Earopnmigration for a very short period
of time in the late 1880s but over the period cde&isged immigrants arrived in massive
numbers with no subsidy. On the eve of the Great, \ttie government approved legal
restrictions of entry for those considered politicdangerous such as anarchists, but
historians maintain that the country remained dpanternational migration all over the
period. Economic historians, however, maintain thagentina followed the general trend of
the gradual closing of New World countries aftex i870s. The United States led the leap in
restrictions but Argentina was no exception. Acaagdo this view, around 1900 immigration
policy had switched and Argentina is representeal i@strictionist country in the following
period (Timmer and Williamson 1998).

This paper argues that pro-immigration policy wasrang and persistent long-run
force in Argentina but simultaneously there wasteeat from a totally open policy in the
1870s to mild restrictions during the 1920s. Thesiclg trend may have been similar to that
of the United States but not the level of restoias. Different forces were pushing in opposite
directions: there were economic reasons to impestictions to massive immigration but the
balance of political power in hands of those maediited by the influx of foreign labour
kept restrictions moderate. The aim of this papgtherefore, to disentangle the different

forces shaping Argentine immigration policy from70&o 1930. If there was an economic

! Regarding immigration policy, Canada and Austrhlid a special relation with Imperial Britain; iddition,
Canada was too close to the US, while Australiateadgar from Europe and had to subsidize the ab#te
passage (Magee and Thompson 2010: 72-78). Bramlalged a very particular immigration policy with
generous subsidies to foreign workers after thditedooof slavery.
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rationality for closing the door to large numbefsnomigrants, why did Argentina not follow
the United States during the 1920s? If, on thereopt Argentina was a classical case of a
country dominated by pro-immigration policy intase§.e. landed proprietors), why did
restrictions to immigration increase over time?

Section 1 summarizes the standard views foundaritdrature regarding Argentinean
immigration policy. A carefully constructed new axdof immigration policy based on
detailed legislation is presented. Quantifying @pis a difficult task and there is always
room for discussion since no theoretical modelloafollowed. Therefore, section 2
discusses different theoretical explanations fanigration restrictions trying to find out how
they fit in the Argentinean historical experienSection 3 adds a political economy
explanation of the evolution of immigration polickhen, in section 4 the quantitative
relationship between the new immigration policyar@&nd some variables intended to
capture different forces influencing policy is exq@d. Finally section 5 concludes.

The quantitative evidence presented here sugdesdtétgentina had several
economic reasons to restrict immigration priortte 1930s, particularly rising inequality and
a declining demand for labour as population ancet@omy grew. However, economic
forces pushing for restriction were not successfalosing the door during the 1920s and
immigration policy never turned to measures sintitathose approved in the United States.
In a completely different institutional backgrouAcgentinean policy makers were dominated
by pro-immigration interest. Unskilled labour fonsas composed overwhelmingly by
foreign workers who could not participate in pakti they formed de factopowerful
political power with unskilled native workers (whia turn had very low electoral
participation rates) and developed a very radedablr movement. Therefore, those hurt most
by massive immigration could not change policy anlipment. However, their voice was
heard loudly through massive strikes and labouesinit was the fear of political and social
turmoil the ultimate reason for which those whotcolfed parliament and had more to gain
with an abundant supply of labour eventually introeld immigration restrictions.

1. Open or closed? Two views on Argentinean immigtan policy

Argentina is traditionally represented in the Eieire as a country open to mass
immigration up to the 1930s. Argentina competed\Bitazil (and to a certain extent with the
United States) for immigrants from the same Soutlmropean pool and, contrary to Canada

or Australia, immigration policy was not restricivThe standard view is that despite an
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increase in some regulation of arrivals during288 century, Argentina had a de facto open
door policy which pulled masses of immigrants.

Scholars agree that there was an increase in temdan the conditions of entry, but
legislation remained basically untouched sincel®i£0s. Classic assessments on economic
growth in Argentina before the Great War stresbedole of liberal policies towards trade
and migration and the openness of Argentina totabgnd labour during thBelle Epoque
(Diaz Alejandro 1970). Historians emphasize thetiaat liberal policy remained almost
unchanged despite many attempts to restrict thagnaton flow and all the official rhetoric
on the need to select high quality immigrants (Re\2D01; 2003b). Taylor (1992; 1994)
elaborated on the reasons of Argentina’s relatoegmemic decline compared to Australia:
different migratory policies (selective in Austeliersusnon-selective in Argentina) attracted
different types of immigrants and had long run exnit and demographic consequenées.
Others claimed that immigration policy in Argentiwvas irrational and short-sighted because
of the absence of restrictions (Solberg 1970). @dmsistence of an open immigration policy
in Southern Cone countries is commonly explained @sult of the political power in hands
of thelatifundistasand urban capitalists, while in the United Stat@®plaints from the
median voter (the unskilled or semiskilled workean urban occupation) finally resulted in a
restrictions to immigration (Hatton and Williamsa007: 220-30).

In Argentina the need to increase population tda@kthe abundant natural resources
was a strong element in the national building pssc&he 1853 Constitution established a
long lasting legal framework entirely friendly tai®pean immigratiod.According to the
Constitution and the following legislation (the B3[Zaw of Immigration and Colonization)
foreigners enjoyed basic civil rights as freedonaggociation, movement, private property,
profession and religion, among others. Immigrargsenexempted from compulsory military
service and they could vote in municipal electidvaturalization was easy and with low
requirements (Castro 1991).

At the turn of the twentieth century ideas aboetpbsitive influence of immigrants
had changed. Foreigners arrived in huge numbesg;dfowded in the cities and some of
them became a threat to social order when thegtutm be very influential in the radical

labour movement. Since immigrants kept their natiibies of origin, a strong nationalistic

% Taylor urged further research on the dramatic icaibns for long run economic growth of the opeod
immigration policy followed by Argentina.

% Population was needed not only to people the Pang@agromote economic growth, but immigration hiso a
the original goal of bringing culturally “superioithmigrants to “civilize” the country. Argentina ver
instituted discriminatory policies against partanuloreign group (as the United States did withGhénese) but
always show a positive preference for European gnamits (Cook Martin and Fitzgerald 2010). Europeaae
considered in the early years of massive immignasigperior workers than native population (Solld3g@0).
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ideology developed in Argentina around the 191fsssing the belief that foreigners poorly
assimilated national values. Nevertheless, immigmgtolicy proved very difficult to change.
Between 1899 and 1923 three bills and thirty-soppsals initiated by members of
Parliament failed to change the old 1876 L%a@n the eve of the Great Depression the
government had managed to introduce mild restnstend more administrative controls on
arrivals (particularly for those considered poétlg dangerous such as anarchists) but
scholars concur with the view that Argentina keptleeral immigration policy up to the early
1930s (Albarracin 2002)

This traditional representation of Argentina a®ardry open to immigration conflicts
directly with other explanations of the evolutidnmmigration policy in the global labour
market. In a very influential article Timmer andWémson (1998) hold that immigrant
countries in the New World started closing the ddorforeign workers already in the late
nineteenth century. The United States did not snigddose the door during the 1920s;
restrictions had been cumulating over a longempgerrgentina, Australia, Canada, and
Brazil, followed the same trend. The massive movero&labour force across the Atlantic
caused a reaction against unrestricted immigrafibnse more hurt by immigration, the
unskilled native-born, gradually increased theilital influence and finally managed to
change policy. In Latin America, policies often kabe form of an enormous drop in (or even
the disappearance) of large immigrant subsidiggerahan of outright exclusion. Therefore,
economic historians seem to agree that Argentolviing a global trend, became a country
increasingly closed to massive immigration.

Timmer and Williamson (1998), (hereafter T&W), adgsed an immigration policy
index for five countries in New World destinatiodggentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada and
the United States. The index was coded for eachtopwith values from +5 to -5. A positive
score indicates a set of policies strongly pro-ignatiion; a negative score reflects policies
strongly anti-immigration, and zero score reflextseutral policy, a mixture where pro-
immigration offset anti-immigration policies. Acabng to the values in T&W index,
Argentina was a restrictionist country from thelaB90s onwards (even with lower values
than Australia!) and very much in line with the W States values up to 1914. In spite of a
very different experience with mass immigration #mel fact that no other country had a
higher political participation than the United $&(i.e. the working man competing with

* Argentina: Diario de Sesiones de la Camara detBims, 1909, vol. |, pp. 190-192; 1916, vol. 2, ppb1-
1664; 1918-19, vol. V, pp. 581-583; 1922, vol. ¥, B45-352, y 1923, vol. IV, pp. 677-678. In evprgposal
to restrict immigration, particularly during the2®s, deputies and senators invoked the UnitedsS¢atemple.
®> Contemporaries shared the same view; Cuban dfiial 930 consider legislation in Argentina as “an
example of a nation that marches at the head gf¢bele that favour the immigrant”. Quoted in Cddértin
and Fitzgerald (2010).
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immigrants had political voice), the two countregerience a very similar drift away from
free immigration.

