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Abstract
The study of migrants’ role in international relations has brought
forward a diverse range of studies that reach from single case studies
over theoretical works and limited comparative studies to
cross-sectional time series analyses. The dominant approach in the
literature is to conceptualize diaspora communities as interest groups
that lobby their host country government on foreign policy issues
that concern the homeland. Beyond anecdotal and case study
evidence, however, empirical support for this notion is rather scarce.
Using different types of cross-sectional time series data, this thesis
contributes to the literature by testing the diaspora effect across three
foreign policy outcomes. The findings of the thesis suggest that on
aggregate, migrants’ influence on the bilateral relations between
their host and their home country is primarily driven by their
function as a linkage between countries. As migrant ties enhance the
familiarity between countries and increase the level of attention to
home country events in the host country, they can have both positive
and negative effects for the homeland government. The first study
finds that host countries send more emergency assistance to the
home countries of their immigrants after natural disasters. Other
than suggested by the lobbying approach, autocratic donors are
found to be slightly more responsive to their immigrant
communities, and the effect is stronger for more distant and less
severe disasters. The second study presents evidence suggesting that
migrant groups enhance the probability that the host country targets
the home country with a sanction. While autocratic and human
rights-violating countries are more likely to be sanctioned by their
diaspora’s host countries, emigrants from democratic and human
rights-respecting countries do not decrease the probability of
sanction onset. While the lobbying approach cannot explain why the
aggregate diaspora effect can be positive and negative at the same
time, the analysis of U.S. aid allocation patterns in the third study
shows that certain features of migrant groups as interest groups are
correlated with the amount of aid the homeland receives. The
lobbying effects, however, appear to be mostly conditioned by the
home country’s need for assistance. Moreover, migrant groups and
their features are found to have an informative effect regarding the
home country’s need for assistance. Together, the three studies of
this thesis offer a more nuanced view of migrants’ role in
international relations, countering concerns of disproportionate
migrant influence in foreign policy making.

1 Introduction

1

1.1. Overview and Structure of the Thesis

2

1.1 Overview and Structure of the Thesis
For many decades now, the causes and consequences of international migration are a
central subject in public debates and scientific research. With the accelerating speed of
globalization, a growing number of people is living outside their country of origin,
sparking an at times irrational debate about potential negative consequences for both
the sending and the receiving countries (see e.g. Collier 2013). The steady growth of
international migration is a central aspect of globalization: According to Helms and
Leblang’s (2019) analysis of data by the United Nations Populations Division, the
number of people living outside their country of origin nearly doubled between 1970
and 1990 (from 78 million to 150 million, about 2.8% of the global population). In
2015, there were nearly 250 million emigrants in the world. Several studies have
addressed the question of which factors shape peoples’ decision to emigrate and the
choice of the destination country (Breunig et al. 2012, Fitzgerald et al. 2014). There is
also a multitude of studies weighing up the negative economic effects of the emigration
of educated people from developing to developed countries (brain drain) against the
positive effects of return migration, increasing investment and enhanced remittances
flows (brain gain, Leblang 2010 and 2017). Finally, there is a broad array of research
on the political consequences of large-scale migration over time and across countries.
Politically, diaspora advocacy is often targeted at the status of diaspora members in
their countries of origin or destination, the homeland, or the bilateral relations between
the countries of origin and settlement (Newland 2010). However, there are surprisingly
few studies that systematically address how migrants shape the political relations
between their home and their host country, if and when this influence will be of a
positive or negative nature for the homeland and how this influence comes about. This
thesis aims at answering these interrelated questions.
I start by contrasting different options to define the term ‘diaspora,’ as different studies
rely on similar, but not identical concepts of migrants, ethnic groups, or diasporas. I
then proceed by demonstrating the increasing importance of migration and its effects
with globalization. Migrants’ effects on various cross-border financial flows and other
political-economic outcomes indicate that migrant ties exert influence by providing
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critical information. In Chapter 1.4 I describe the dominant theoretical approach to the
study of political diaspora effects, which holds that migrants affect their host country’s
foreign policy primarily by lobbying as interest groups. Proponents of the interest
group approach base their arguments on political contributions or public choice
approaches as well as Olson’s (1974) theory of collective action. Diaspora groups are
argued to exert influence beyond their size by lobbying decision-makers on foreign
policy issues for which the public does not care. While this approach has its origins in
the ethnic interest group literature on the U.S., it is similarly applied to diasporas’ role
in conflicts. Here, however, cross-sectional quantitative research suggests that
migration movements further affect conflicts via passive and informative effects.
In Chapter 1.5 I briefly review the case study literature on ethnic interest groups in the
U.S., which is dominated by qualitative single case studies that are biased towards
groups which are deemed to be ‘successful.’ Chapter 1.6 introduces the linkage
approach, which has its origins in the democratization literature after the fall of the Iron
Curtain. Autocratic abuses in countries with dense ties to the West are argued to be
more likely to reverberate in Western countries, which will in turn take measures to
advance democratization. Linkage is defined as the density of economic, geopolitical,
social or communicative ties between countries. Applying the linkage idea to the study
of diasporas in international relations, I argue that the human interactions of
person-to-person migrant ties are an especially important form of linkage. In contrast to
the interest group approach, the idea of migrants as linkages offers a broader and more
comprehensive view of diaspora effects. The role of migrants can be both active and
passive, but they exert influence primarily by providing information and drawing
attention to the country of origin. The host country will care more for events in the
home country of migrants than it would do in the absence of migrant ties, which in turn
increases the probability of a response by the host country. From the point of view of
the home country, the attention (and its effects) can be of a positive or negative nature.
While the interest group approach holds that migrants may lobby on behalf or against
the home country regime, it lacks a theoretically-based expectation for when they
assume either role, and has trouble to predict the direction of aggregate migrant effects.
As migrant ties rope countries together and increase the familiarity between the home
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and the host country, the linkage idea unambiguously predicts that migrant ties enhance
the chances of host country actions of all kinds (Chapter 1.7).
Chapter 1.8 offers a brief outline with contextual information for each of the following
thesis Chapters. All three Chapters focus on the influence migrants exert on the host
country’s foreign policy towards the home country. In Chapter 21 I test the diaspora
effect on emergency aid by the host country when their home country was hit by a
natural disaster. Host countries are found to send significantly more aid the larger the
diaspora from a given country. Finding the effect to be stronger for more distant and
less severe disasters is evidence in line with the linkage idea, as migrant ties are more
relevant when other ties are weak and more severe disasters should spur additional
lobbying efforts. Furthermore, autocratic countries are found to be slightly more
responsive to their immigrant communities, which is again evidence that is difficult to
reconcile with the lobbying approach. In Chapter 3 I test the diaspora effect on a
negative outcome for the homeland government: larger migrant groups are connected
with an enhanced probability of sanction imposition by the host country. While there
are few reasons to expect the majority of migrants to lobby for sanctions on the
homeland, the linkage idea suggests that migrant ties unequivocally increase the
attention to potential sanction causes in the homeland. Similarly, the analysis shows
that the diaspora effect is strongest for autocratic and human rights-violating countries,
but migrants do not decrease the probability that a democratic and human
rights-respecting home country is targeted with sanctions.
Chapter 4 addresses the question of which features determine the influence of migrant
groups in the U.S. Testing their effect on the allocation of bilateral foreign assistance,
the analysis finds that of the five criteria tested, only an ‘optimal’ level of geographic
concentration in combination with numerical significance unilaterally enhances a
group’s influence over foreign aid. Other than suggested by voices warning of a
disproportionate diaspora influence, a group’s size, turnout level, education and
household income are found to increase aid only when the country is in need for
assistance. Together, the findings offer qualified support for the linkage idea, as the
analysis suggests that larger migrant groups have an informative effect concerning the
1 This

study has been published – online first – in Political Science Research and Methods, https://doi.org/10.
1017/psrm.2019.29.
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level of the home country’s need: poorer countries receive more aid when they have
many exiles in the U.S., while richer countries receive less aid. Moreover, a group’s
socioeconomic status appears to affect aid more by informing decision-makers about
the (supposed) need of the home country than by enhancing a group’s lobbying
capabilities: especially groups with lower levels of education are associated with a
stronger effect on aid, while there is only limited evidence for poorer countries to profit
from a more educated diaspora.
Together, the three studies of my thesis contribute to the literature by extending the
focus of analysis beyond the U.S., contrasting the lobbying approach with the more
nuanced view of migrant ties as linkages, testing the variance of the diaspora effect
across home and host country as well as bilateral features and collecting a
comprehensive dataset on U.S. migrant group features. The findings suggest that
migrants do play an important role in the relations between their host and their home
country, but they do so less often by organizing as interest groups and lobbying
decision-makers than usually suggested. Instead, migrant ties are primarily information
ties that draw the host country’s attention to the home country. With large diaspora
groups abroad, countries are better off when they require foreign assistance in the form
of short- (Chapter 2) or long-term aid (Chapter 4), but are also more likely to be
targeted with economic sanctions by the diaspora’s host countries. Chapter 5 concludes
the thesis by briefly summarizing the main results and contributions, discussing the
potential policy implications of the findings and giving suggestions for future research.

1.2 Defining the Diaspora
Multiple definitions of the term ‘diaspora’ coexist in the literature, some very narrow,
while others are more inclusive: As Fullilove (2008, 2) puts it, there is an “unruly
crowd” of potential definitions, “many of them exclusive, elaborate and quite
theoretical. Taken at its broadest, a diaspora is a self-identified cultural community
which has been dispersed from, but maintains links with, its place of origin.” As
different studies rely on different definitions, it is at times problematic to compare
findings. American authors usually speak of ‘ethnic’ interest groups, while the terms
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diaspora group or migrant group are more often used in studies that extend their focus
to other countries. Using these terms interchangeably is a source of confusion, “since
the term diaspora implies a tie to an ancestral homeland,” while an ethnic group is
rather defined by some sort of in-group connection (Rubenzer 2008, 170). Ambrosio
(2002c, 2) defines “ethnic lobbies as political organizations established along cultural,
ethnic, religious, or racial lines that seek to directly or indirectly influence U.S. foreign
policy in support of their homeland and/or ethnic kin abroad.” However, rather than
becoming interested and active in foreign policy collectively, Watanabe (2001, 137)
notes that Asian-Americans organize along national lines, such as Chinese-American,
Korean-American, and Vietnamese-American. Similarly, a comprehensive definition of
the Jewish diaspora combines religious, ethnic, as well as national characteristics.
Mearsheimer and Walt (2008, 112) rely in their case study on the term ‘Israel lobby’ to
cover all individuals and organizations that are active in shaping U.S. foreign policy in
a pro-Israeli fashion, “while American Jews are the lobby’s predominant constituency”
(p.115). A narrower definition – analogous to the one of other national diasporas –
would include only people who have emigrated from Israel.
Boundaries are further blurred between permanent diasporas and tourists, migrants,
guest workers, asylum-seekers, and refugees who reside in host countries for long
periods (Sheffer 2003, 250). Roth (2015, 290), for example, argues that a diaspora is
different from immigrants or refugees as “members of the group in question maintain
links to their country of origin; attempt to retain dual levels of identity; and preserve
political, cultural, and religious interests in their homeland.” In contrast to refugees,
asylum seekers, or any other groups that are forced to migrate, the term migrants refers
to labor migration, which is the voluntary movement of people across national borders,
usually motivated by economic reasons. This distinction is important for Chapter 3 of
the thesis, where I find migration to unilaterally increase the probability of sanction
imposition by the host country. Most commonly, a diaspora is defined as a group of
people with a common origin, who reside – on a more or less permanent basis – outside
their homeland, and define themselves and/or are defined by others as part of the home
country’s community (Shain and Barth 2003, 452). The defining criterion that is central
to most definitions of a diaspora is the psychological, familial or material tie that is

1.3. Globalization, Migrant Ties and Effects

7

maintained to the homeland (Brinkerhoff 2011, 116).
Unfortunately, such a tie is a latent concept that is inherently hard to measure. That
migrants maintain a tie to the home country is therefore assumed instead of empirically
shown. Moreover, cross-sectional and time series data on bilateral migration is limited
to a simple count of people that live outside their country of birth. Following the
example of previous studies (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Leblang 2017), I therefore
define a diaspora as people born in one country, but living in another (see Chapter 2 and
3). The U.S. census data I use in Chapter 4 allows to cover the second generation of
immigrants to the U.S. as well. Theoretically, restricting the definition to
(first-generation) migrants might be an overestimate of the size of the diaspora, because
not all migrants maintain an interest in or tie to the home country, or an underestimate,
as the example of the Jewish diaspora in the U.S. shows: the number of people who feel
connected to a specific country may extend well beyond those who were born in this
country, both over multiple generations and to individuals who feel connected to a
country for other reasons. However, while later generations may continue to consider
themselves as part of the diaspora, at some point people will get absorbed into the host
country society, as for example can be observed with early Irish or German emigrants
to the U.S. On the one hand, more fine-grained migration data is desirable for future
studies to address the effects of diaspora heterogeneity, ethnic and political cleavages,
and regional distributions (as further discussed in Chapter 5.5). On the other hand, a
simple definition of the diaspora as migrants avoids ambiguities arising from
comprehensive – and therefore complex – definitions that mingle ethnic, religious, and
emotional factors.

1.3 Globalization, Migrant Ties and Effects
I argue that diasporas are interesting research subjects because they bind countries
together in unique ways. The proceeding process of globalization has brought about not
only increased migration flows, but also technological advances in transportation,
information and communication technologies. Today, exiles can stay in close contact
with their friends and relatives at home, fellow diaspora members in other parts of the
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world and keep track of political developments and events in the homeland (Dufoix
2011). The communications revolution has profoundly transformed the subjective
experience of migration, creating “an illusion of spatial contiguity” (Werbner 1999, 26).
The frequent contacts with the sending country communities allow emigrants to be
involved in the everyday life in fundamentally different ways than they could have been
in the past.
Undoubtedly, the role of diasporas in international relations has increased with
globalization and the advances in transportation and communication technologies. The
migration of people is accompanied by an increased flow of ideas and communication
across borders, and one significant outcome of this is the rising influence of diaspora
groups in the relations between their home and their host countries (Roth 2015, 289).
Borders serve less and less as barriers to transnational activities and diasporas do not
only make use of new communication tools but serve themselves “as information and
resource superhighways” (Asal and Ayres 2018, 26). For example, emigrants transfer
substantial amounts of money to their country of origin in the form of remittances
(Leblang 2017): Once a marginal financial flow, these direct transfers of money from
one individual to another totaled $431 billion in 2015 – a sum that equals private debt
and portfolio equity ($443 billion), but three times outpaces foreign aid ($135 billion;
World Bank data as reported in Helms and Leblang 2019, 11).
Numerous studies show that migrant networks increase trade volumes between their
home and their host country: An early study by Gould (1994) finds migrant links to
increase trade flows as immigrants bring with them a preference for home country
products, foreign market information and contacts that can lower the transactions costs
of trade. In their analysis of the ‘the bamboo network’ of ethnic Chinese networks
Rauch and Trindade (2002) show that diaspora connections substantively enhance trade
by (among other things) providing market information. Exploiting the exogenous
allocation of the Vietnamese Boat People across the U.S., Parsons and Vézina (2018)
present causal evidence that after the end of a complete trade embargo in 1994, the
share of U.S. exports to Vietnam was higher and more diversified in states with larger
Vietnamese populations. Egger et al. (2012) further specify the information
mechanism, arguing that because migrants have economic, cultural and institutional
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knowledge about the home and the host markets, they are able to mediate economic
exchange between these markets, enhancing trade levels above what they would be in
the absence of such migration. Similarly, migrant communities are consistently found
to increase foreign direct investment (FDI) by the host country in the home country:
Because migrants have specific information about the language, customs, culture, and
regulations of their home country’s market, they can decrease transaction costs and
information asymmetries associated with cross-border investment (de Simone and
Manchin 2012, Javorcik et al. 2011, Leblang 2010). Kugler et al. (2018) find that
migrants’ effects on cross-border financial flows are strongest for culturally more
distant countries, where information problems are strongest.
Diasporas further rope countries together in less obvious ways: Fullilove (2008, 101)
points out that if a country’s GDP is contributed to a large part by remittances from a
specific diaspora’s host country, then this country’s economic as well as immigration
policies will determine its welfare. Leblang et al. (2018) show that if a country expects
(politically costly) migration from a country undergoing a financial crisis, it is more
likely to provide a financial bailout. The underlying mechanism is very similar to the
one that drives some countries to engage in targeted development: existing migrant
communities tend to attract further migration inflows, as diaspora communities reduce
the expected risk and transaction costs associated with migration e.g. through network
and herding effects as well as family reunification programs (Beine et al. 2011, 31;
Epstein 2008; Fitzgerald et al. 2014, 409). Migrants’ general motivation to emigrate is
usually economic, but the choice of the specific destination country is strongly affected
by the presence of diaspora networks. Wishing to curb further immigration, donor
countries target foreign aid to the diasporas’ home countries in order to increase living
standards and reduce the pressure to seek a better live abroad (Bermeo and Leblang
2015). Whether these policy tools are effective is questionable (Berthélemy et al. 2009,
Dreher et al. 2019, Gamso and Yuldashev 2018). In both cases, however, policymakers’
expectation that they might be is enough to see these policies at work. These passive
effects of migrant groups are relevant for Chapter 2 and 4 of the thesis.
As evident from the brain drain and brain gain debate, the effects of emigration might
be positive or negative from the point of view of the homeland: emigration often means
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loosing qualified working forces, but via enhanced remittances, trade, and investment
flows as well as return migration, countries also experience benefits from migration. In
the past, home countries often treated their emigrants as ‘traitors,’ as there was a stigma
attached to emigration. Over the past decades, however, this anti-emigrant stance has
shifted into an embrace of emigrants: states increasingly see their diaspora as an asset
from which they can derive economic and political benefits (Bermeo and Leblang 2015,
633f). Consequently, emigration and enduring exile have become less analyzed as brain
drain, but as resources abroad that can be tapped (Dufoix 2011). The discussion of the
research above shows that migrant ties do have a series of economic effects by
providing a link between countries. I argue in this thesis that the information effects
found in the literature on trade and investments have an equivalent in the political
realm: migrants do affect their host country’s foreign policy towards the home country,
and they do so by transmitting information about the political situation in the home
country, or because their presence spurs a reaction by the host country.

1.4 Diasporas as Interest Groups
Most researchers frame the political role of diasporas as one of interest groups that
lobby host country governments on issues concerning the homeland. This approach
dominates the literature on ethnic interest groups in the U.S. but has been extended to
case studies beyond the U.S. as well as the cross-sectional research. Rubenzer (2008,
183) argues that migrant groups function just like domestic interest groups in the U.S.
and should therefore be studied as such. Similarly, Milner and Tingley (2015, 78) name
diasporas as important interest groups in foreign policy with similar means as
economic interest groups. With diaspora groups, politics do not end at the water’s edge.
They are usually interested in foreign policy outcomes whose consequences accrue
abroad, e.g. in the form of aid, interventions, or sanctions. Therefore, they cut across
the domestic cleavages of the host country. Shain and Barth (2003, 451) conclude that
“[d]iasporas are among the most prominent actors that link international and domestic
spheres of politics.” Through the presence and actions of diasporas, issues relating to
the home country become what Manning (1977) once called “intermestic politics:”
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issues that are simultaneously domestic and international.
Explicitly or implicitly, studies that frame diasporas as interest groups rely on a political
contributions or public choice approach (e.g. Anwar and Michaelowa 2006, Bermeo
and Leblang 2015, Rubenzer 2011). There is a considerable body of literature that uses
these models of domestic interest group competition to explain choices in trade policy
like tariffs, quotas, and other forms of protectionism. By the example of trade policy,
Grossman and Helpman (1994) show that reelection-minded decision-makers respond
to contributions by interest groups that seek protection from foreign competitors.
Interest groups offer campaign contributions and blocks of votes, motivated by the
prospect of influencing policy rather than directly influencing an election. Tariff levels
are chosen by weighing the welfare costs for society against the benefit of special
interest contributions that enhance decision-makers’ reelection prospects.
Applying the interest group model to the formulation of sanction policies (see Chapter
3), Kaempfer and Lowenberg (1992) emphasize the important role of domestic interest
groups in the choice of policies. The underlying assumption is that political outcomes
are generated as a consequence of pressures exerted by interest groups that seek to
obtain redistributional benefits for their members, which can be pecuniary or
nonpecuinary. Besides diasporas, examples of interest groups seeking nonpecuinary
benefits include human rights groups, the anti-Apartheid movement, and nuclear
nonproliferation organizations.2 Kaempfer and Lowenberg point out that interest group
lobbying can bias sanction policies, as relatively small groups obtain concentrated
benefits while the costs are dispersed over large numbers of consumers or voters.
Rubenzer’s (2011, 115) study of congressional votes on the U.S.-Cuba embargo
provides empirical support for this claim: campaign contributions by the Cuban
pro-embargo lobby were able to shift representatives’ votes on the embargo. While the
diaspora was outspent by embargo opponents, Rubenzer argues that the lobby was able
to send an unambiguous signal with its contributions, which was reinforced with
intense lobbying efforts by groups like the Cuban American National Foundation
(CANF). The principle conclusion that proponents of diaspora interest group influence
draw from these considerations is that intense diasporic interests in rather narrowly
2 Diasporas