Since this representation conflicts directly witle tonventional view the question is
whether the T&W index for Argentina misinterpretmmgration policy. To help answer this
question | have designed a new index (hereafter B8&x) carefully grounded on Argentine
legislation on immigration. The new index trieqteasure the intentions of immigration
policy as viewed by the government in the host égyuend not by prospective immigrants.
Values in the BSA index range from 0 to 10, theelabeing a totally open immigration policy
(see appendix A). Figure 1 presents the two indi&sth show the same trend in the long
run: Argentine policy became more restrictive. B®A index shows nonetheless a milder
restrictive profile: before World War | there wasnaderate retreat from openness and during
the 1920s restrictions increased. The largesteajisarcy between the two indices appears in
the 1890s. T&W considered that the sudden disappearof large immigrant subsidies after
1890 should be depicted as a major anti-immigrgtiaicy shift. Consequently, their index
drops sharply: a 3 points fall. The BSA index, ba tontrary, considers that the
disappearance of subsidies to European migrantsi@itdeer the result of any deliberate
intention to close the door nor the response topaiagsure from native population or any
particular social group against massive immigratidme end of subsidies was a result of the
1890 financial crisis. Argentina had started sulssid immigration from Europe in the late
1880s° The subsidies policy was short lived, just over years 1887-1889. The financial
crisis of 1890 (the Baring crisis) left the govememhwith no funds and the subsidies
programme was completely abolished in 1891. Theom#he programme ended was the
government financial hardship and not a delibedatgsion to restrict immigratiohThus, the
BSA index shows a moderate drop after 1890. Dukdshort duration of the subsidies
program the impact in total immigration was veryadinF-ewer than 2 percent of the 6.5
million immigrants who arrived to Argentina betweB840 and 1930 did so taking advantage
of government paid farésAfter the 1890s crisis, the government rejectatimeéing the
subsidies programme not because there were anyrantgration reactions but simply

because immigrants arrived in large numbers witloytofficial help (Devoto 2003). The

®Brazil started subsidizing immigration in the sayears so it was not by chance that the Argentinegonent
thought that they were unable to compete for Eumopeorkers. In addition, the government tried toaat
Northern Europeans to balance the predominandalafr immigration (Sanchez-Alonso 2007)

"It is true that the disappearance of subsidieslikely to directly affect the costs and benefifsvugration as
viewed by the prospective immigrant but it shoudddgar in mind that the new index intends to measur
intentions of immigrant policy from the point ofew of the Argentine government.

8 Brazil kept a long lasting program of subsidisehigration and over 70 % of immigrants arrived witid
passages (Leff 1997; Holloway 1980). Australia hadssisted migration programme all over the periaate
or less generous according to economic conditibheme: 50 percent of arrivals in the 1870s wesésted but
only 10 percent in the crisis years of the 1890s
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disappearance of subsidies was simultaneously ethaianced with a substantial increase in
the number of consulates in several countries ijiI(Cook Martin 2005) The Argentine
government quickly learned that it was possiblattact labour without subsidising the trip
from Europe: high wages, high demand for unskil&xbur, and lower transportation cost
over the long run did all the work.

The BSA index shows other minor discrepanciestergeriod 1900-1914 (see
appendix 1). Scholars consider the 1902 Resideagednd the 1910 Law of Social Defence
as anti-immigration legislation since it allowee tixecutive to deport foreigners involved in
political activities. It is not easy to classifyighegislation as a simple anti-immigration policy
(see section 3 for explanatiol?).Nevertheless, following the conventional approasa new
index presents lower values. The most serious att&rintroduce a restrictive legislation
substituting the old 1876 Law came in 1923 whengivernment presented a bill to
Parliament very similar to the 1921 American Imratgyn Act (although with no national
guotas) and clearly under the American influendee Bill was rejected and the government
finally enacted an administrative decree modifyiimg restrictive way the old 1876 LaW.

The 1923 decree gave immigration officials extrawady faculties to decide who was
admitted and, according to Devoto (2001), they vedaiek in the application of the requisites
for entry. Economic growth in the last years of #820s seems to be the explanation for this
very flexible immigration control.

To sum up, the new index presents a very simidarctin the evolution of immigration
policy in Argentina as the T&W index, but the oMepacture is one of a much milder
restrictions throughout. The disappearance of sidsdid not represent a major anti-
immigration policy shift, but rather governmentdnrcial constraints after the Baring crisis.
Argentina did not follow the lead of the United t8&after the Great War and, in comparative
terms, kept relatively low barriers of entry forrBpean immigrants. Globalization forces
may explain the trend in immigration openness, naitnecessarily thievel of restrictions
prior to the 1930s.

°In the early 1880s, there were 35 consular offiné3pain alone. By 1904, there were 56 consulacesfin
Spain. This number dropped after the Great Warirbi®33 there were still 42 consular offices iraBp
Similarly, by 1895 Argentina had 30 consular offi¢e Italy. By 1910, this number had increased2Z@#dd by
1933 there were about 25 offices. In no other Eeaopcountries did Argentina have as many constiiaes,
with the exception of Britain (source of much capitivestment).

YAmerican congress passed legislation in 1903 afd #8cluding from entrance into the country immigsa
who held anarchist beliefs. In 1908 immigratioria#fis were instructed “to rid the country [through
deportation] of alien anarchists and criminals’h€n 2001:34). Timmer and Williamson (1996) did not
consider this legislation as immigration restringo

1 Modifying the Law by administrative decrees was tiorm of Argentina immigration legislation. The768
Law of Immigration and Colonization remained indermntil the passage of Law 22439 in 1981 (Albdrrac
2004:173)
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It is worth stressing that any attempt to captwiécy changes in a quantitative index
is subject to judgment differences in assigningigalsince there is no underlying model or
theory. In order to make sense of Argentine imntigrepolicy, the next section will try to
answer the following questions: Is there a ratiangdlanation for an increase in immigration
restrictions over time? Were there economic funddaig explaining the evolution of
immigration policy? Was the Argentine governmeuwintg to maintain the position of
unskilled labour relative to that of landownersratustrialists? How do we explain the
increase of restrictions since Argentine politieygvdominated by big landowners and
capitalist? Did immigrant origin or quality changeer time generating a demand for
restrictions? Why Argentina did not follow the UsdtStates in closing the doors during the
19207

2. What explains immigration restrictions? Some hyptheses for Argentina

Three classical studies analyze changes in imnmgrablicy prior to the 1930s over
time and across countries: Foreman-Peck (1992)i6(1994), and the aforementioned
Timmer and Williamson (1998). Their basic findingsexplaining the restrictions increase
are the following: (1) Unskilled workers are thasest hurt by mass immigration; (2)
Unemployment increased the demand to close the (i®)ofoo many immigrants can raise
hostile reactions from the native-born populati@);Changes in immigrants’ origin may be
related to lower quality of immigrants and/or toiacrease in xenophobia for different
reasons (culture, religion...); (5) An increase iegoality might provoke more restrictions,
and (6) Political institutions and the extensiorsoffrage shape immigration policy in one

way or the other. How do these explanations fthenArgentine case?

Unskilled workers are those most hurt by mass imatian: “quality” of immigrants is
important to explain different policies.

There is a clear consensus in the literature réggttie divided interest between
labour and capital: wage earners, particularly uleskworkers, lose with immigration as the
labour force grows and wages decrease, while ovafdasd and capital (also owners of
skills) gain from the more abundant labour supplgignificant negative impact of
immigration on wages is found in the United Std@&sldin 1994; Hatton and Williamson

1998). If, however, labour demand augments enocoigififtet the immigration impact on
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labour supply, it might be the case that wagesalaacrease (or in a very small proportion)
as a result of massive immigratith.