are broadly comparable to transnational NGOs, but the personal background of migration and the
person-to-person contacts between the diaspora and the home country can give their message a special salience.
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defined issues in conjunction with a supposed lack of public interest in foreign policy
give politicians fundamental incentives to accommodate diaspora interest groups
(Ambrosio 2002c; Rubenzer and Redd 2010, 757).
Proponents of diaspora group influence routinely argue that small groups can make a
difference in foreign policy-making, and that there even lies an advantage in smaller
group size. Saideman (2002, 94) claims that due to their smaller numbers (in relation to
the host country society), ethnic minority groups find it easier to organize as they are
focused on a narrow range of issues on which they usually face less opposition from
majority groups. According to this argument, larger groups will inevitably care for a
variety of issues on which they have to spread their efforts. The majority society will
often be apathetic regarding the foreign policy issues in which diaspora lobbies are
engaged. McCormick (2012b, 70) argues that due to their singular focus on foreign
policy towards a specific country, diaspora groups are highly motivated in their
advocacy, and that level of motivation often proves to be decisive in successfully
lobbying the host country’s government. The ‘power of the small’-argument draws on
Olson’s (1974) seminal theory of collective action: larger groups with numerous
members in which the benefits of successful organization are spread over a sizeable
population. Smaller groups find it easier to reward those who contribute to the welfare
of the group and punish free riders, “because they have a significantly salient set of
common interests, but also because the policies they pursue often have excludable
benefits associated with them” (Milner and Tingley 2015, 82). As with the public
choice approach, the benefits that a group seeks may be material or immaterial.
Beyond the U.S., the political role of diasporas has been most intensely studied in the
context of conflict in the home country. The physical removal from the direct suffering
of victims in the conflict can reduce diaspora members’ feelings of responsibility and
accountability, which in turn negatively affects their role in the conflict (Roth 2015,
293): while emigrants remain physically removed from the developments in the
country of origin, they are emotionally and psychologically involved. New
technologies and close communication ties have the potential to narrow peoples’ vision
and herding like-minded individuals together rather than increasing the exposure to
alternative views (Fullilove 2008, 9). Beyond a nostalgically glorified view of the
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homeland, diasporas at times develop what Anderson (1992) calls ‘long-distance
nationalism:’ The country of origin is stilted as a mythical place that has to be defended
against enemies of all kind, leading to radical attitudes and reducing the willingness to
compromise. Because they are located in ‘safe havens’ abroad and hard to hold
accountable for their actions, diaspora members are often “unwilling to accept a
compromise because on the one hand the conflict is of low cost to them and on the
other hand the conflict may have become an integral part of exile identity” (Anderson
1998, 74). Most researchers argue that diasporas that were created by a conflict in the
first place and are sustained by traumatic memories are more likely to fuel new
conflicts from abroad and contribute to prolonged fighting. Conflict-generated
diasporas often maintain a myth of return and cultivate a specific type of attachment
where the homeland territory takes on a high symbolic value and becomes a focal point
for mobilization (Koinova 2013; Lyons 2007, 545).
Collier and Hoeffler (2004) found that financial support by the diaspora considerably
increases the risk of repeated conflict: the presence of a diaspora is a significant factor
in predicting whether violence in a country suffering from a civil war will reoccur, and
diasporas delay the peace process after a conflict has been resolved. Because they often
accumulate significant economic wealth (in relation to those in the homeland) and
enjoy freedom of expression in the host country, diaspora members abroad have the
means to fuel conflict in the homeland. The distance between a diaspora group and the
home state can cause diasporas to oppose policies that enhance the chances for peace at
home, “because from abroad they perceive the policy as damaging what they have
come to view as their identity” (Roth 2015, 295). Therefore, researchers like Roth
claim that diasporas “have a particularly strong, and in some cases disproportionate,
hand in the conflicts they choose to get involved in...” (ibid., 294).
Evidence by Petrova (2019), however, suggests that external support from the diaspora
is positively associated with the probability that rebels adopt nonviolent tactics.
Similarly, qualitative research shows that diaspora groups can play important roles in
achieving political compromise and peaceful conflict resolution in the homeland:
diasporas lobby foreign governments as well as international organizations and provide
financial means to support the process of transition and reconstruction (Baser and
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Swain 2008). Diasporas can further contribute to the peacemaking-process through
human rights advocacy, raising the consciousness of human rights violations among the
host country’s public and decision-makers. The case study collection by Smith and
Stares (2007) concludes that diasporas can be both peace-makers and peace-wreckers
in conflict and sometimes play both roles in the same conflict. The diaspora’s role in
conflict is therefore ambiguous, as it has the potential to be both a constructive or
deconstructive force.
Beyond the political advocacy of diaspora communities in conflicts, however,
quantitative research has found a series of rather passive or non-political effects that
transnational migration movements exert on conflict and other uses of violence.
Salehyan and Gleditsch (2006) find that refugees fleeing civil war in their homeland
increase the probability of violence in their host countries, suggesting that refugees are
one important source of conflict diffusion. The authors argue that refugees expand rebel
social networks and constitute a negative externality of civil war. Refugees not
necessarily engage in violence themselves, but refugee flows facilitate the transnational
spread of arms, combatants, and ideologies conducive to conflict; they alter the ethnic
composition of the state; and they can exacerbate economic competition. Refugee flows
are further found to increase the likelihood of militarized interstate disputes (MIDs)
between sending and receiving states: Refugee-receiving states are more likely to start
a MID as they intervene to prevent further externalities, and refugee-sending states start
MIDs as they violate borders in pursuit of dissidents (Salehyan 2008).
Evidence by Miller and Ritter (2014) suggests that emigrants can both increase and
decrease the likelihood of civil war onset in their country of origin: a conflict is more
likely to occur the more migrants live in states with lower levels of state repression than
in the home country and with larger inflows of remittances, but less likely to occur as
more migrants have access to international NGOs abroad. Enhanced information about
living conditions abroad and resource inflows via diaspora networks increase an
individual’s willingness to engage in conflict-behavior, while a vibrant civil society in
the host country offers alternative opportunities to make their voice heard. Hence, in
line with the linkage approach I discuss below, Miller and Ritter’s findings suggest that
migrants spread information not only about economic, but also political conditions in
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the home country.
Bove and Böhmelt (2016, 2019) provide further evidence that migration inflows from
terrorism-prone states facilitate the diffusion of terrorism in the host country via
migrants’ social networks, and increase the likelihood of a military intervention of the
host in the home country. The latter finding is particularly interesting as it shows that
besides trade, aid or investment flows, migrants also affect outcomes that are to the
detriment of the homeland government. Advancing the same argument as Bermeo and
Leblang (2015), the authors argue that host countries are more likely to intervene in
their immigrants’ home countries to a) prevent further immigration flows and b) due to
migrants’ lobbying efforts. Bove and Böhmelt (2019), however, do not present an
argument why the majority of migrants should lobby in favor of an intervention in the
homeland.
Studies of diaspora influence have so far not systematically addressed the question of
what determines the direction of influence: the argument that conflict-generated
diasporas exert a negative influence on the homeland is well-established in the literature
but based on anecdotal evidence rather than systematic research. Kapur (2014)
advances the idea that an important factor explaining the variance of diaspora effects
are political and ethnic cleavages between the diaspora and the homeland regime.
Political or refugee diasporas are more likely to be opposed to the homeland regime
than emigrants who left for economic reasons (Newland 2010, 5). Again, however,
there exists next to no research in support of the claim that emigrants from autocratic
and/or human rights-violating countries are more likely to be opposed to the homeland
regime. Thus, while diasporas are indeed “Janus-faced” (Kapur 2007, 99) in the sense
that they can become a curse or blessing for the homeland government, when and why
a diaspora shows either face is an open question. By introducing the idea of migrant
ties as linkage, I offer an explanation for why the aggregate effect of emigrants can be
both positive and negative for the home country government.
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1.5 Migrant Groups in the U.S.
The interest group approach has its origins in the literature on ethnic interest groups in
the U.S., which I briefly survey here. In his reflections on the link between international
relations and domestic decision-making, de Mesquita (2002, 7) wonders how American
foreign policy on a range of issues would have looked like if it weren’t for “the
hole-punching skills of a few hundred Floridian voters with diverse interests regarding
prescription drugs and, perhaps, little interests at all in foreign policy or international
affairs.” Among the voters in the swing-state are more than one million American
Cubans, which have played a central role in the maintenance of the U.S. embargo
against Cuba. While the Cuban diaspora represents a significant part of the electorate in
Florida, it is extremely small in relation to the U.S. population and is therefore one of
the most prominent examples of ‘the power of the small’-argument.
There are a number of reasons why diaspora influence is especially likely to be
observed in the U.S.:3 First, “America is a pluralist democracy in which social forces
have rather easy access to governmental policy deliberations (Smith 2000, 2). Authority
is dispersed among state and federal governments, Congress and government are often
in the hand of different parties, elections are expensive to run, campaign regulations are
weakly regulated and both the bureaucracy and the legislature provide interest groups
with multiple points of access (Huntington 2004; Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, 140). In
America’s competitive two-party majoritarian system, minorities such as diasporas
have the opportunity to affect elections in the single-member districts of the House of
Representatives and in statewide Senate elections. Due to America’s role as the most
powerful actor in global politics and as a nation of immigrants it is not surprising that
diaspora communities form interest groups and foreign governments want them to do
so: having an audible voice in the U.S. political system by representation through the
diaspora promises political returns for the home country government.
During the Cold War, the U.S. became the host country of many refugees from
communist countries, whose interests often corresponded with the goals of American
foreign policy. Authors like Huntington (2004) and Ambrosio (2002c) argue that after
the fall of the Iron Curtain, the potential for diaspora influence was further enhanced as
3 Although

there are similarly good reasons for why not, as I discuss in Chapter 4.2.
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America now lacked an overriding foreign policy goal: “absent a coherent, identifiable
threat, America’s post-Cold War grand strategy is largely up for grabs” (ibid., p.9).
Statements such as these set the tone of an often alarmist debate on the influence of
ethnic interests on U.S. foreign policy. Claiming that the general population is either
unaware of or indifferent regarding the issues migrant groups are interested in, many
authors believe America’s foreign policy to be disproportionately influenced by
committed minorities that do not have to fear much of a public backlash against such
bargains (Ambrosio 2002a, 29; Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, 140). Smith (2000, 94)
concludes that “[w]hen benefits are concentrated among the few and costs are diffused
over a large population, when special interests are focused and the public is inattentive,
then the structure of American politics allows a determined, self-interested minority to
speak for America in world affairs...”
The power of ‘the Israel lobby’ is usually cited in the context of disproportionate
diaspora influence. In their infamous study, Mearsheimer and Walt (2008, 162) claim
that the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) “has an almost
unchallenged hold on Congress.” Milner and Tingley (2015, 100) state that Congress is
dominated by AIPAC regarding military aid to Israel. Similarly, McCormick (2012b,
71) sees the large amounts of foreign assistance by the U.S. as an indicator for AIPAC’s
success. Implicitly, there has often been a charge of ‘dual loyalty’ against American
Israelis but worries about ‘fifth columns’ and agents of foreign governments extend to
other diaspora groups as well. Fullilove (2008, 1) sees diasporas as “the human face of
globalisation” which suffer outbreaks of ‘diasporaphobia’ while becoming more
assertive and homeland governments step up their engagement efforts. Within the
ethnic interest group literature, few moderate voices explicitly counter claims of
disproportional diaspora influence: Paul and Paul (2008) find that with the exceptions
of the Israelis and the Cubans, its government elites that drive U.S. foreign policy
making, not interest groups. Lieberman (2009) sees Mearsheimer and Walt’s
propositions about the direct influence of the Israel lobby as generally not supported by
theory or evidence. The evidence I present in Chapter 4 supports the idea that on
aggregate, migrants only have a limited influence on U.S. foreign policy towards their
homeland.
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1.6 New Perspectives on Migrant Groups in International
Relations
An important question is whether the framing of diasporas taking influence as interest
groups is applicable when extending the focus beyond the U.S. There is anecdotal
evidence of diaspora communities organizing and lobbying in other host countries as
well (Ellis and Khan 1998, Orjuela 2008), but it remains an open question whether we
can generalize from the pluralistic and lobbying-prone American political system to
other forms of government. While cross-sectional research has found migrant
communities to affect various foreign policy outcomes, evidence for whether these
effects are indeed caused by migrants’ political advocacy is scarce (Bermeo and
Leblang 2015, Bove and Böhmelt 2019).
As discussed above, there are many reasons for why migrant communities may develop
political sway, even though they almost invariably are a minority in their host country.
Whether small groups can indeed make a difference, however, will be strongly
depended on the political system of the host country: two-party majoritarian systems
may indeed advantage well-organized and geographically concentrated migrant
communities, but whether the same groups would be able to exert political influence in
a proportional representation or even non-democratic system we simply do not know.
Moreover, cross-sectional research measures diaspora effects as size effects: in the
absence of more sophisticated data, migrant influence is assumed to be proportional to
the size of a migrant community. The evidence suggesting that there is some power in
numbers is therefore not easily reconciled with the collective action arguments that see
advantages in smaller group size: while larger migrant communities may still be small
in relation to the majority society, the claims that these groups find it easier to organize,
have a narrow focus and less problems with free-riders not necessarily hold true.
Emigrants often replay the conflicts of their homelands abroad. Unless only certain
groups are forced into exile, the same ethnic or political cleavages that spark conflict in
the homeland are likely to impede successful collective action in the host country
(Newland 2010, 5).
While we lack cross-sectional data on the ethnic or political composition of migrant
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communities, many diasporas appear to be rather heterogeneous entities and there are
few reasons to assume that unity is achieved easily abroad (see e.g. Egreteau 2012,
139). Finally, the claim that the public is apathetic because the majority has no obvious
stake in the particular set of issues that migrant groups lobby is likely to be
oversimplifying: Rubenzer (2011), for example, shows that there was substantial
opposition to the Cuba embargo by segments of the export-oriented agricultural sector.
For these reasons, we should question whether we can generalize the assumptions of
the ethnic interest group literature on the U.S. The American political system is specific
in many ways and diaspora communities face various hurdles when it comes to
successful political organization abroad. Whether migrant groups affect the foreign
policy of their host countries due to their political advocacy so far remains a question of
interpretation rather than rigorous empirical evidence.
But if migrant communities do not affect the relations between the host and the home
country due to their political advocacy, how do we explain the effects found in
cross-sectional studies? Besides migrant lobbying, Bermeo and Leblang (2015) as well
as Bove and Böhmelt (2019) argue that host countries send aid and even troops abroad
to prevent further immigration from the home countries of their diaspora communities.
But between these passive effects on the one hand and the political advocacy on the
other, I argue that there is a third option: migrants represent an important form of
linkage between countries. Linkage is defined as the density of ties between countries,
which can take economic, geopolitical, social, communicative or civil society forms
(Levitsky and Way 2005b, 520f). The primary source of linkage is geographic distance,
as countries located closer to each other have more frequent economic interactions, a
higher number of government connections as well as shared memberships in
international organizations. This is what Tobler (1970, 236) calls the first law of
geography: “everything is related to everything else, but near things are more related
than distant things.” Diaspora communities represent a form of social linkage that binds
countries together even when they are not located within the same region of the world.
The linkage idea has its origins in the democratization literature after the end of the
Cold War, with the basic idea being that autocratic abuses in countries with dense ties
to the West are more likely to reverberate in the Western public. The enhanced salience
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that autocratic misbehavior experiences abroad, in turn, puts decision-makers under
pressure to act and therefore increases the likelihood of external intervention. Linkage
therefore raises the costs of authoritarianism: as dense communication flows have
amplifying effects, even relatively minor violations of democratic principles or human
rights can cause an international outcry. Information about and attention to political
events abroad matters for foreign policy decision-making.
In contrast, without extensive linkages, even serious abuses of power are likely go
unnoticed abroad and therefore fail to produce a punitive response by the international
community. Autocratic rulers with few contacts to the West therefore enjoy greater
freedom to crack down on opposition movements or the media without having to fear
an international backlash. Levitsky and Way (2005b, 523) state that linkage is a source
of soft power, whose effects are often diffuse, indirect, difficult to observe and do not
attract attention from international observers. Migrant networks, I argue, are an
especially relevant form of linkage, as transnational contacts between emigrants,
friends and relatives at home, and the host country society come in the form of personal
interactions and human contacts. While trade relations, a common colonial history or
joint membership in international organizations are important forms of exchange as
well, they lack the direct personal interactions of migrant networks. Emigrants’
personal experiences of the homeland and their close contacts with those left behind
make information transmitted via migrant networks both more important and more
credible than in networks of less similar members because of the strong ties associated
with kinship and familiarity (Miller and Ritter 2014, 54). The economic literature
shows that it are migrants’ personal exchanges with the home and the host country that
enable the diffusion of knowledge and information, which in turn causes increases in
trade and investment (Gould 1994, Kugler et al. 2018). Diasporas thus reduce the ‘felt’
distance between countries: events in the home country of migrants are more likely to
become news in the host country than similar events in countries where no migrant ties
exist.
The information transmitted via migrant networks does not entail the ‘boomerang
effect’ of human rights abuses or democratic infringements described above. I argue
that migrant communication networks are neutral in the sense that they transmit
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information that can be of a negative or positive (or neither) nature for the homeland
government. As discussed above, research has found refugee movements to contribute
to the diffusion of civil wars (Salehyan and Gleditsch 2006) and terrorism (Bove and
Böhmelt 2016), while the information transmitted by migrants increases the probability
of military intervention by the host country (Bove and Böhmelt 2019), but has
ambiguous effects on the likelihood of conflict in the homeland (Miller and Ritter
2014). By providing relevant information and matching customers and producers with
their enhanced knowledge of local markets and product preferences, migrants further
enhance FDI by their host countries in the home country (Leblang 2010) as well as
bilateral trade (Parsons and Winters 2014).
I argue that the information effect of migrant networks extends beyond the economic
realm and can have consequences not only for questions of war and peace, but for other
political outcomes as well. In line with Miller and Ritter’s (2014) argument, there is
further empirical evidence that diasporas have an informative effect for the homeland:
Helbling and Leblang (2019) show that immigration policies have a stronger effect for
migrant groups that are already well represented in a country. If the host country
introduces more restrictive immigration policies, diaspora members seem to inform
friends and family at home. Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow (2010) present evidence that
as migrants move to democracies, they absorb attributes of democracy and ‘remit’ them
back home either by returning home or transmit the information to those left behind.
Migrants and their communities of origin establish and maintain connections via
transfers of family remittances, communication across various channels, migrants’
returning to their homeland etc. These social networks serve as as conduits for
information about how to migrate safely, where to arrive in the host country, and how to
maximize the likelihood of success after arrival. Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow argue
that migrant social networks also disseminate information about democracy, finding the
strongest evidence in support of their claim among people who receive information
directly from migrant friends and family. Beine and Sekkat (2013) present similar
evidence but find skilled migration to affect the home country’s institutions even more.
Correspondingly, I expect migrant groups to transfer information about the home
country to the host country. From the research on the economic and political role of
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migrant ties I derive the prediction that besides the organized lobbying of
decision-makers, migrants affect their host country’s foreign policy towards the home
country by informing about the political conditions in the homeland. The literature
shows how diaspora networks facilitate the cross-border diffusion of ideas, beliefs,
knowledge, and behavior. Migrant networks provide information about their homeland
through formal (e.g., business) or rather informal (e.g., familial) contacts. In that
respect, immigrants are fundamentally different from the native populations of their
host countries: by maintaining close ties to their country of origin, they regard
themselves, and are regarded by others, as party of the home country community
(Parsons and Vézina 2018, F212). By the observation of migrant communities in their
country and the activities of these groups, the host country will be more familiar with
the political situation in the home country than otherwise would be the case.
In line with the linkage argument, political events in the home country will hence
experience a greater salience in the host country. Host country media are more likely to
report events such as elections, government abuses, natural disasters etc. either because
migrant communities actively provide information or the media reports proactively to
address migrants as news consumers. Similarly, migrant communities’ collective
actions such as fundraising, group discussions or cultural events are likely to spur
further interest in the homeland. While attention is not sufficient to spur a reaction of
the host country’s decision-makers, the underlying assumption is that higher levels of
attention increase public pressure on policymakers to act, either to avoid unfavorable
news reports or to proactively improve reputation by ‘doing something.’ As I further
discuss in Chapter 2 and 3, there is ample evidence suggesting that media reporting and
activities of NGOs enhance the volume of emergency aid (Eisensee and Strömberg
2007) as well as the probability of sanction onset (Peksen et al. 2014, Kim and Whang
2018). Diaspora communities, then, can be an asset or a liability for the home country
government, because they draw their host countries’ attention to the situation at home,
which can result in beneficial or penalizing actions.
But how does the idea of migrant ties as information channels differ from the framing
of diaspora communities as interest groups? Proponents of diaspora interest group
influence assume that migrant groups organize successfully as political organizations
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and lobby the host country government. The barriers for influence qua lobbying power,
however, are quite high: While there is plenty of anecdotal evidence documenting the
influence of migrants as interest groups, many immigrant communities are highly
heterogeneous, poorly organized, politically excluded and with few rights in their host
country. While Levitsky and Way (2005b, 521) acknowledge that lobbying by exile
groups can be a part of linkage between countries, the broader idea of migrant ties as
information channels is far less demanding: migrant ties will affect the relations
between the home and the host country irrespective of the rights migrants enjoy in the
host country. The presence of large numbers of exiles is likely to draw attention to the
homeland, and migrants’ activities beyond political lobbying can further increase the
salience that homeland events experience abroad. While migrants may sometimes
convey a manipulated image of the homeland, information will be exchanged via
familial and other connections regardless of migrants’ political situation in the host
country. A group’s political power can help to explain the degree to which it can
influence political outcomes in line with its preferences, but migrant ties have the
potential to transform bilateral relations in more subtle ways. While the lobbying
approach gives a rather narrow view of migrant influence as organized interests, the
linkage approach is more inclusive and covers a wider range of channels by which
migrants can exert influence.
The distinction between the role of migrants as lobbyists or linkage may appear to be a
technical or theoretical one. However, the linkage approach offers a more nuanced view
of the ways in which migrants affect the foreign policy-making of their host countries.
It counters claims of disproportionate diaspora influence (Huntington 1997, Smith
2000) and mitigates moral and ethical concerns about the political power of
unaccountable ‘foreign forces’ (Anderson 1998). While lobbying decision-makers is
one way in which migrants exert influence, the results of this thesis suggest that when
aggregating effects across countries and over time, migrant ties affect bilateral relations
rather by increasing the familiarity between countries. Cases where diaspora groups
exert an undue influence over the foreign policy of the host country may exist, but they
seem to be the exception rather than the rule. Moreover, the finding that the aggregate
effects of bilateral migrant communities can be both positive and negative for the
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homeland government is easier to reconcile with the idea of migrants as linkage than as
interest groups. Lacking a theory of what drives the direction of migrant influence, the
proponents of migrant influence as interest group influence face difficulties in
explaining why migrants enhance foreign aid (Bermeo and Leblang 2015), emergency
assistance (Chapter 2) and investment (Leblang 2010) by the host country, but at the
same time increase the probability of a military intervention (Bove and Böhmelt 2019)
and sanctions (Chapter 3). Migrants may lobby for or against the home country
government, but the fact that most migration happens for economic reasons leads us to
expect most migrants rather to advocate for (or at least not against) the home country
regime. However, rather than predicting the direction of migrant influence based on a
solidified theory, research in the vein of the interest group approach assumes it to be
unidirectional in the case of each study.