Real wages in Argentina grew substantially from@8y 1930 as labour demand was
expanding. Thanks to the work done by Jeffrey \Afitison (1999) we can now document real
wages in several Latin American countries on alydsasis. In the 1870’s real wages in
Argentina were around 76 percent relative to Brité the first decade of the twentieth
century Argentine wages were 96 percent thoseitaiBr Nevertheless, immigration had the
predicted effect on real wages of the native pdmnaln a counterfactual scenario of no
immigration between 1870 and 1910, Argentine reajes would have been 21 percent
higher (Taylor and Williamson 1997). The impachufration on the Argentine labour force
is the highest among the New World countries givensmall size of population around the
1870s. Over time, demand for restrictions mightehgrown among native-born workers
competing with immigrants. In the United Statesitteease in industrial real wages during
the 1920s was directly related to the end of magsation from Europe after the introduction
of the Quotas (David and Wright 1999). Therefore,can assume that had Argentina
introduced restrictive policies similar to thosehe United States the growth of real wages
during the 1920s would presumably have been higher.

A further consideration is whether immigrants aselplementary or substitute labour
force. More unskilled immigrants might increase skél premium on wages of the local
labour force; therefore, the reaction of native keos to restrictions might be different
according to the immigrants’ and their own skille traditional view assumes that
Argentina received masses of unskilled workers fRonthern Europe. The majority of the
native labour force was also unskilled. Howeveillskicreased over time both in Southern
Europe and in Argentina, so in order to understhedeaction of native workers to
immigrant labour we should think in relative terr@@mpetition in the labour market between
natives and immigrants is, therefore, related ¢éo"tuality” of the immigrants both in
absolute and in relative terms.

“Quality” of immigrants is usually proxied by wagasd literacy rates. Literacy in
countries of origin of immigrants and relative saté literacy between origin and destination
allow testing the evolution over time of immigrantjuality. For the United States, it has been
argued that the switch of emigrant sources frorhgge to low-wage European countries
correlates with a decrease in the quality of imeugs; the Dillingham Commission reached

that conclusion before 1914. Change in immigraotigjiins was related to a drop in quality

12 This seems to be the case in Australia where waggesilly increased with immigration (Pope and \&fith
1994)
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and, consequently, to an increase in the demane$tnictions. In the case of Argentina there
Is no dramatic change in source countries over (fFrgure 2). Before 1914 national origins
of immigrants were broadly the same (though theas avdecrease in the already low
numbers of immigrants from Northern Europe andna@neiase of other groups from Eastern
Europe around World War 1). Italians and Spaniamt$arger proportions the former, were
systematically more than 70 per cent of the migratiow. Immigration from Northern
European countries (Ireland, France, Germany, $wWérd) declined over time, Eastern
Europeans (Russia mainly) reached quite substantiabers before First World War, and
new groups such as people from the former Ottonmapite, appeared in the 1920s. So, the
question would be if there was a decreasing trerida quality of Latin immigrants
(Spaniards and Italians) over time.

Literacy rates were lower in Southern Europe corghéo the North, but there was a
general upward trend in literacy from the 1870#1930s and the rise was particularly
intense in the 1920s. Immigrants from Italy andi®paere more literate in the 1910s and the
1920s than in 1870 simply because of the growiegdcy rates in their countries of origin.
Low levels of literacy and skills might have bebe tase for new immigrants, such as those
coming from the Middle East. Argentinean immigrat&iatistics show 42 per cent of
illiterates among newly arrived immigrants in treay 1914. In the 1920s illiteracy rates
among immigrants dropped to 18 percent in spith@higher numbers of “new immigrants”.

What happened in relative terms? In 1884 primancation became compulsory,
secular and free as education became a prioritth@Argentine government. Massive
immigration and the growing number of foreign sdsaave the definite push to use primary
education to transmit national values to the cbfldnmigrants and to reinforce national
cohesion. There was a dramatic rise in literacyesthe late 19 century. Literacy rates
increased from 36.8 percent in the 1880s to 71lr.8¢a in the 1920s (Bunge 1940). In the
city of Buenos Aires the 1914 census shows thaae86ent of population older than 14 were
literate.

The extraordinary growth in literacy rates of resitipopulation in spite of the
massive inflow of immigrants seems to support teaithat Argentina opted for raising the
levels of education of the immigrant’s childrentees of restricting the flow of low quality
immigrants. Natives and second generations of imamig became more literate than their
foreign parents so immigrants relative quality @ased in the long run. The trend was also
reinforced by the declining numbers of highly l&gr immigrants from Northern Europe over
time (Figure 3). At the turn of the century, theagpe of native workers was vindicated at the
expense of the Europeans. During the next decadg mtellectuals came to agree that
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Argentine immigrants were generally of low qualiBolberg 1970:152). Alejandro Bunge
wrote in 1914 that “our immigration barely posselsge minimum capacity and knowledge
that one might expect of civilized men”. Argentg@ernment and Parliament, however,
refused to approve any change in policy in ordesefect high quality immigrants.

It can be argued that in spite of the officialtdre the quality of immigrants never
worried in Argentina as much as in the United Statde 1917 Literacy Test in the United
States might have shown the path (Australia hadtattbn test since 1901). Both the
Literacy Test and the Quotas established in théedrtates aimed against the “low quality”
(less skilled) immigrants from Southern and Easkurope. If a literacy test would have
been passed in Argentina after the War and illieepeople impeded to enter the country, the
flow would have been 21 percent lower in 1923-19271.914, a year of massive arrivals,
imposing a literacy test would have decreased imatimn to Argentina by 42 percetit. The
impact would have been slightly higher than inlthieted States where the literacy test would
have reduced the number of all new immigrant grdiyp37.4 percent in 1907 at the height of
immigration (Goldin 1994). The debate about theliguaf immigrants was present in

political and intellectual circles but it was newenslated into selective policies.

Unemployment increases the demand to close the door

Unemployment usually increased the demand to ¢heseoor to foreign workers in
immigration countries. Qualitative evidence stregbe high rates of unemployment in
Argentina during the 1890s crisis but restrictionsmassive immigration did not follow, as it
happened in Australia. When wages, and therefafiegs earned in local currency, lost their
value in relation to gold-standard currencies, woskesponded by booking passages home.
It could be argued that there was a “guestwork#ecein Argentina during the early 1890s
since return migration reached very high level$800-1895: net migration dropped to 8.2
percent compared to 38 percent during 1885-183@nmigrants did voluntarily what any
policy of restriction would have done. The crid®wed that distress in the labour market
could be more easily alleviated by going back hgonenoving to another immigrant country

as Brazil or Uruguay). The declining cost of thp &lowed this safety valve in times of

13 According to Devoto (2003a) there were severds bil Congress proposing to restrict the arrivailliérate
immigrants. All of them were rejected by the mdjari

% 1n this calculation, | have excluded children fromei@ll illiteracy rates in the Argentine immigratio
statistics particularly in the years immediatelydoe World War | when the proportion of familiestivichildren
arriving to Argentina reached its peak. Data fl@esumen Estadistico del Movimiento Migratorio en la
Republica Argentina, 1857-192Buenos Aires, Direccién General de Inmigraciorg3.9-or 1923-27 data
come from “Movimiento general de extranjeros dugaitquinquenio 1923/27” Direccién General de
Estadistica y Censos (mimeo).

!3n the year 1891 out-migration was higher than igration leaving a negative migratory balance afrhe
30,000. (Vazquez-Presedo 1988)
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unemployment (Fogarty 1989). Therefore, the legddie 1890 crisis for policy makers
seem to be the perception that policy restrictiwase unnecessary since the immigration
flow were very sensitive to economic conditions andtracted in adverse economic
scenarios.

After the 1890s crisis immigration policy was unaguwously designed to address the
needs of the labour market: the focus was on seasarkers and not on workers to settle in
the land permanently. Labour demand was highlysedsand dominated by the agrarian
cycles. Arable agricultural land needed two typewarkers: one willing to work seasonally
and another one to work year round. Immigrants waueial for the first case, particularly
those who crossed the Atlantic annually, but lewatkers (with a high number of immigrants
among them) were moving out and into the citieseddmg on demand of labour in
agriculture (Adelman 1992; Galiani and Gerchun®®2). Argentina can be described as a
low unemployment, labour-scarce country. But if iteguency of unemployment refers to
the percentage of workers left idle at any timdrdythe year, Argentina was a highly
seasonal unemployment country. Nonetheless, Ade{(@29%) stresses that from the 1900s
onwards a highly mobile labour force shifting beswehe rural and the urban sector only
experienced unemployment while waiting for the rextvest season. The possible shortage
of labour for the harvest season was always a o@inern in Argentina. Although massive
immigration became a growing concern among inteleaircles the landowners and
capitalist interests seem to have been a poweafakfagainst any restrictive measure of the
inflow of foreign workers. During the 1920s, whennnigration arrivals decreased there was
an increasing anxiety about tightness in the lalboanket. For contemporaries, if the shortfall
of immigration was to be offset by increased ndtpogulation growth, there would be a
substantial lag before native-born children entéhedabour market. Immigration, by
contrast, represented an immediate addition téathaur force. Lewis (1992) documents how
in the late 1920s agrarian and industrialist orgations complained bitterly about a general
shortage of labour, skilled and unskilled.