1.7 Predictions
An unambiguous prediction that can be derived from the diaspora interest group
literature is that diaspora influence will be conditioned by the host country’s regime
type: in their influential theoretical work, Shain and Barth (2003, 464) argue that a
country’s regime type conditions whether migrant communities can organize and exert
influence, stating that regime type “determines the ability to organize at all,” as civil
society organizations are discouraged or prohibited in non-democratic systems. Bove
and Böhmelt (2019) provide some evidence that immigrants to democratic countries
are slightly more likely to make the country intervene in the home state than their
counterparts in autocratic host countries. Based on the (rather strong) assumption that
migrants vote primarily based on their concern with the home country and can be
mobilized as lobbyists by the extension of rights from the home country, Bermeo and
Leblang (2015) present evidence that migrants that are allowed to vote in the host
country and are granted dual citizenship rights by the home country do affect aid
marginally more. Beyond these two findings, we do not have systematic evidence in
favor of the idea that migrants act as lobby groups. Mirilovic’s (2018) qualitative
analysis of migrant influence on bilateral cooperation adds a more nuanced view to the
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debate: arguing that the regime type of both the home and the host country structures
diaspora influence, he finds that migrants can spur political cooperation only in jointly
democratic dyads. Diaspora groups based in other settings can have a large economic
impact but will fail to play a political role as they cannot appeal to shared democratic
norms, benefit from positive branding effects and increased democratic transparency,
which can lessen concerns over diaspora influence.
The linkage approach suggests that migrant ties should matter in democratic as well as
autocratic host countries. As it is the presence of a large number of migrants that
matters rather than their political rights, diasporas are likely to affect autocratic foreign
policy as well. Anecdotal evidence documents how migrant communities for example
engage in fundraising after natural disasters in the home country (Newland 2010, 8),
actions that are possible in autocracies and spur the host countries attention to events in
the home country. Guest-workers in the oil monarchies, for example, are largely
excluded from the host country society by denying them citizenship rights, restrictions
on their visa periods as well as a lack of family reunification programs. While these
labor migrants are therefore very unlikely to exert influence as interest groups, the lack
of assimilation into the host society means that they are a highly visible group (Gupta
2004). The attention this visibility draws to the homeland can spur actions by the host
country government, either to avoid diffusion effects via migrant linkages or to exert
influence via soft power (Al-Yahya and Fustier 2011, Tarrow 2005). In otherwise
restricted information environments, the information transmitted via migrant ties might
even be more relevant than in the permissive context of democracies (see further
discussion in Chapter 1.8.1 and 2).
An additional prediction that can be drawn from the linkage approach to migrant
influence is that the presence of migrant ties is likely to matter more when other ties are
weak. While migration movements strongly correlate with bilateral distance, trade,
former colonial relationships, or joint membership in international organizations, in the
absence of such ties, the presence of diaspora communities can be even more important.
Countries that are more distant and where there are few interactions will generally
receive less attention, so migrant ties become more relevant in these cases because
there will be less overlap in the information they provide and the information that is
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transmitted via other channels. Migrants rely on their personal contacts and their own
knowledge of the homeland to transmit information across borders and therefore
substitute for otherwise weak ties and cultural differences. Political events that would
otherwise receive less attention in the host country will then be more salient than in the
absence of migrant ties. Kugler et al. (2018) present supportive evidence for the
economic realm: migrants are found to strongly affect financial flows when two
countries are culturally distant but are barely a significant factor in country pairs that
share common language, colonial history, or legal origin.
To sum up, from the lobbying perspective we should rather expect diaspora interest
groups to be – on aggregate – supportive of the homeland government, and diaspora
influence should be strongest in democratic host countries. The linkage approach, on
the other hand, is agnostic regarding the direction of migrant influence, as the
information transmitted via migrant ties might be of a positive or negative nature for
the homeland government. While the effect should not depend on the host country’s
regime type, it is expected to be stronger when other bilateral ties are weak. These are
the observable implications of the two approaches, which I test in Chapter 2 and 3. As I
do not deny the relevance of migrant lobbying under certain (favorable) circumstances,
Chapter 4 focuses on U.S. aid allocation to test which features of migrant groups that
are supposed to make them successful interest groups enhance their influence on U.S.
foreign assistance. Together, the evidence suggests that migrants exert influence rather
by providing information and increasing attention than through their political power as
interest groups.

1.8 Outline of the Thesis Chapters
The following chapters of this thesis feature three self-contained studies dealing with
the influence of diaspora communities on the foreign policy of their host country
vis-à-vis their home country. Together, they contribute to the literature by offering a
more nuanced view of diaspora influence and addressing some of the empirical
problems of previous studies. Study I addresses the question whether countries that are
hit by a natural disaster profit from increased emergency aid flows by the host countries
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of their diaspora and, vice versa, whether donor countries send more aid to
disaster-affected countries of which they host a diaspora community. While the
evidence suggests that the size of a migrant group is positively correlated with the
amount of aid the host country sends in the wake of a natural disaster in the homeland,
the variance of this effect over distance, disaster severity and the host country’s regime
type is more in line with the linkage approach then the lobbying approach. Study II
analyzes the effect of migrant populations on the probability of a sanction imposition
by the host country against the home country. Finding the unconditional migrant stock
effect to be positively correlated with the likelihood of sanction onset is again easier to
explain with linkage effects then lobby effects: while some migrant groups will lobby
for sanctions, but others against, the linkage approach suggests that migrant ties draw
attention to the home country and therefore increase the probability of sanction
imposition. Finally, in Study III I focus on the lobbying channel by analyzing the
differing effects of migrant groups on U.S. aid allocation. Of the five interest group
criteria tested here, only geographical concentration in combination with numerical
significance is found to unilaterally enhance a group’s influence over aid. The effects of
a group’s size, turnout level and socioeconomic status are conditioned by the home
country’s level of development. Thus, while there is some conditional support for the
lobbying approach, the findings are consistent with the linkage approach, as migrant
groups and their features appear to have an informative effect on the host country. To
embed them in the broader context of the research field, each of the three studies is
prefixed by an extended discussion of the study’s content.
1.8.1 Study I: No Calm After the Storm – Diaspora Influence on Bilateral
Emergency Aid Flows
In the first study of the thesis (Chapter 2), I use time series cross-sectional data to test
the effect of migrant stocks on bilateral emergency aid in the wake of natural disasters
in their country of origin. The study extends the work of Bermeo and Leblang (2015)
on migrants’ influence over long-term development aid to short-term emergency relief.
Empirically, the study contributes to the literature by testing the diaspora effect across
two datasets of bilateral emergency aid flows provided by the OECD and the Financial
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Tracking Service (FTS) of the United Nations. The study aims at isolating the diaspora
effect by applying donor, recipient, year and disaster-type fixed effects in addition to
controlling for a range of measures for bilateral relations. Everything else equal, the
larger a country’s diaspora in a potential donor country, the more disaster aid it receives
from this country. Varying the diaspora effect over bilateral distance, the severity of a
disaster and the host country’s regime type, the study finds evidence in support of the
linkage argument: migrants’ influence on emergency relief for their country of origin is
stronger the more distant the home country is and the less severe the impact of the
disaster. Disasters that would otherwise go unnoticed abroad receive critical attention
by potential donor countries due to the presence of diaspora networks. In contrast with
the lobbying argument, the diaspora effect is found to be slightly stronger for autocratic
then for democratic donors. Rather than through lobbying as political interest groups,
migrant communities appear to affect emergency aid flows by increasing their host
countries’ attention to the disaster abroad. Migrants’ private engagement (e.g. in the
form of fundraising) and the enhanced chances of media reporting seem to critically
increase a disaster’s salience in the host country.
Migrants’ sway over disaster assistance to their country of origin is a relevant research
topic because emergency relief represents “one of the most basic and important
transfers of wealth between developed and developing countries” (Cohen and Werker
2008, 816). From the recipient’s perspective, relief allocation choices “are ethically
salient decisions since they aim to help individuals that – largely through no fault of
their own – have become victims of a life-threatening event causing potential ruin and
human suffering” (Bechtel and Mannino 2017, 1). Besides political lobbying and
enhancing the host country’s attention to a disaster, donor countries may also provide
aid to the home countries of their immigrants to prevent further immigration. However,
I believe the ‘targeted aid’ channel to be less relevant in the case of emergency relief:
First, existing evidence suggests that event-driven migration as in the case of natural
disasters is usually short-lived and intranational (Black et al. 2011, S7) and does not
contribute significantly to international migration flows (Breunig et al. 2012, 20).
Second, while there is some evidence that humanitarian aid reduces refugee flows
(Dreher et al. 2019), it can also have adverse effects by reducing receiving governments’
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engagement in disaster prevention and preparedness, but also by increasing the
visibility of the donor country to the affected population (Raschky and Schwindt 2016).
Finally, if decision-makers believe emergency aid to reduce immigration inflows in the
wake of natural disasters, we should expect them to be more responsive to diasporas
from nearer countries and to diasporas whose homeland is hit by a more severe disaster:
on average, disasters with a larger impact will cause more people to emigrate and
migration costs increase with distance, so in both cases the diaspora network effect
should be especially prevalent. However, the evidence suggests that migrants influence
emergency aid more strongly when the distance is large and the severity is low.
Anecdotal evidence at the sub-national level illustrates migrants’ effect on emergency
aid allocation, but also the added value of applying quantitative methods to the topic.
There are about 100,000 Canadians of Haitian origin, with a strong concentration in
Quebec. When Haiti was hit by a disastrous earthquake in 2010, the Haitian diaspora
contributed to the strong regional support for help, resulting in a 3 million CDN$
donation by the Quebec government (Mamuji 2014). While the Haitian diaspora “has
been deeply divided and has achieved little in terms of increasing attention to Haiti’s
needs” (Newland 2010, 5), the earthquake led to a ‘rally-around-the-flag’ effect,
catalyzing patriotism and unity – at least in the short run (Esnard and Sapat 2016, 12).
Contrasting Canada’s relief efforts for Haiti with the floods in Pakistan in the same year,
Mamuji (2014) finds that despite Canada’s structured approach to the need assessment
and implementation of its disaster-relief policy, the response to the Pakistan floods was
slower and smaller in scope. The author concludes that despite Canada’s existing policy
framework for response to natural disasters, the allocation of emergency aid is highly
dependent on the actions of political actors. According to Census data,4 about 150,000
Pakistanis lived in Canada in 2011, with a strong concentration in Ontario. Whether the
two disasters are indeed comparable, however, is difficult to decide: The Haiti
earthquake was the more deadly disaster (about 222,000 people killed vs. 2,100 in the
Pakistan floods), while the Pakistan floods affected a larger number of people (20.4
million vs. 3.7). While Canada did indeed donate more than twice as much money in
the case of the Haiti earthquake (158 million $ vs. 77), Haiti is geographically and
4 https://bit.ly/2QsGYSE,

05/2019.
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culturally less distant to Canada than Pakistan. Two relatively similar sized migrant
communities are therefore associated with very different aid flows in these two cases,
but the Haiti earthquake appears as a rather inept counterfactual to the Pakistan floods.
While both were major disasters, the more remote Pakistan flood may have received
significantly less attention (and aid) if it were not for the Pakistani diaspora community
in Canada. However, since we are dealing with observational data, we cannot simply
remove the diaspora and see what happens, but must find comparable disasters by
adjusting for covariates.
Previous studies find that remittances inflows increase after natural disasters (David
2011, Mohapatra et al. 2012), suggesting that diaspora communities scale up their
economic engagement and fundraising efforts in response to enhanced need by the
home country. In the study, I argue that migrants’ private post-disaster engagement as
well as increased media reporting make disasters in the home country more salient
events abroad. The literature unequivocally agrees that the more attention a disaster
receives in a potential donor country, the more likely it is to generate aid flows and the
more aid it receives. People must be aware of a disaster in order to be supportive of
help. Disasters that attract the media’s spotlight get more relief, and donor governments
seem also to react more swiftly to disasters reported in the media (Strömberg 2007).
Geographically and culturally closer countries are more in the focus of media coverage
and people are more moved by the suffering of people to which they can relate. Drury
et al. (2005) find that one New York Times article generates more aid than 1,500
fatalities. Addressing the question whether news reports causally affect disaster aid
decisions, Eisensee and Strömberg (2007) show that when natural disasters happen
during the Olympics and therefore face exogenously enhanced competition for spare
newstime, U.S. policy makers are significantly less likely to send aid.
From a global perspective, natural disasters are quite frequent events, but only a small
proportion gain enough attention to attract international assistance. The link between
media attention and political action is known as the ‘CNN-effect,’ a term which implies
that news reporting of events abroad can influence the decisions of political leaders.
Decision-makers respond to news media reporting as part of their effort to obtain or
maintain broad-based domestic political support (Rioux and Belle 2005): information
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about a disaster can spur citizens’ lobbying of political representatives to provide relief,
emergency assistance typically delivers favorable publicity for politicians, and a news
report is a signal to decision-makers that a disaster is salient to the public and therefore
deserves relief (Eisensee and Strömberg 2007, 695). Just as diasporas are often
involved in activities to increase public awareness of homeland conflicts (Demmers
2007), I expect them to promote news reporting of disasters in the home country. The
media may be further more likely to report natural disasters in the home countries of
large migrant communities to address migrants as news ‘consumers.’
The lobbying approach sees migrant communities as interest groups that lobby the host
country government in favor of relief to the homeland. Research on the domestic
determinants of aid allocation sees the foreign beneficiaries of aid to be at a natural
disadvantage compared to the domestic constituencies that lose from these resource
transfers, unless they enjoy the advocacy of development NGOs (Lundsgaarde 2012,
23). The diaspora lobbying approach extends the focus to migrant communities as
representatives of the home country abroad. However, this approach expects diasporas
in non-democratic countries to be largely prevented from exerting influence over the
country’s foreign policy (Saideman 2002, 100; Shain and Barth 2003, 463). Baser and
Swain (2009, 50) argue that the degree to which the host country allows a migrant
group “to exert influence on itself affects the worth of the diaspora as a foreign policy
asset in the eyes of the homeland.”
However, migrants can also affect the decision-making calculus of autocratic countries:
For example, according to Gupta (2004), there are approximately 3.6 million Indians
working in the Persian Gulf countries. The author argues that this group has a higher
interest in maintaining stronger economic and political ties with India and in
identifying themselves as Indians because they usually cannot bring their families and
have little chances to achieve their host country’s citizenship. Immigrants are therefore
more likely to remit significant amounts to households in the homeland, especially
when the country of origin faces natural calamities. Because they are excluded from
assimilation in the host country society, immigrants that live as guest workers in
autocracies will be more distinct and therefore a more visible group in the host country.
It is this visibility which potentially draws the host country’s attention to the home
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country, which can translate into enhanced aid flows after natural disasters. Migrants in
autocratic countries are further able to engage in fundraising after natural disasters at
home, which can spur additional attention to the humanitarian need abroad. In
otherwise restricted information contexts, migrant ties can be an especially relevant
channels of information. Therefore, the information effect of migrant ties may be given
in both democratic and autocratic contexts.
There is large-scale migration into rich dictatorships, and these countries may be more
likely to respond to their immigrant communities in case of a disaster because they are
concerned that crisis events abroad have negative spillover effects for their own hold on
power (von Soest 2015, 626): when migrant-sending countries are destabilized due to
the consequences of a natural disaster, unrest may spread and cause trouble in diaspora
communities (Tarrow 2005, 489). In addition, humanitarian aid is a form of soft power,
and autocratic leaders have incentives to promote a positive image abroad and support
those countries that provide them with a low-priced workforce. While research on the
aid allocation patterns of autocratic donors is relatively scarce (Dreher et al. 2011), a
working paper by Fuchs and Klann (2012) suggests that donors outside the OECD’s
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) are especially active in the area of
humanitarian assistance, where almost every country in the world provides aid at some
point in time. Splitting the sample between democratic and non-democratic donors,
Fuchs and Klann further present evidence that autocratic donors are more likely to
provide aid to their immigrants’ home country, while no such effect is found for
democracies outside the DAC. In addition, migrant networks seem also to speed up the
provision of aid.
Similarly, the findings of my study suggest that migrant-sending countries profit after
natural disasters from enhanced aid flows by the host countries of their diaspora. The
presence and activities of migrant communities shape the donor’s perceptions of the
home country’s need for assistance. This reinforces concerns that whether a donor
country sends emergency relief depends on who is suffering (Strömberg 2007, 200):
while disasters in remote countries which do not have strong migrant ties to potential
donor countries are neglected, donors favor emergencies that happen in countries that
are more visible due to their diaspora communities abroad. Thus, even if diaspora
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communities do not affect aid primarily by their lobbying power, emergency aid flows
might still be biased at the expense of more invisible suffering outside the media and
political spotlight because a country is poorly represented abroad.
1.8.2 Study II: Lobbyists Abroad? Diaspora Influence on Sanctions
Against Their Homeland
In the second study of the thesis (Chapter 3), I use time series cross-sectional data to
test the effect of migrant stocks on sanction imposition by the host country on the home
country. Bove and Böhmelt (2019) find that migrant ties increase the likelihood of a
military intervention by the host country, but fail to explain why migrants – who are
predominantly labor migrants – should generally favor an intervention in their home
country. Finding migrant groups to similarly enhance the probability of sanction
imposition by the host country, I argue, is more in line with the idea of migrants as a
form of linkage between countries than the lobbying approach. Diaspora communities
are often divided along political or ethnic cleavages exported from the home country or
have to fear the long arm of autocratic repression abroad. Even if diaspora communities
can overcome the collective action problems inherent in political mobilization, they
should be more likely to advocate against sanction imposition on the home country:
exiles often develop a long-distance nationalism by cultivating an idealized picture of
the homeland. If the exile community does not support the homeland government
beforehand, the issue of sanction onset can have a rally-around-the-flag effect for the
diaspora: when the homeland comes under attack by the host country, migrants often
feel discriminated against and pushed into a corner.
Instead, I believe that migrant ties rather indicate frequent bilateral interactions and
offer quasi-neutral information channels between the home and the host country, which
lead to outcomes that may be of a negative or positive nature for the homeland’s
government. Even though migrants will – in one way or the other – provide a biased
view of their home country, their presence and activities will generally increase the host
country’s attention to potential sanction-triggering events in the home country. Relying
on data of the Thread and Imposition of Economic Sanctions (TIES) project (Morgan
et al. 2014), I use a combination of sender and target fixed effects as well as a
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trade-threshold to identify the set of ‘sanction-relevant’ dyads.
Everything else equal, the larger a country’s diaspora in a potential sanction-sender
country, the more likely this country is to be sanctioned. Addressing the question of
what determines the direction of diaspora influence, I vary the migrant effect over the
home country’s regime type and human rights record. Human rights violating and less
democratic countries are significantly more likely to be targeted with sanctions by the
host country. Further analysis shows that increasing the migrant stock originating from
a perfect democracy in a potential sanction-sender country increases the probability of
sanction onset by 15%, while only causing a small decrease for countries with an
excellent human rights record.5 Rather than decreasing the probability of sanctions
through their lobbying activities, it seems that migrant ties rope countries together and
unequivocally make sanctions more likely by drawing attention to all kinds of sanctions
causes.
As a foreign policy tool (or a tool of ‘statecraft’), the use of economic sanctions is
located somewhere between alternative means of diplomacy and the use of force in
international relations (Baldwin 1999, 92). A classic understanding of sanctions defines
them as the reduction or termination of regular economic interactions by the sender in
order to “change a policy that is under the target’s control” (Cranmer et al. 2014, 5;
Morgan et al. 2014, 542f). However, given the economic costs of sanctions for the
sender country and the finding that sanctions are often ineffective in reaching their
stated goals (Hufbauer and Oegg 2001), the question is why countries keep using
sanctions. Proponents of the expressive theory of sanctions argue that sanctions are
more about satisfying the demands of domestic constituents: “If sanctions appease a
domestic interest group, then they earn a political benefit and should be considered
successful” (Lektzian and Souva 2007, 851). Who is targeted with a sanction, with
what type and at which level will then not necessarily be the most economically and
politically efficient policy, but rather depends on the interests of domestic interest
groups that demand something to be done against a specific target state (Baldwin 1985,
130-134).
In Kaempfer and Lowenberg’s (1992) public choice approach to economic sanctions,
5 As