Too many immigrants can raise hostile reactionsfiatives.

Table 1 show the impact of mass immigration to Ngarld countries according to
Taylor and Williamson (1997). Immigration servedaise Argentina’s labour force in 1910
by an impressive 86 per cent (compared to 24 peneehe United States) and between 1870
and 1910 immigration accounted for 60 per centopiutation increase. Net immigration rate
in Argentina after 1870 more than doubled the Wh8¢ates rate. Argentina was the country
with the highest rate of foreign population to was in the world so thguantityof
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immigrants could have been a relevant variablenfonigration policy. However, the
relationship can work in both directions. If polimyakers believe that population growth is an
essential component for economic development imatimm policy can be designed to pull a
large number of immigrants. Over time, a high petage of foreigners can raise hostility
from native society.

Immigrants usually gather in specific areas andbreg In an attempt to link different
interest groups to political outcomes Goldin (198dnsiders not only capital and labour
interests but also rural-urban divisions. In thetébh States the probability that a legislator
would vote for immigration restrictions was negetywassociated to the proportion of
foreign-born in a given district and was also negdy related to the level of urbanization.
The rate of urbanization in Argentina grew veryidapsince the 1870s precisely because of
immigration: the percentage of foreigners overltothan population grew from 22 percent in
1869 to 37 percent in 1914. Foreign population eatrated mainly in the Pampean region
and in the cities of high economic growth. The atyBuenos Aires absorbed the largest
number of immigrants: in 1914, native-born and ifgmers had equal shares in total city
population but male foreigners outhnumbered malv@dtorn (Recchini de Lattes and Lattes
1975). Other cities such as Rosario, Cordoba otaSamalso showed a high concentration of
immigrant population. At the turn of the 2@entury, the government tried to redirect, quite
unsuccessfully, the newly arrived immigrants tacpkother than Buenos Aires. Landowners
constantly complained about shortage of labouhértral areas while there was an
increasing alarm for the concentration of immigsanturban areas. Public debates on the
need to change immigration policy were always d@ted by a dual problem: there were too
many immigrants in the cities and very few in theat areas.

If Goldin’s conclusions for the United States wirdoe applied to Argentina, the fact
that immigrants were overwhelmingly representethencities would led us to conclude that
urban populations would have opposed restrictionsimigration. But simultaneously urban
immigrants were seen to be at the root of socablems such as crime, alcoholism,
prostitution and street violence among others. @iowth and the concentration of
immigrants in urban population can, therefore,dlated to hostility toward foreigners and
demand for restrictions on immigration.

Argentine immigrant communities did not split intber-ethnic rivalries as North
American immigrants did. Nor were ethnic features@ated to skilled levels; each
community hosted a spectrum of occupations antsgkiile majority of them unskilled) with
the exception of the small group of “old immigrdrftem Northern Europe who arrived in
the 1870s (Adelman 1992). As mentioned before thagno great difference in the ethnic
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profile of immigrants in the 1880s and the 1920sn&ally speaking, immigrants were rather
successful in Argentina urban labour markets. ifiadhl immigrant groups were over-
represented among industrial proprietors and commenawners. In terms of property
ownership, for example, Italians did far betteAngentina than in the United States (Klein
1983; Baily 1999Y° However, immigrant businessmen and professionstsraet increasing
intellectual criticism. Solberg (1970) describesvitbe high percentage of foreigners in
commerce and business provoked the fear that tihgyt notally exclude nationals from
business. Immigrants’ economic success seemsrildied to the fact that immigrants were

seen more and more as competitors in the skillddsami-skilled labour market.

Concentration of landownership and political powesulted in policies open to mass
migration

Most academic discussion on immigration policiesuase that the interest of capital
and labour are divided. Foreman-Peck (1992) arthatdandownership matters as well,
particularly in the export oriented agriculturabaomies of the New World. Landowners
producing for the world markets had a lot to gayriritreasing labour supply through
massive immigration. In those countries where lawdership and political control were
highly concentrated, an increase in the scarcitglodur relative to land creates both a
demand and a supply from the landowner controldegiment for pro-immigration
policies. This explanation seems an accurate geguriof Argentinean immigration policy
and traditional historians’ interpretation fits eliig with Foreman-Peck (1992) model.
Argentina had an abundance of natural resources andrcity of labour. Without European
immigration the supply of labour in the Argentinanket would have been insufficient to
meet its demand. Therefore, landowners supporteghan immigration policy since the had
a lot to gain by increasing labour supply. Overejrmoapitalist joined forces with landowners;
owners of land and capital controlled the governnae prevented any major change in
immigration policy until the 1930s crisis. Even whaationalist ideology became popular
among the elite, immigration was not restrictedsithe ruling groups remained convinced
that immigration was essential to economic develapnand vital to the smooth functioning

of the labour market.

'8 Spaniards in turn were more successful than natoréers in Buenos Aires in securing skilled ocdigres
and entering into commerce (Moya 1988).
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Inequality matters.

The distributional impact of international immigaat has been confirmed for the age
of mass migration since inequality increased iingng countries (Williamson 1997).
Timmer and Williamson (1998) introduced inequaéiya crucial variable to explain the rise
of immigration restrictions. As in the rest of tNew World inequality increased in Argentina
from 1870 to 1930. The deterioration of the rekagposition of unskilled wage relative to the
average income, or more directly, relative to lagwts might have been quite a powerful
reason to change immigration policy.

Since government redistributive policies were wadest before the 1930s, citizens
might vote for restrictions to immigration simplgdause they disliked the increase in
inequality or because those whose situation redbtigeteriorated gradually became a large
share of voters. If the majority of the unskillednkers do not have the right to vote and the
political system is dominated by those well-of§img inequality might be a secondary
concern in immigration policy. The extension cfabral franchise is, therefore, a key
variable since it allowed those adversely affettgdhe increase in inequality to have
political voicel’

Argentina had an electoral reform in 1912 (the 2d&efia Law). Contrary to widely
held views among scholars, the Saenz Pefia Lawadithtnoduce male universal suffrage in
Argentina. Electoral laws never sanctioned restmst in the suffrage but fraud and electoral
manipulation were the norm. The 1912 electoralrrafmade the existing universal adult
male suffrage compulsory for natives over eightgears of age; it established an electoral
roll based on military conscription lists and a\psoon to ensure the representation of
minority parties (Botana 1985). Compulsory and seeoting explains the increase in
electoral participation. In 1916 the Radical PAUZR), traditionally in opposition, won the
elections. Economic policy did not change greatlsirty the 1920s but some scholars argue
that the electoral shift meant that immigrationippbecame the subject of a more popular
debate like the one encountered by President Av&823 proposal to reform immigration
law (Cook Martin 2008). Therefore, it is not clegnether the change in government might be
related to the moderate increase in restrictiomsguhe 1920s (see next section)

To sum up, reasons to restrict immigration in Atgemcan be grouped in (1) quantity
and quality of immigrants. The extraordinary higlrgentage of foreigners over total
population, the massive concentration of foreigpydation in very few areas and cities, and

the rapid growth of the immigration rates particlyléoefore 1914 seem to be powerful forces

"Voters could however give priority to growth owstribution and considered the rising inequaligynat
harmful for future economic growth.
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to close the door if immigrants were perceived #¥eat to native workers. Relative literacy
of immigrants decreased over time but not as meciaulse of a declining quality (as literacy
rates of immigrants generally improved) but becafsen extraordinary improvement in
literacy of local population. Nothing very cleandae said about the evolution of real wages
(both in absolute and in relative terms) and imatign policy. However, it seems safe to
assume that had Argentina introduced restrictivigigs similar to those in the United States
the growth of real wages during the 1920s woulcehaaen presumably higher.

(2) Unemployment is usually related to closing datorforeign labour. However, am elastic
flow of labour force between Southern Europe angefitina might have rendered restrictions
unnecessary. Immigrants returned home when theseawa&conomic downturn (doing
voluntarily what any policy of restriction would Ve&done) and back again when conditions
improved. (3) Inequality increased in Argentina @might be a powerful force pushing for
restrictions (provided voters were able to relaieigration and inequality and those whose
relative position deteriorated had the power tey.ot

Simultaneously, there were other forces that s@epush in the opposite direction:
large numbers of workers were needed during theeBaseason and there was a constant fear
of a labour shortage in agriculture and in the eixpector. Political institutions were
dominated by those who had most to gain with amdant supply of labour, (i.e. landowners
and urban capitalist) and there was a constitutipravision to foster immigration; therefore
immigration restrictions were difficult to approvehe next section will elaborate on some

political economy variables that might also explanmmigration policy.

3. A political economy explanation of Argentine imngration policy

In relative terms, Argentina remained a country enmpen to immigrants than others
in the New World, except Brazil. In their pioneesearch Timmer and Williamson (1998)
concluded that in the case of Argentina “what remma puzzle are the offsetting variables
(the residual) that kept immigration policy fromcbening even more restrictive”. According
to Solberg (1970:179), immigration policy in Argerat was irrational and short-sighted since
it was dominated by the interests of big landownediitical participation increased notably
after World War | due to an electoral reform in 29Cortés Conde and Gallo 1986). It can be
suggested that during the 1920s workers could maveased their influence in Parliament
thorough cleaner and more open elections.

Employing standard production function and tradalysis political scientists and
economists predict that capital wins and labousdssrom immigration. For the @entury,
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landownership has also been placed on the winder Bireferences of labour and capital are
directly linked to labour unions and employer fediems that acted as interest groups. Trade
unions should resist immigration because it imp@sdswnward pressure on wages (although
skilled and unskilled workers may have contrastimgrests). Argentine labour movement
was closely linked to European immigration. The kirmg class movement was dominated by
European anarchists who seem to have been moreed/abyout the working conditions,
hours of work and political activities such as thecial revolution” than about the massive
inflow of European workers. Unions always askedhigher wages but they never related the
wage level to massive immigration. During World Wéne suspension of immigration
increased unions’ bargain power. Generally speakiagiever, labour organizations were
unable to formulate a practical response to theipisre effects of labour surplus. Unions
never acted as a pressure group pushing the goeatrimclose the door to foreign workers.
The strong presence of European workers in thernggan unions could explain such an
otherwise irrational behaviour. On the contrargustrial and rural owners’ federations had
the expected pro-immigration policy with a stromgpdasis on an abundant supply of labour
while excluding radical (socialists and anarchigtahigrants (Ospital 1994).

Political science will identify Argentine as a pratr dominant model that involves
relatively small and easily organized groups sutpgipolicies that provide them direct
benefits. Immigration generated concentrated benafid diffused cost (Freeman 2006: tab.
1). Political parties are key institutions in thegqess by which immigration policy is
formulated as they aggregate blocs of votes ananisgd interests acting therefore as interest
groups. From 1870 to 1930 two main blocs of pditigarties dominated Argentine political
scenario: the Conservatives (populists or tradatipthat basically controlled government and
parliament up to 1916, and the Radical party, traaklly in opposition until a major change
in the electoral system was approved. The traditiorterpretation is that the Conservative
Parties represented landowners and capital intanesthat the Radical Party stood for urban
low and middle class. Gallo and Sigal (1963) anon&b (1993), among others, disagree
since they claim there was no such drastic chamgelitics and electoral constituencies
between Radicals and Conservatives. The turningg jgaime after the reform of the Electoral
Law in 1912. Up to 1912 elections were supposduktoorrupt, with very low participation
rates and controlled by the ruling elite but frofl@ onwards the electorate expanded
significantly since elections became cleaner anteropent® If this representation is true,

we can assume that broadening the electoral gaation, would have had a significant effect

'8 For a detailed analysis of parties and electiarthé province of Buenos Aires after 1912, see &v41t984).
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in immigration policy. The increase in restrictiah&ring the 1920s seems a priori to be
closely related with labourers’ interest now represd in Parliamerif.

Did Parliament composition change in a significaay after the 1912 electoral
reform? Landowners, industrial and urban profesdgwere almost equally represented in
Argentine political parties (the exception being Bocialist Party with more manual workers
in their ranks). The data on parliament compositiearly demonstrate the absence of any
powerful link between social status and party iatiibn in the period 1904-15. Nearly two-
thirds of all Radical deputies came from aristobatkgrounds. The situation underwent little
change in 1916-30, the era of Radical rule. Lean tine-third of the Radical deputies came
from aristocrat backgrourfd.Educational and family backgrounds were very simsimong
conservative or radical deputies and there weraigatficant differences in the composition
of Parliaments before and after 1912 (except femtbvelty of a minority of Socialist
deputies). Furthermore, there was continuity imeoaic policy between the Conservative
and the Radical era. Although the Radical govemtmef the 1920s introduced more social
welfare legislation they were never preoccupieduabmcome distribution. According to
Alhadeff (1989) as long as there was growth, theseasus was that there would be progress
in the absolute position of labour and capitaljrthelative share in income was less
significant. From the political point of view it reot easy to divide Argentine political parties
along labour versus capital lines. Immigration waser an issue in Argentine politics and
even the leader of the Socialist Party had a llbeeav on immigration (Rodriguez Braun
2008).

Could the working poor, negatively affected by thassive inflow of immigrants, do
anything in the political arena? After all, we haeen that inequality increased in Argentina
so there might be a relationship between changesame distribution and restrictions to
entry. A large fraction of Argentine workers weagdigners. Immigrants compromised
approximately one-half of the expanding middle slasd even greater share of Argentina’s
working class (around 60 percent in urban aredsyTvere over-represented in working
class (skilled and unskilled), but immigrants hadpwolitical power since the majority of them
kept their European nationalities. Foreigners cawgtvote in general elections and around

1914 only 1.6 percent of the foreign born populatias citizens. The extension of the

%1n the early 1920s there were two crucial voteBanliament on industrial tariffs. Unsurprisinglye
Socialists supported free trade and Conservatifended protectionism. A more complicated disputsar
within the Radical Party along regional lines (Rac2006: 155) The Socialists always opposed imntigmna
restrictions.

20 Smith (1974: 30) Aristocracy is defined as a grofipeople who hold simultaneously predominant eharf
economic and social power: men of high financeydaroperty owners and big industrialists according
Cantoén (1966: 40-41)
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franchise has a very different meaning in a couwtngre the majority of the population did
not have the right to vote simply because they i@egners. In 1895 only 27 per cent over
total population had voting rights (since foreigg)avomen and males natives under 20 years
of age were excluded). The percentage dramatidedigped to 14.5 per cent in 1914 due to
the massive inflow of immigrants (the majority bét males over 18}.The electoral
system actually offered voting rights to only 404&rper cent of the adult male population on
the eve of World War | (Smith 1974:1%)Electoral participation rose sharply after 1912 bu
the reform did not alter the fact that foreignestuntary excluded themselves form the
electoral systefi. In the United States immigrant votes were alwieysortant to political
parties since easy naturalization and voting laeussformed immigrants into a recognized
electoral presence. In a completely different tnfbnal setting immigrant workers in
Argentina could not influence directly the politicaitcome as it was the case in the US.

In Argentina, when inequality increased, a largeipo of workers adversely affected
could do nothing to change immigration policy. Wthen, immigration policy became
restrictive? How can we explain that restrictiohgmtry were on the rise since the 1900s?
This paper argues that economic fundamentals @liteimce Argentina immigration policy
but not in a direct way as in countries with a wadiectoral franchise, high political
participation and high rates of naturalization like United States but through an indirect
channel. Economics explain that labour in Argentiucaild have been better off with a more
restrictive immigration policy (in the Australiarew) since 1900. Political institutions were,
however, in the hands of those more benefited lepn ammigration policies (land and capital
interests). Unskilled workers had very low rategalitical participation and foreign workers
were voluntary excluded from the electoral proc&susce labour interests could not be
translated into Parliament those negatively affibtle unrestricted immigration developed
alternative actions: general strikes, labour uraest violence.