I look at all kinds of sanctions, there are quite a few cases in which democracies and human rights-respecting
countries are sanctioned.
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sanction policies are explained as a function of the relative effectiveness of interest
groups in generating political pressure. Decision-makers, for example, choose to
sanction relatively unimportant trade flows in order to minimize the welfare losses,
while at the same time appease interest groups’ demands to ‘do something.’ The
implication is that that relatively small groups obtain concentrated benefits, while the
costs are borne by the society. Sanctions are often used symbolically, and this is
especially prevalent when powerful interest groups do not seek pecuniary gains from a
specific sanction policy, but rather want to express a moral viewpoint or want to punish
a certain behavior. The textbook example is the case of the American Cubans, whose
unflinching support of the embargo did not result in the toppling of the Castro regime.
There are surprisingly few empirical tests of interest groups’ influence on sanctions:
McLean and Whang (2014) present evidence that while informed voters6
predominantly shape the decision whether to sanction a country or not, interest groups’
preferences affect the way a sanction is implemented. They argue that policymakers
seek to demonstrate their competence in foreign affairs by imposing sanctions when
voters expect a response to some form of misbehavior. Interest groups will then try to
minimize the economic losses generated by the sanction and lobby decision-makers
accordingly.
Murdie and Peksen (2013) identify the state-centrism of most studies as a gap in the
literature and introduce human rights organizations (HROs) as important transnational
non-state groups that influence the imposition of sanctions. Arguing that HROs
strategically provide and design information “to raise international mobilization in
support of aiding a repressed population” (p.38), they find that HRO activities
significantly increase the likelihood of sanction events against repressive regimes. Kim
and Whang (2018) confirm these findings for the U.S., finding that even though they
expect most development NGOs to oppose sanctions, U.S.-based NGOs working in a
target state increase the likelihood of both sanction threat and onset. Again, this is
evidence in line with the linkage idea, as information provision trumps lobbying effects.
I further add to this literature by analyzing the effect of migrant networks on bilateral
6 The

authors, however, test this argument only indirectly by assuming that when elected officials decide over
sanctions, they “have an interest in publicizing their active policymaking and, hence, informing voters” (McLean
and Whang 2014, 597).
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sanction patterns: contrasting the idea of migrant groups as lobbies with the idea of
migrant ties as a form of linkage, my findings suggest that diaspora populations have
similar informative effects as HROs and influence sanction policies more than other
forms of bilateral ties.
As discussed above, and as exemplified by the case of the American Cubans, in the
literature diasporas are usually framed as interest groups that lobby the host country in
favor of or against sanction onset. Researchers routinely argue that decision-makers are
less constrained when deciding over economic sanctions when compared to the use of
military force: the underlying assumption is that sanctions as a foreign policy tool are
largely removed from the center of public attention, and interest groups will therefore
find it easier to attain their preferences (Rubenzer and Redd 2010, 763). Drawing on
collective action arguments (Olson 1974), proponents of the interest group frame argue
that as diasporas tend to be comparatively small in relation to the host country society
and are united by a similar cultural background, familial and ethnic ties, they will find
it easier to organize and become politically active (Saideman 2002). When low levels
of public attention meet a narrow, but intense diasporic interest in doing something,
policymakers will have an incentive to accommodate the interests of a minority at
comparatively low political costs (Ambrosio 2002c; Rubenzer and Redd 2010, 757).
While the cases of Cubans or Iraqis show that some diasporas lobby their host
governments for sanctions (Vanderbush 2009), there are other examples where migrant
groups come out in support of their homeland’s regime and therefore oppose sanctions:
Sinhalese exiles have lobbied against sanctions on their home country (Orjuela 2008)
and Indian Americans played a role in the end of nuclear sanctions by the U.S. (Mistry
2013). We lack a common theoretical story for what drives the direction of emigrants’
influence, though most researchers argue that the determinants lie in the reasons for
dispersal. Refugee or victim diasporas are perceived to sustain a long-time grudge and
therefore advocate in favor of penalizing the country from which they were extracted
(Horst 2013). All else being equal, emigrants from autocracies are expected to be less
sympathetic toward the country of origin government than emigrants from democracies.
Emigrants that have personal experiences of violent repression back home have reasons
to promote harsh policies against the home country regime abroad.
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By contrast, emigration from democracies is more likely to be motivated by economic
concerns (Mirilovic 2015, 516). Trade or labor diasporas that were created because
people had economic incentives to emigrate are expected to be less likely to engage in
opposition to the homeland’s regime. In practice, however, the distinctions are blurred:
Typically, diaspora populations are created over longer time periods and their
composition is therefore variable. People rarely fit easily into categories such as
economic or political migrant. Within the Turkish diaspora in Germany, for example,
many Kurds are in exile for political reasons, while many Turks have moved abroad as
guest workers, but a lot of individuals also fit neither category, and there are also
Turkish political exiles and Kurdish guest workers. Furthermore, refugees sometimes
wish to leave political activism behind, while economic migrants become politicized.
Migrants may become opposed to the homeland regime when abroad as they gain
access to unrestricted information about the political situation at home. However, they
may also grow defensive about their homeland, e.g. when it is scrutinized by the host
country’s media and migrants feel forced to take sides (Østergaard-Nielsen 2003, 266).
Refugees, after all, make up only 7% of people living outside of their state of origin,
with the rest of the world’s migrants being perceived to be motivated by economic
reasons (Miller and Ritter 2014, 51). Evidence suggests that political freedoms
associated with democracies are not a primary motivation for people to leave their
home countries, but rather the prospect of economic prosperity (Breunig et al. 2012). If
most of transnational migration is labor migration, we would rather expect the
aggregate effect of migrant networks on sanctions against the homeland to be negative,
or at least neutral. However, the evidence by Bove and Böhmelt (2019) suggests that
migrant networks increase the chances of a military intervention in the homeland.
There are several reasons that speak against the idea that migrants affect their host
countries’ sanction policies primarily by acting as lobby groups, which I briefly discuss
in Chapter 3.2 and in more detail here.
First, emigration can either stabilize or destabilize repressive regimes: on the one hand,
outward migration will prove beneficial when critical voices go and leave behind a
more loyal population, while at the same time attracting foreign investment, trade and
remittances. On the other hand, when exiles are exposed to democracy abroad, they
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may call into question the legitimacy of autocratic rule at home and increase the
chances of regime change. Rational rulers will therefore try to regulate migration flows
accordingly, restricting emigration to democracies while encouraging emigration that
promises economic returns (Miller and Peters 2018). What follows from this discussion
is that emigration from autocracies can be politically or economically motivated: while
autocrats open the borders to get rid of activists, opposition voters and non-allied ethnic
groups, they similarly send abroad segments of society that are not actively opposed to
the regime. Tsourapas (2018) argues that autocrats at times use emigration as soft
power by sending loyalists abroad. During the rule of Gamal Abdel Nasser, Egypt used
high-skilled labor emigration as an instrument of cultural diplomacy to spread
revolutionary ideals of Arab unity and anti-imperialism across the Middle East, as well
as a tool for disseminating development aid. Other examples are the Cuban policy of
sending doctors to loyal regimes or the employment of Chinese teachers in Confucius
Institutes abroad. The bottom line is that diasporas with their origins in autocratic
countries are not necessarily opposed to the homeland regime.
Second, the argument that diaspora communities can overcome collective action
problems more easily is an oversimplification. While it may be true that there are some
small groups that are able to gain disproportionate influence beyond their numbers
because they are able to overcome free-rider problems and organize successfully in
exile, there are few reasons to expect this to be true for the majority of diaspora
communities. Migrant communities are usually small in relation to the host country
society, but not necessarily in absolute numbers. Clashing with the collective action
argument, quantitative research on diasporas finds that there is influence in numbers
(Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Bove and Böhmelt 2019). As is the case with the Kurds
and Turks in the Turkish diaspora, many migrant communities are not unitary actors,
but are plagued by conflicts along ethnic and political cleavages. While most Sinhalese
emigrants uphold a long-distance nationalism formed around the idea of a threatened
homeland (Orjuela 2008), the sizable Tamil diaspora has been created largely in the
wake of violent conflict and has lobbied its respective host governments to act to end
the violence (Godwin 2018). When in exile, migrants often replay the conflicts of the
homeland: For example, Egreteau (2012) concludes that the Burmese diaspora’s
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activism has been consistently plagued by its ethnic, communal and personality-based
divisiveness, impeding “collective actions, despite the high visibility of the
pro-democracy struggle” (p.132). As long as we do lack detailed data of the ethnic and
political composition of international diaspora communities, we have little reason to
assume that migrant groups can easily overcome the centrifugal forces of heterogeneity
and diverging interests.
Third, even if the diaspora rallies in opposition to the homeland regime, the home
country government may still manage to impede migrants from lobbying in the host
country. Autocratic rulers7 often perceive exiles as a political threat to their rule and
engage in transnational repression to silence oppositional voices abroad. Moss (2016a,
279) argues that many researchers overgeneralize the extent to which exile insulates
diaspora members from the costs of dissent. As emigrants usually maintain close social,
economic, and political ties to the homeland, autocratic regimes are able to reach out
and threaten the diaspora in multiple ways. Modern communication technologies that
enhance transnational communication and information exchange enable them to
monitor and respond to the activities of political exiles rapidly and on a large scale: the
internet and social media become a two-edged sword for activists as they are better
informed about the homeland, but at the same are more easily monitored and spied on
by the regime (Michaelsen 2018).
Evidence suggests that ‘networked authoritarianism’ in the sense of digitally enabled
repression does indeed mitigate diaspora mobilization during periods of violent unrest,
“which is precisely when ICT-enabled activism can aid home-country movements in
significant ways” (Moss 2018, 265). Numerous examples document that dictatorships
go as far as killing prominent opposition members in exile: Stalin commanded Leon
Trotsky’s murder in Mexico,8 Russian secret services poisoned Alexander Litwinenko
in London9 and Jamal Khashoggi was tortured and killed in Saudi Arabia’s embassy in
Istanbul.10 In most cases, autocrats engage in more subtle measures of repression.
Embassies, missions, and consulates are institutional outposts of the home country
which act as gatekeepers that regulate access to vital services such as visas or passports,
7 The

term is used here as an umbrella term for non-democratic or human rights abusing regimes.