Acemoglou and Robinson (2008: 676) distinguish leetvde jureandde facto
political power. The latter appears when a groumdividuals, even if they are not allocated

L Women had no voting rights throughout the periodsidered so the percentage of population entidadte
must be adjusted to the total numbenaftive males over the legal age. Population data conme é@nsuses.
The number of those eligible to vote is obviousfedent from what fraction of the populati@etually voted.
22 The percentage of native-born men with voting tsghias lower in some districts as Buenos Airesis&ha
and Cordoba since women (natives and foreignesyrean below 18 have to be excluded (Cortés Conde an
Gallo 1996).

2 Why immigrants in Argentina did not become citigémbeyond the scope of this paper (Moya 1998:489)
concludes that low naturalization rates are attaible to the lack of incentives for naturalizingré&igners had
all the rights of citizens (except to vote in naaibelections), but were exempted from the mosttmnsome
civic obligation: military service. Others have gagted that from a migrants’ standpoint, there wéeng
incentives not to naturalize to the extent thatiradization implied loss of original nationality éDoto 2003).
See also Cook Martin (2005).
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political power by political institutions, may naheless possess it. They can revolt or use
economically costly (sometimes peaceful) protestrder to impose their wishes on society.
An increasingly radical labour movement developedigentina and acted asla facto
political power. It was the channel used to expeéssomfort since workers could not
otherwise influence policy. According to Baily (1201) given the restricted nature of the
Argentine political system, it is not surprisingtithe direct action of the anarchists and
revolutionary trade unions held greater appeahéarnmigrants than the call to naturalize and
change the system by participation in essentiatbammgless elections. The ruling class
identified strikes (sometimes violent) and labogitation as a direct consequence of the
indiscriminate admission of foreign troublemakand aventually restricted immigration.

There were two basic anti-immigration turning psihefore 1914 that can be
explained within this political economy framewotke 1902 Residence Law and the 1910
Law of Social Defence. In November 1902 there wgsregeral strike (in the middle of the
harvest season) after one year of constant lalgptatian, work stoppages, boycotts and
demonstrations. Docked ships were left to their devices, hundred of carts containing
agricultural products crowded the piers and impand exports ceased (Oved 1976). The
Residence Law was passed by Congress at an extraigrdession as a result of an
emergency situation. The 1902 Law allowed the etheetio expel foreigners involved in
anarchist activities. Members of Parliament cleatfted that the legislation was “a law of
exception” and was directed only against foreigarag and political agitators (Castro
1991)?* Between 1902 and 1910 five curfews were impossitally to allow ports
activities. After three more general strikes theosel anti-immigration turning point came in
1910 (after a bomb exploded at the Colon theatBuienos Aires) with the Law of Social
Defence. This time, the government could act diyemt the immigrant flow since captains of
shipping companies who landed out of law immigraoisid be fined. The Residence Law
was supported by one of the leading employers &dgmt the Union Industrial Argentina.
The 1910 legislation was approved after massivevaidnt general strikes such as the
tenant’s strike of 1907 and the “Red Week” of 190%as the governing elite, the inheritors
of the liberal tradition, who feared the conseqsnaf unrestricted immigration and who
approved immigration restrictions (Fogarty 1989)18faving made no connection between
labour unrest, saturation of the labour market, iemdigration policy, authorities blamed a
handful of anarchists (Adelman 1992:101).

24 However, the 1902 Law could not affect greatlyithenigrant flow since it was directed to those fgreers
(the immigrant stock) already residents in Argesutim addition, the Residence Law was rarely emfdrc
Between 1902 and 1958 when the Law was finally atedronly 383 people were deported (Albarracin 2004:
50).
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Anti-immigration legislation came from capital alathdowners. Immigration policy
became gradually more restrictive before World Wagcause workers acted as a de facto
political power. After the War, immigration restitms were step up in a more complex
scenario: native labour and unions gained politiepfesentation, unskilled workers were
better off since immigration rates decreased inl®#0s, and “new immigrants” of inferior
guality although few in number, arrived. The goveemt, unable to change the old 1876
Immigration Law, approved an administrative deeneeeasing the regulations of entry. In
the mean time, the United States closed the dob®21 and 192# The next section will try

to disentangle the different forces shaping Argentmmigration policy.

4. The determinants of Argentine immigration policy a quantitative exploration

The next step is to test empirically the relatiopdietween immigration policy and
economic and political variables. Table 2 presewtdifferent equations. The dependent
variable is the BSA index of immigration policy (MPOL). It should be observed that the
index presents a decreasing trend over time: lakeres mean an increase in immigration
restrictions. Independent variables can be claskifi four different groups: (1) quantity and
quality of immigrants; (2) inequality; (3) econonand labour market fundamentals, and (4)
political variables. Methods and sources for inchej@mt variables are presented in appendix
B. Independent variables are lagged different plsrgince it is assumed that policy was slow
to change. Both equations reveal interesting resiiihough they are more robust for equation
2.26

Quantity of immigrants, either measured by the ignadion rate as in equation 1 or by
the percentage of foreigners over total populatezuation 2), shows a positive sign.
Immigration policy was designed to augment popafatind the labour force. The percentage
of foreigners over total population grew from 12qsat in 1870 to 22 percent in 1930 with a
peak of 30 percent in 1914. Figure 4 show how exdepng the period 1905-1914, when the
rapid growth of foreigners seem to have pusheddodwestrictions, the two variables
evolved in the same direction. Goldin (1994) codekithat in the United States the share of
foreign born population is positively related teeagmmigration policy. Foreign born and
their children generally supported open immigrafmnthe reunification of their families; the

channels of this relationship in the Argentineasecare not as straightforward as in the

% The Red Scare peril after the Bolshevik revolugacouraged the brief yet crucial defection of keginess
groups from the pro-immigration camp in the Unigtdtes since immigrants from Europe might propatiete
ideas of the Russian revolution (Tichenor 2002:)142

% Additional econometric tests for regressions ibl€2 are presented in appendix C.
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United States since few immigrants naturalized thete were many more immigrants
descendants that might be as well opposed toctstis even if their jobs and wages were
threatened by unrestricted immigration.

It is true that too many immigrants can raise h@sgactions particularly if their
ethnic composition is different from native popidatand from old immigrant’s cohorts. In
the case of the United States, the switch of emtgaurce countries from higher-wage to
lower-wage areas in Europe raised a major condsatajuality of immigrants. The story is
different in Argentina since there is not such tmeity gap (Figure 2). National origins of
immigrants were overwhelmingly dominated by Latmigrants from the beginning; higher-
wage Northern Europeans decreased and “new imntgjriiom lower-wage areas increased
over time but both groups were a minority in a fld@minated by Italian and Spanish
immigrants. New immigrants were too recent andfémoto influence policy. An additional
explanation might be the constant fear of laboar@ty among the ruling class: even when
the percentage of foreigners reached very high reusnihe agrarian and export interests seem
to have been a powerful force against more resteicheasures of the inflow of foreign
workers?’

In Table 2 quality of immigrants is proxied by theerage literacy rate of immigrants
(weighted by the share of each nationality in thenigration flow: IMRELIT).?®
Immigrants’ literacy increased over time but thepiality relativeto the native-born decreased
in the long run. From a remarkable literacy gapMeen natives and immigrants in the 1870s,
the situation reversed in the 1920s. Natives andrekgeneration of immigrants became
more literate than their foreign parents. Themfeven when immigrants’ literacy rates
improved over time, native-born ones increasecfasi the relative quality of immigrants
decreased. In equation 2 a direct relationshifpseored which means that declining relative
literacy is positively correlated with restrictiotisimmigration. The higher the immigrants’
relative literacy, the more open the immigratiofigyo a finding that confirms the usual
prediction in immigration models.

Inequality is measured as the ratio of GDP per wor&lative to real unskilled wages
(Williamson 2002). The long run evolution of r&aDP per worker (RY) and income
inequality (YTORW) in Argentina are presented igute 5. A redistribution of income at the
expense of workers took place in Argentina up tald/@/ar I. Inequality trend reversed in

the interwar period. Equation 2 shows a negatiesignificant relationship between the

%" For the persistence of ideas regarding the neregdpulation growth in Argentina, see Sanchez-Aton
(2007b)

%8 Two other variables designed to capture the gquafitmmigrants were included in previous estimasio
average wages of immigrants at origin (weightedhayshare of each nationality in the immigratiamwf) and
immigrants’ wageselativeto destination wages. Both proved non significartt are not reported here.