8 https://www.history.com/this-day-in-history/trotsky-assassinated-in-mexico,
9 https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-19647226,
10 https://bit.ly/2OnBnQ2,
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but can also monitor and contain the activism of political dissenters abroad. Besides the
direct targeting of dissidents, regimes can also repress opposition abroad by threatening
the well-being of friends and relatives in the home country (Moss 2016b). Michaelsen
(2018, 259) argues that the targeting of relatives in Iran is the most effective means of
the regime to curtail the activities of political exiles. As a result, the diasporas that are
most likely to be mobilized by human rights abuses taking place in the home country
are also those most likely to be subjected to deterrence measures by the homeland
regime. In these cases, dissent becomes a high-risk activity and therefore migration
from authoritarian to democratic states will not automatically produce free expression
or transnational mobilization against the homeland.
Of course, transnational deterrence has its limits: evidence suggests that regimes were
successful in deterring anti-regime mobilization by the diaspora before the Arab Spring,
but dissidents became active when multiple parameters changed: the spread of violence
lead the threatening of relatives and friends ad absurdum, regimes were perceived as
incapable of making good on their threats, and the moral costs of inaction became
unbearable (Moss 2016b, 480). In addition, not every regime has the capacities to
suppress critical voices abroad, but the evidence indicates that for those who do, it takes
some sort of crisis event for oppositional forces in the diaspora to overcome the
deterrence measures of the homeland regime. Before the 2011 revolutions, the Gaddafi
and Assad regimes successfully deterred mobilization abroad through surveillance,
threats, infiltrating anti-regime protests and holding relatives hostage (Moss 2016b).
Therefore, extreme escalations in state repression increase the likelihood of successful
diaspora mobilization as well as an international response.
Fourth, the notion of diasporas as long-distance nationalists (Anderson 1992) suggests
that exiles often pursue radical agendas and take advantage of the freedom and
economic opportunities provided by democratic host countries to mobilize resources
and intervene in the their home countries. They engage in non-responsible behavior
because they do not have to bear the consequences of their actions in the home country.
Nationalist sentiments at times grow stronger in the diaspora, as the homeland becomes
emotionally more relevant and a cornerstone of the own identity. Therefore, diasporas
are often more rigid and narrow-minded than their homeland societies. The diaspora
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may or may not see its nationalism represented by the homeland government and
therefore either engage in support or opposition. However, the prospect of sanctions
has the potential to close the ranks between government and diaspora: Hirt (2015)
shows how the Eritrean government has made use of the international sanctions against
the regime to draw support from the diaspora, which represents at least a third of all
Eritrean nationals. Even though most fled during the independence struggle and the
exploitative military service, Hirt and Mohammad (2018) argue that the Eritrean
society is characterized by long-distance nationalism: “By creating a conflation
between government, nation and people, [the regime] has barred large groups of
diaspora Eritreans from voicing their resentments because they believe criticism
amounts to ‘mutiny”’(p.243). Again, such rally-around-the-flag-effects are facilitated
by modern communication technologies, which enable governments to reach out to the
diaspora and appeal to feelings of long-distance nationalism. Such feelings are further
reinforced when emigrants feel little attachment to the host society or feel pushed in a
corner when they are forced to choose sides. Those who feel a lack of acceptance in the
host country compensate by adopting a unflinching stand in support of the homeland
regime. For them, the imagined homeland becomes an ideal. Thus, if a diaspora’s
long-distance nationalism is met with a rally-around-the-flag effect by the prospect of
sanctions against the homeland, we should expect the diaspora rather to mobilize
against a punishment of the country of origin.
Finally, even if migrant communities lobby for sanctions, the host country may not
necessarily be receptive to the diaspora’s demands. While the case of the
Cuban-Americans serves as the textbook example of diaspora influence on the host
country’s sanction policy, Haney and Vanderbush (1999) and Vanderbush (2009) argue
that the founding and growth of the Cuban American National Foundation (CANF) was
strongly encouraged by the Reagan administration, and its success as an interest group
was facilitated by its interactive relationship with the government. Similarly, the role of
the Iraqi diaspora in the decision to invade Iraq was characterized by the alliance of
exiled elites’ hawkish politics and like-minded officials in the government (ibid.).
Mistry (2013) argues that the Indian diaspora profited from the Bush administration’s
efforts to push the nuclear agreement through Congress rather than spurring the
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initiative in the first place. These examples show that for diasporas to succeed as lobby
groups, it at least takes a government that is willing to lend an ear to the diaspora’s
demands. In cases where the diaspora promotes controversial policies like a military
intervention or costly economic sanctions, the case studies show that it took a
confluence between hardliners in the government and diaspora activists (Vanderbush
2009, 301).
Concerning the mechanism of influence, evidence by Peksen et al. (2014) suggests that
U.S. sanction decisions are sensitive to the degree of media reporting human rights
violations in a potential target country receive. The authors argue that news reports of
human rights abuses increase the chances of sanction use by mobilizing the public to
pressure decision-makers to act. I propose a similar mechanism for the diaspora effect
on sanctions: migrants’ host countries will care more for the situation in the home
country than they would in the absence of migrant ties. Repressive regimes (or other
sanction causes) will therefore experience a higher salience and put decision-makers
under pressure to act. For example, migrant ties increase attention to human rights
violations in the home country, and attention generates empathy for those who suffer
from repression. Even if decision-makers are unwilling to act, they might feel
pressured to employ sanctions to ‘do something’ and appease voters and interest groups
that have been mobilized by the information provided by migrant networks.11
On the one hand, migrant networks harness the power of their own experiences,
personal contacts and familiarity to transmit credible and valuable information to the
host country. On the other hand, migrant ties can be thought of as information channels
that by their existence indicate the exchange of information, independent of the content
of the signals sent and received. Even though migrants are hardly neutral information
distributors that provide an unbiased view of the homeland, their presence and
communication is likely to increase the probability of sanction onset: this effect might
be intentional, if they actively call for sanctions against repressive regimes, or
unintentional, if the sanction is an externality of the attention they draw to the
11 Whether

decision-makers profit from increased public support by imposing sanctions is an open question. Most
researchers argue that sanctions are removed from public attention, and that decision-makers face few constraints
in their choice of sanction policy (Drury 2001). Whang (2011) finds U.S. presidents’ approval rating to benefit
from the imposition of sanctions, while Webb (2018) measures a moderate negative effect on presidential
approval.

1.8. Outline of the Thesis Chapters

43

homeland. The growing awareness of poor human rights conditions or democratic
infringements through diaspora information might help policymakers to justify the
imposition of sanctions. Thus, even if a diaspora is opposed to the use of sanctions
against the homeland and frame information accordingly, its presence and activities
might still increase the likelihood of sanction onset because decision-makers utilize the
attention to gather support for the use of sanctions.12
I hypothesize that migrants spread information not only about economic conditions in
their home state (Leblang 2010) but also political conditions, and this information can
impact their host country’s sanction policy. Members of the network between the
diaspora and the home country are more likely to interact and share information than
people without these ties, and the information exchanged via migrant networks is
spread within the host country and increase the salience political events experience
abroad. Rather than through political power, I argue that diasporas influence the
relations between the host and the home country mostly by increasing the familiarity
between countries. While some diaspora groups lobby in favor of sanctions, and other
against, migrant ties generally rope countries together, increasing the interactions
between countries and the host country’s knowledge of the political situation in the
migrants’ home country. A larger number of interactions increases the likelihood of
conflict, and the level of attention autocratic misbehavior generates due to the
information transmitted via migrant ties makes it difficult for the host country to remain
inactive. While I assume the majority of transnational migrants not to oppose the
homeland government, supportive actions will not necessarily succeed in constraining
the host country’s sanction choice. Decision-makers use sanctions to promote foreign
policy goals, strengthen their international reputation and to buy political support (von
Soest and Wahman 2015a).
The findings of my study suggest that, everything else equal, migrant-sending countries
are more likely to be targeted with sanctions by the diaspora’s host countries. I attribute
this finding to linkage effects of migrant ties. Other than expected by proponents of a
disproportionate diaspora influence, it seems that on average, migrant groups do not
change their host country’s sanction policies through their lobbying power. However,
12 See

Murdie and Peksen (2013, 35) and Kim and Whang (2018, 210) for a similar argument regarding human
rights organizations.
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their presence still seems to significantly affect the level of attention the host country
pays to potential target countries. Even though the sender country may impose mostly
symbolic sanctions, the existence of diaspora ties has the potential to bias sanction
patterns: countries with little emigration in general or little emigration to potential
sanction senders are less likely to be targeted with sanctions. Countries with more
migrant ties to the rest of world, in contrast, will find it more difficult to get away with
sanction-worthy behavior.
1.8.3 Study III: Who Gets What, How and Why? Migrant Group Influence
on U.S. Foreign Aid
In Chapter 4 (Study III) of my thesis, I rely on data of the U.S. Census and the Current
Population Survey to test the effect of migrant group features on the allocation of
bilateral U.S. foreign assistance. The case study literature on ethnic interest groups has
produced a long list of supposed criteria for success but has failed to show whether the
factors identified for one group can be generalized to other groups as well. Even though
criteria like group size, geographic concentration, mobilization or financial resources
are named in many studies, the inherent problem of the case study literature is that
cases are selected on the dependent variable: only groups that are deemed successful
are analyzed. Thus, while previous research analyzes the ways and means by which
groups like the Israelis, Cubans, or Indians exert influence on American foreign policy,
we lack counterfactual evidence for whether migrant groups that are unsuccessful miss
the criteria that are perceived to drive influence.
The bias in the literature has further led some authors to claim that migrant groups exert
a disproportionate influence on American foreign policy: they argue that because of its
pluralist nature, the competitive two party system with single member districts and the
lack of public attention to foreign policy issues, the American political system hands
small, but determined special interests undue power over decision-makers (Smith 2000,
94; Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, 11). The main contribution of this study is therefore
threefold: First, I collect comparative data to describe migrant groups by their size,
geographic concentration, political participation and socioeconomic status. Second, I
offer first quantitative evidence for whether these often-named criteria for success are

1.8. Outline of the Thesis Chapters

45

systematically connected with migrant group influence. By extending the scope beyond
the most prominent examples of ethnic interest groups, I empirically test which factors
make some groups more influential than others. Third, by using foreign aid allocation
as the dependent variable, I test if migrant groups do indeed exert excessive influence
over an important outcome of U.S. foreign policy and whether they are able to
systematically bias aid allocation in favor of their homelands (Lahiri and
Raimondos-Møller 2000).
The results suggest that this is not the case: the evidence of a sample of between 49 and
148 recipient countries for the post-Cold War period offers little support for the notion
that migrant groups systematically divert aid away from countries in need for
assistance. Testing the effect of a group’s size, its geographic concentration at the
state-level, its turnout rate as well as its average household income and education level,
only groups that feature a medium to high level of geographic concentration in
combination with numerical significance appear to unilaterally affect aid flows to their
country of origin. A group’s size, turnout rate and socioeconomic status are found to
enhance influence only when conditioned by the home country’s need for assistance:
rather than additive, the relation between need, migrant lobbying and influence over aid
seems to be multiplicative. Countries at lower levels of development profit stronger
from migrant groups that are well-positioned in the American political system than
more affluent countries. While this finding may seem little surprising, the U.S. do send
considerable amounts of money to developed countries like Chile, Saudi Arabia or
Singapore under different aid labels. My results, however, suggest that – even when
relying on a comprehensive measure of foreign assistance – migrant advocacy does not
seem to be responsible for this pattern.
The study builds on the ethnic interest group literature to derive the group features that
are tested in the empirical part, while the interaction between decision-makers and
diaspora interest groups is framed within the well-known model of endogenous policy
determination by Grossman and Helpman (1994; see discussion above). Evidence by
Gawande et al. (2006) suggests that foreign government lobbying is negatively related
to tariffs and nontariff barriers. Therefore, it seems reasonable to ask whether
American aid is ‘for sale’ as well. Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller (2000) apply the
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Grossman-Helpman model to the case of two diaspora groups lobbying for aid to the
homeland. They find that when the more numerous and more affluent of the two
diasporas lobbies on behalf of a more prosperous home country, then diaspora lobbying
has the potential to bias aid away from countries with a higher need. Lahiri and
Raimondos-Møller conclude that diaspora lobbying is one factor that helps to explain
why relatively prosperous developing countries receive more of the world’s total aid
then the least developed countries, and why this pattern varies considerably over donor
countries. It is assumed that decision-makers maximize their political support by
considering the positions of different migrant groups, while attributing weights to their
economic and voting power, as well as to the strength of their interest. If organized
diaspora groups are able to bribe the donor government’s officials and divert aid away
from the poor who are unorganized and thus unable to lobby, then diaspora influence
would indeed be a matter of moral and ethical concern.
A number of cases seem to match the pattern of a well-organized diaspora group
driving aid to the homeland. Clearly, the most prominent example is the case of the
American Israelis, which Mearsheimer and Walt (2008, 7) conclude to have received “a
level of material and diplomatic support” by the U.S. “that dwarfs what it provides to
other countries.” According to the authors, Israel receives “on average about $3 billion
in direct foreign assistance each year, an amount that is roughly one-sixth of America’s
direct foreign assistance budget and equal to about 2 percent of Israel’s GDP” (p.26).
Mearsheimer and Walt further criticize that aid to Israel is unconditional and comes
without the need to account for how it is spent (p.28). Even if we discount their
approach as a overly simplistic “theory of everything” that sees the Israel lobby as the
driving force behind every aberration of American foreign policy (Shain and
Rogachevsky 2011, 37f), other cases indicate the link between diaspora groups and aid
as well. The fact that Armenia receives substantial amounts of U.S. foreign aid has
been repeatedly connected with the Armenian diaspora’s lobbying activities (Ambrosio
2002a; Shain and Barth 2003, 471). Similarly, India today is one of the top recipients
of U.S. economic aid13 and has an increasingly affluent diaspora in the U.S. While
Indian-Americans in the past were an almost invisible community with a low political
13 https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/us/India-top-recipient-of-US-economic-aid/