23
inequality variable and the immigration policy ixd@his result confirms previous
interpretations on the relationship between inénggmequality and more restrictions to
massive immigration in New World countries (Timnaad Williamson 1998f° However,
how inequality affect immigration policy dependswhether (a) those adversely affected by
inequality blame immigration for the worsening loéirr relative position and (b) they can use
their vote to change immigration policy. Furtheregoolicy makers could worry more or less
about increasing inequality depending on their ttrency. The extension of electoral
franchise is, therefore, a key variable sinceldve¢d those adversely affected by the increase
in inequality to have political voice.

As mentioned before, no other country had a higloétical participation than the
United States in the ¥%entury, so the white worker had an important @dicthe choice of
immigration policy (Hatton and Williamson 2005:163)! Latin American countries lagged
behind in political participation. Argentina wastram exception despite the 1912 electoral
reform that made voting secret and compulsoryrdieioto capture the possible effect of this
change on immigration policy a dummy variable duded in the regressions taking value O
for the period 1870-1912 and 1 from 1913 to 1930KBRAGE). Both equations show a
negative association between the extension ofrimeliise and openness in immigration
policy. Thus, it appears that the electoral refamd the increase in political participation had
a high significant impact on augmenting restricsiém immigration in Argentina. More open
and cleaner elections gave political voice to aldley segment of the population. Even taking
into account that foreigners had not the rightdtey electoral changes after 1913 had the
expected consequence in immigration policy.

Immigration might have increased inequality butdiemeously fostered economic
growth. In Latin America economic development wieahd in hand with an increase in
economic inequality during the @entury (Prados de la Escosura 2007; CoatswofB)20
Figure 5 shows this was, indeed, the case for AmggnReal GDP per worker (RY) is,
therefore, another variable included as determiofmhmigration policy. Economic growth,
measured as real GDP per worker, shows an invela@onship with immigration policy: the
richer the country, the more restrictive the imratgn policy. Scarcity of labour was one of
the major obstacles to economic growth around 18f6.massive entry of immigrants was
an important component of Argentina economic growgfore World War 1. In the long run,

the economy grew but population grew as well aedsttarcity of labour force was no longer

2 In Timmer and Williamson (1998) regressions thealde for income inequality is not significant for
Argentina It is a significant variable, howeven; fbe United States, Canada and Brazil. The latarpuzzling
result since Brazil had a very different franchisen the US and Canada and it is difficult to balithat
Brazilian politicians and landowners tried to paitihe economic position of the unskilled workers.
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an obstacle for development. Finally, for reaselaborated in section 3, the annual number
of strikes has been included as a dependent var{@3IRIKES): if immigration is associated
to social unrest and labour conflicts and, consetiyeto a disruption of the economy,
restrictions on entry of foreign workers will follo(Figure 6). The econometric results
presented in table 2 seem to suggest that thisheasase in Argentina. The annual number of
strikes in Argentina shows a significant and negatelationship with the immigration policy
index. Labour unrest, social conflict and the diien of the existing economic and social
order (proxied by strikes) provoked a change in ignation policy from a Congress

dominated by land and capitalist interests.

Conclusions

In the midst of the Great Depression (1932) Argenfinally established for
immigrants the requisite of a labour contract ptaarrival and/or proof of financial means
of support. Close relatives of already resident ignemts were freely admitted. At that time
the children of many Europeans who had arrivedreef814 were coming of age and were
replacing their fathers in the Argentine middlesslaFervently nationalistic and identifying
strongly with traditional Argentine values, thismgeneration now resented the competition
of foreign workers and applauded government mowesdtrict immigration. Unlike their
ancestors, they could influence policy in a dingay since they have a strong political power.

The quantitative evidence presented here sugdestprior to the 1930s Argentina
had economic reasons to restrict immigration: gsimequality, a decreasing relative quality
of immigrants and a declining demand for foreigoolar force as population and the economy
grew. Labour in Argentina would have been bettémath a more restrictive immigration
policy since 1900. However, restrictions remainemtiarate since labour interests could not
be translated directly into Parliament. In thetddiStates easy naturalization and voting
laws transformed immigrants into a recognized elattpresence. Male universal suffrage
meant something very different in a country likegé&ntina where a large number of workers
did not have the right to vote simply because theye foreigners. In a completely different
institutional setting immigrant workers in Argerdicould not influence directly the political
outcome. Consequently, those negatively affectednbgstricted immigration developed
alternative actions: general strikes, labour uraest violence. Contrary to what economic
theory would have predicted in Argentina anti-imraigpn legislation came from capital and

landowners because of the fear of political andas@mnrest.
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Table 1
Net Immigration Rates and Cumulative Impact, 1870-210*
Persons- Persons- Labour force- Labour-force
adjusted net adjusted adjusted net adjusted
immigration cumulative immigration cumulative
rate 1870-1910 population rate, 1870- labour force
impact, 1910 1910 impact, 1910
11.74 60 % 15.50 86 %
6.61 30 % 8.73 42 %
0.74 3% 0.98 4 %
6.92 32% 9.14 44 %
4.03 17 % 5.31 24 %

Source: Taylor and Williamson (1997: table 1)
* Rates per thousand per annum.
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Table 2
Determinants of Argentine Immigration Policy 1870-B30

Equation Equation

Dependent Variable IMMPOL (1) (2)
Constant 5.9311 -0.6811
(3.0338) (-0.3848)
IMRATE(-1) 0.4349
Immigration Rate (4.4220)
FORPOP 0.1107
% Foreigners over total population (3.7557)
IMRELIT 7.6501
Immigrants’ relative literacy (6.6808)
IMRELIT(-1) 3.9762
(3.6176)
YTORW -0.4823
Income inequality (-0.6848)
YTORW(-1) -1.0484
(-2.0830)
RY(-2) -0.0347 -0.0179
Real GDP per capita (-4.1433) (-2.1608)
SUFFRAGE(-1) -1.6301
(-4.1476)
SUFFRAGE(-3) -1.8190
(-6.4785)
STRIKES(-2) -0.0035
(-2.6619)
STRIKES(-4) -0.0043
(-3.0831)
Adjusted R-squared 0.9169 0.9406

SourcesAppendix B
Notes:Method OLS,; t-ratios in italics and in brackets humber of lags for the dependent
variables appear in brackets.
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Figure 1. Indices for Argentina Immigration Policy, 1870-1930
Sources¥or the BSA index (left scale) appendix A; for (W index (right scale) Timmer
and Williamson (1998)
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Figure 2. Immigration Composition by Origin, 1870-1930 (M&noups) (%).
SourcesAppendix B
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Appendix A
Argentine legislation on immigration and values forthe new index of immigration policy

The index of Argentine immigration policy intenasrheasure policies that are likely
to directly affect the costs or benefits of migngtto Argentina as viewed by the prospective
immigrant. It is not always possible to calibraben® pieces of legislation (the 1902
Residence Law might be the case in point) that deenespond more to thietentionsof
immigration policy as viewed by the government.

Policy is coded from value 0 (closed immigratiorigg to 10, the latest being a
totally open immigration policy with the usual néstions. The 1876 Law of Immigration and
Colonization included in the category of “inadmiisf: individuals afflicted with contagious
illnesses (or from ports where there had been #reak of cholera, yellow fever or other
communicable disease), the insane, convicted felonsthe elderly (unless they were heads
of household) (Articles 31 and 32). The last thrategorical exclusions were common place
in immigration policies. During the period undevieav iliness was not often used to exclude
immigrants possibly because the LIC held shippimgcerns financially responsible for the
repatriation of diseased individuals.

From 1870 to 1930 temporary lodging on arrivalefee@nsport inland from Buenos
Aires and easy naturalization remained in place.

According to the 1876 Law, every immigrant who saictorily proves his good
conduct and his skill in any trade or industry tfesright on entering the Republic to the
following advantages: (1) To receive board andjing at the expense of the State from 5 to
22 days according to the circumstances, such amtiegrant's state of health; (2) To be
placed in employment in the trade or industry af¢hoice if it exists in the country; (3) To
be transported at the expense of the State toath@pthe Republic in which he desires to
settle; (4) To bring with him, free of all duty,rfuture, clothing, instruments and tools which
are necessary for the work he is going to undeytaié¢o the value indicated by the Executive
Power. These provisions are extended, whereverdtegpplicable, to the wives and children
of immigrants. Special and more generous regulatwgre in force for immigrants who were
going to agricultural settlements.

The lowest values of the index (closed or onlyhdligajar doors enforced) were never
reached before 1930. Restrictive quotas and/oatietest were never introduced in
Argentina during the period considered. A Decenil®30 decree imposed a consular fee of
10 pesos gold for stamping required health, goodigot and financial solvency certificates
but in 1931 another decree exempted would-be seftlem the payment of consular fees.
Finally, in 1932 the government suspended all gighorizations at the point of departure for
people who did not have a work contract in hand@rglpport from an authorized and
financially solvent family member.

Index Norms, legislation and regulations.
Values

1853

Constitution: Preamble invites all good-willed zéns of the world to
immigrate to Argentina.

Article 25 establishes that the federal governmahfoment European
immigration. Easy or low requirements for naturatian. Legal property
ownership for foreigners.

8,5
1869

Law 346 (Citizenship Law):

Foreigners with two years of residence can acquigentine citizenship).
Creates offices in Europe to promote immigratioktgentina (Article 4)




1876

Law 817 (Avellaneda Law) Colonization and ImmigoatiLaw.

Subsidized passages (effective only from 1887 &0)18

Temporary lodging and free transport inland fromt jpd arrival.

The government will help immigrant to find a jobawcupation (Article 14)
Public land sale in Europe for the creation of @agtural colonies for
immigrant workers (Article 61 and ff.)

Land would be subdivided for settlers in parcel@@d hectares. Each one o
the first hundred families will be awarded a freednd the rest could be
bought at two pesos per hectare with easy payreenst (Articles 85 and 86
No head tax but sick people over 60 years of agridd.

i

10

1887-1890

Creation of Immigration and Advertising Officeskuirope.

Public funds for the program of subsidized pas£206% of the fare) for
European immigrants according Avellaneda Law (730$0)

1891

Legislature declares an official end to the eréadificial immigration”
Subsidy program ends.

No advertising labour offices in Europe but inceeasthe number of
Consulates acting as information and propagandaesen

No public land sale for settlement but governmdiotxeed and encouraged
private colonization schemes.

Active role of the Office of Labour in directing imgrants to the interior.

7,5

1894-1901
No colonization schemes (public or private) buttoanng advertising and
propaganda through consular services and stearaghigs

No contract labour from railways companies andnaneiase in categories of
sick people excluded.

1902

Law 4144 Residence Law: Allow the Executive to déflmose immigrants
that had committed crimes abroad (Article 1) orsththat behave in ways th
threaten national security or public order (Arti2le

1905
Congress passed a Law authorizing the governmdntilid a new Hotel for
Immigrants in the port area.

5,5

1906
Budget for propaganda through consular serviceeas®d from 201,140 $m/
to 492,040 $m/n.

Increase in categories of sick people excluded.eManitary controls on
arrival particularly for contagious diseases.

35



1910

Law 7209 Social Defence Law: Deportation provisiestablished for
foreigners involved in anarchist activities as inu this time with the
establishment of fines for captains of shipping pames transporting
immigrants outlawed by Argentine law.

Prohibits the entry of those previously expellearirthe country (Article 1)

1916

Enlarged list of excluded classes for sick and aignill immigrants.
Immigrants are required to bring with them a cixdife issued by the judicia
authorities of their country of origin, with thesa of the Argentine consular
representative, certifying that they have not be®secuted for any crimes
against the public order (anarchism and othergmiernment activities) or
grave crimes. Partially suspended in 1919 sinceiquie certificates may be
replaced by “other documents” showing the good aohdnd general
capability of the immigrant.

1923

Decree modifying the 1876 Law and re-establishimgglians and regulations
suspended in 1919. The above restrictions plusstipg@irement that all
certificates must have a visa from the Argentinesc in the country of
origin. Also bans beggars, unaccompanied women ehitldren less than ten
years of age and any other person who would sdaty lio become a charge
on the public.

1931
Head tax for immigrants that were not coming to knibye land.

1932

Closed (or only slightly ajar doors). Open onlyctose relatives to foreign
residents, immigrants with a labour contract aradéhproving to have enoug
financial means.

36

Sources: Devoto, (2001 and 2003: chapters 6 andeé®tro, (1991); International Labour
Office (1922); Albarracin, (2004: appendix A); Cadlartin, (2005).
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Appendix B
Independent Variables: Methods and Sources

IMRATE: Immigration Rate was calculated as totahimgration divided by total population.
Population data 1869-1913 from Vazquez Presedd®(19813-1930 from Hofman (2000).
Immigration data fronResumen Estadistico del Movimiento Migratorio eRégoublica
Argentina, 1857-19248uenos Aires, Direccion General de Inmigracior8.Data for
1923-27 come from “Movimiento general de extrangedarante el quinquenio 1923/27”
Direccion General de Estadistica y Censos (mimd®sing data from Nascimbene (1987)
Immigration composition by origin: main groups #&ady & Spain; Other Europeans
(France, Great Britain, Germany, Switzerland anjiBen); Eastern Europeans(Austro-
Hungary and Russiathers (include the Ottoman Empire after 1919).

FORPOP: Percentage of foreigners over total pojpulaErom 1870 to 1913 estimation
based on total annual population and net immignatio

IMRELIT: Immigrant literacy rates (weighted usirftetpercentage of immigration from each
region/country as the weight) relative to literaates in Argentina =1. Mitchell (1995) for
1870-1900; since 1900 Astorga et. al. (2003)

YTORW: GDP per capita relative to unskilled realgea. Real Wages from Williamson
(1999); GDP per capita from Della Paolera et.&0®

RY: Real GDP per capita. Della Paolera, et. al0o80
STRIKES: Number of strikes per year. From 1887306l Korzeniewicz (1989), table 1;
from 1907 to 1930 official government statisticgdartamento Nacional del Trabajo, in

Vazquez-Presedo (1988). See also McGuire (1996)

SUFFRAGE: Dummy variable with value 0 before 19hd@ & from 1913 to 1930.
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Appendix C: Econometric Tests (Table 2)

| have analysed the order of integration of thealdes used, with the Augmented Dickey-
Fuller test. All variables are integrated of ordae, | (1), that is, its first difference does not
contain a unit root. We reject the hypothesis ohaary root at the 1 per cent confidence
level. The results of the tests carried out arédhewing:

Table C-1 Variables in the Model: Order of Integraton

ADF test  ADF test Order of
First

Level Differences Integration
IMMPOL* -2.8038 -7.9791 I(1)
IMRATE** -3.0952 -7.9819 I(1)
FORPOP* -2.1491 -3.5395 I(1)
IMRELIT* -1.8899 -7.5016 1(1)
STRIKES** -3.2044 -9.9784 1(1)
SUFFRAGE** -0.6515 -7.6811 I(1)
RY* -2.3658 -6.9748 I(1)
YTORW* -3.7919 -8.9776 1(1)

Notes The ADF level tests have been considered witis@ort and
linear trend* and with constant** .

The level of significance is in all cases at 1%

For the residual of each equation in levels | hawaputed the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test
and found that it is always stationary so it carcésecluded that the variables in the equation
are cointegrated. The results are offered in TAkke

Table C-2 Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test for the Equaons’ Residuals

Residuals
Test critical
ADF test® p-values values
t-Statistic Prob. 1% level
Equation
1 -3.6610 0.0076 -3.5600
Equation
2 -3.9479 0.0034 -3.5627

Note The ADF level tests have been considered with
constant



Table C-3 Statistics of the Variables

IMMPOL | IMRATE | FORPOP | IMRELIT | STRIKES | SUFFRAGE RY YTORW
Mean 5.98 1.92 22.21 1.03 81.59 0.34 109.70 0.79
Median 6.00 1.51 22.82 0.95 64.50 0.00 108.40 0.81
Maximum 10.00 6.70 29.90 1.58 367.00 1.00 15842 441.
Minimun 2.00 0.16 12.37 0.69 1.00 0.00 52.78 0.49
Std.
Deviation 2.66 1.29 4,96 0.21 86.88 0.47 228. 0.18
Skewness -

-0.094043| 1.343305-0.812366| 0.742277 1.357898 0.678883 0.436815| 0.78745b
Kurtosis 1.670342| 4.918718 2.689233| 2.712035| 4.637109 1.460882 2.532104.326528
Jarque-Bera| 4.207854| 25.43178 6.384775| 5.335928 23.46323 9.828962 2.291699.893396
Probability 0.121977| 0.000003 0.041074| 0.069393| 0.000008 0.007340 0.317953.007107
Sum 335.0000| 107.5518 1243.950| 57.43942| 4569.000 19.00000 6142.98%4.40226
Sum Sq.
Dev. 388.9821] 91.90464 1352.917| 2.535946| 415149.6 12.55357 43779.96.777813
Observations 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56
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