articleshow/48093123.cms, 05/2019.
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profile (Gupta 2004), the more recent inflow of highly educated migrants has brought
about a new generation of Indian-Americans that is affluent, well-organized, and
politically savvy.
Except for some efforts by Rubenzer, the ethnic interest group literature has put little
effort into comparative tests of the factors that are connected with success. With a
qualitative comparative analysis (QCA), Rubenzer (2008) tests if previous studies have
produced systematic evidence for whether strategic convergence, political unity,
numerical significance, organizational strength, level of political activity on foreign
policy issues and partial assimilation drive diaspora interest group influence. His results
indicate that, of the six criteria, only organizational strength and level of political
activity are necessary conditions for influence. Experimental evidence by Rubenzer and
Redd (2010) suggests that small, but highly mobilized ethnic minority interest groups
can influence decision-makers at the congressional level. Finally, in his study of
congressional votes on the Cuban embargo, Rubenzer (2011) presents evidence that
campaign contributions by the Cuban pro-embargo lobby were able to shift
decision-makers voting behavior. However, beyond this patchwork of evidence for
some criteria, we still miss quantitative and comparative evidence on the factors that
condition diaspora interest group influence on U.S. foreign policy.
Evidence in support of the notion that decision-makers react to migrant communities
when it comes to aid allocation decisions is found in studies of individual legislators’
votes on financial rescues (Broz 2005) and foreign aid (Milner and Tingley 2010 and
2011). Other studies on the determinants of aid are informative as well: There is
considerable evidence that the U.S. use aid as a foreign policy tool to promote its
strategic and commercial interests. Kuziemko and Werker (2006) as well as Alexander
and Rooney (2019) findings suggest that the U.S. ‘buy’ international support by
increasing bi- and multilateral aid flows to countries that rotate on the United Nations
Security Council or vote in line with the U.S.14 Fleck and Kilby’s (2006) findings show
that the U.S. follow democratization, strategic, commercial, and development concerns
in their allocation of foreign aid, but give more importance to the latter two criteria.
While the extend of need-orientation is disputed among scholars, most studies find that
14 To

approximate this strategic dimension, I use the similarity of votes in the UN assembly as a control variable.
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the U.S. send significantly more aid to countries that are less developed (Fleck and
Kilby 2010, Kim 2017). Therefore, while the U.S. clearly follow domestic (Tingley
2010), commercial, and strategic incentives in their aid allocation policy abroad, my
reading of the literature is that we should understand these patterns rather as deviations
from the underlying need-orientation of American aid decisions. Generally, less
developed countries receive more aid, while other influences help us understand why
U.S. aid is strongly, but far from perfectly correlated with recipient need.
Kim (2017) finds that as the number of U.S.-based non-governmental organizations’
(NGO) field operations in developing countries increases, a country receives
significantly more American aid. While he does not test the mechanism, the author
argues that NGOs increase aid levels by providing information about developed
countries and lobbying government officials on behalf of the countries they are active
in. This is in line with the linkage approach: NGOs draw attention to the countries they
are active in, which influences policymakers’ decision whether to grant aid or not.
Similarly, I expect migrant communities to shape U.S. perceptions of the home
country’s need by providing information and lobbying decision-makers. Other than
suggested by Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller (2000) and other proponents of
disproportionate diaspora interest group influence, however, I do not expect migrant
communities to have enough sway over decision-making independent of their home
country’s need. If that were the case, we should observe an additive effect of diaspora
groups on aid: when controlling for the home country’s level of development, the
diaspora should enhance aid flows to the home country.
Given that migrant groups are only one factor in a complex decision-process, a more
realistic scenario is that the diaspora effect varies with the homeland’s need for foreign
assistance: rather than biasing aid in favor of more affluent countries, I believe migrant
lobbying to enhance aid flows to countries that are less developed. Higher levels of
need are expected to mobilize migrants as lobbyists for the homeland, and while I
expect the diaspora to shape the donor’s perceptions of home country need, this ability
will be constrained by the actual level of development. To be sure, diaspora lobbying is
just one channel through which migrants possibly affect aid. As outlined above, donor
countries may use foreign aid as an instrument to achieve their immigration goals:
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because existing migrant stocks exert network effects on future migration flows
(Fitzgerald et al. 2014), donor countries try to curtail further immigration by targeting
aid to their immigrants’ home countries (Bermeo and Leblang 2015). As I focus on
testing the relevance of different migrant group criteria in the study, I do not
disentangle this alternative channel of influence from the lobbying channel. However,
while the targeted development channel predicts that donor countries react to the size of
the migrant communities they host, I proceed by comparing different features of large
migrant groups in the U.S. Basically every country in the world has a diaspora group in
the U.S. (though they differ in size, of course): comparing these groups on different
criteria and testing whether these differences are connected with the influence they
exert is therefore especially relevant.
I do not wish to suggest that aid is the most important component of U.S. foreign policy.
Granting or withholding aid is only one way of exerting international influence, while
others include trade agreements, economic sanctions, the exercise of military power, or
immigration policy. Still, its global reach, the significant resource transfers it involves,
and the multiple political and strategic interests that play into it make aid representative
of a variety of U.S. foreign policy goals and the most generalizable test of diaspora
influence among all foreign policy outcomes available (Meernik et al. 1998, 68).
Though not by any means a large portion of the U.S. gross domestic product or even the
annual U.S. national budget, foreign aid is the largest component of the American
international affairs budget (Tarnoff and Lawson 2009, 1). It does matter globally and
reflects a sizable share of the annual budget for many developing countries (Gibler
2008b, 513).
From the recipient perspective, U.S. aid is of relevance to a large number of countries,
and matters not only to developing countries: as exemplified by substantial (and
repeated) aid transfers to countries like Israel, Singapore or Malaysia, the status as
developing country does not determine the importance of aid to the recipient. For
similar reasons, I believe aid to be a useful measure of diaspora influence.
Governments clearly have economic incentives to prefer a supportive lobby abroad, and
especially in a country that is the single most important donor of foreign aid.
McCormick (2012b) argues that “the best single indicator of congressional support, and
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a measure of AIPAC’s policy success” is the amount of aid Israel receives by the U.S.
Diaspora lobbying has the potential to blur the distinction between recipient need and
donor interests, as it aims at shaping the American perception of the home country’s
need for assistance while offering decision-makers votes and contributions in exchange
for their support.
I depart from earlier studies of aid by choosing a comprehensive measure of aid. Most
researchers measure aid with the official development assistance (ODA) data by the
OECD. However, as eligibility to receive ODA is defined by the development
assistance committee’s (DAC) list of aid recipients, the sample of potential recipients is
restricted to countries the DAC defines as low- and middle-income countries. Israel, for
example, is not on the list and would therefore be excluded from the analysis. Rather
than determining eligibility by development status, I decided to use a broad measure of
aid that also covers other forms of development finance such as other official flows
(OOF), export credits, and equity investments. U.S. responsiveness to recipient need
and diaspora lobbying is therefore tested across all countries and all forms of assistance.
A central contribution to the literature is the collection of data on the various features of
diaspora groups: by measuring diaspora communities’ geographic concentration,
turnout rate, average household income and education level across first and second
generation immigrants, (to my knowledge) this dataset is the first to offer
cross-sectional time series information on the characteristics of America’s diasporas.
The findings offer a nuanced view of diaspora influence on American aid allocation. In
contrast to those who warn of a ‘capture’ of American foreign policy by organized
migrant interests (Huntington 1997, Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, Smith 2000), it
appears that when it comes to the allocation of foreign aid, migrants’ shape the
American perception of recipient need at the margins rather than biasing aid in favor of
more affluent countries. There is a certain bias in the ethnic interest group literature, as
the collected evidence is based on case studies of groups that are deemed influential.
Unsuccessful groups have been completely ignored so far, and therefore past research
is likely to have systematically exaggerated the extent of diaspora influence. When
extending the focus beyond the most prominent diaspora organizations, the evidence
suggests that on average, migrant groups affect U.S. aid allocation rather at the margins.
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While single groups like AIPAC or the CANF may well exercise influence beyond their
size, they do not appear to be representative for most diaspora groups in the U.S.
Following Paul and Paul (2008, 23), I conclude that diaspora groups have influence, but
it probably does not exceed the influence of other domestic actors in the foreign aid
decision-making process.
From the linkage perspective, the findings are not a hundred percent coherent: in
contrast to Chapter 2 and 3, there is no independent diaspora size effect. On the one
hand, both Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 rely on a restricted sample of relevant observations,
while this study does include all possible dyads. This may entail that on average,
diasporas do not increase aid because aid is irrelevant to many countries. However,
even when restricting the sample to ODA-recipients as defined in the DAC-list (see
Appendix, Chapter 4.6), U.S. aid does not increase with the size of a migrant group.15
On the other hand, the findings are largely consistent with the linkage approach: at low
levels of development, a larger diaspora in the U.S. is connected with enhanced
amounts of foreign assistance. This indicates that diasporas in the U.S. draw attention
to the need of the homeland. Vice versa, more affluent countries appear to receive less
aid when having a large diaspora in the U.S., as migrants may similarly inform about
the absence of need.
While only the education findings is statistically significant, the findings further suggest
that higher levels of a group’s socioeconomic status are negatively correlated with the
amount of aid to the homeland. Rather than unilaterally enhancing a group’s lobbying
capabilities, then, the education and income of migrants may rather function as an
information shortcut to the host country. If decision-makers connect less education and
lower average income with the level of poverty in the home country, they might be
more willing to grant aid to these countries. Still, the concentration findings as well as
the interaction effects suggest that migrant groups further enhance aid flows by
lobbying. After all, this is what the linkage approach entails: migrants increase
attention to the homeland, which in turn affects foreign policy decisions. Lobbying is
one channel of influence, but migrants further draw attention via passive as well as
non-political activities. Regarding the policy implications of these results, I argue that
15 In

his analysis of U.S.-ODA-flows, Kim (2017, 126) finds that NGOs unilaterally increase aid to the countries
they are active in, but less developed countries fit the model best.
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there is little reason to believe that migrant lobbying diverts aid away from its intended
target. Milner and Tingley (2015, 100) argue that the losers of AIPAC’s dominance in
Congress “are better defined globally, as many funds that go to Israel could otherwise
be spent on alternative overseas projects and commitments.” My evidence rather
suggests that on average, diaspora lobbies mostly enhance the visibility of a recipient’s
need for assistance. While this may still mean that countries without a significant
diaspora representation in the U.S. receive less aid, the extent of the resulting bias
seems to be rather modest.

2 No Calm After the Storm – Diaspora
Influence on Bilateral Emergency Aid
Flows
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2.1 Introduction
On March 6, 2007, Sumatra, a large island in western Indonesia, was hit by two waves
of an earthquake that reached 6.4 on the moment magnitude scale. With about 460
serious injuries and 60 people killed, the impact of the disaster was comparatively
modest, but Indonesia received more than 1.8 million U.S. dollar in bilateral emergency
aid. Of the six donor countries, Malaysia (885,300), the Netherlands (993,400),
Germany (11,400) and the United Arab Emirates (6,000) host some of the largest
Indonesian diaspora communities worldwide. I argue here that migrants affect bilateral
emergency aid flows by increasing the attention of the host countries to disasters in the
homeland. This effect should be especially relevant the larger the distance of a potential
donor from a disaster and for less severe disasters, which otherwise run the risk of
going unnoticed in the global news stream. Given that natural disasters kill, impoverish,
and severely disrupt the lives of tens of thousands of people every year, the question
whether and how disaster-affected countries can profit from exiles abroad is of
substantive relevance.
The broader research question this study wants to answer is how migrant groups affect
the bilateral relations between their host and their home country. Diasporas are
potentially influential actors in foreign policy-making as they reside outside their
country of origin, but often maintain strong material and emotional ties to it. The
evidence suggests that migrant-sending countries profit through larger trade volumes
(Rauch and Trindade 2002) as well as increased inflows of Foreign Direct Investment
(FDI, Leblang 2010) and foreign aid (Bermeo and Leblang 2015) from the diaspora’s
host countries. Under certain circumstances, however, migration also appears to
contribute to the diffusion of civil wars (Salehyan and Gleditsch 2006), interstate
conflicts (Salehyan and Gleditsch 2006), terrorism (Bove and Böhmelt 2016), and
increase the probability of military interventions by the host country (Bove and
Böhmelt 2019). For the U.S., there is a sizable case study literature documenting the
influence of ‘ethnic’ interest groups on foreign policy decisions (Smith 2000).
Evidently, migrants have the potential to transform the bilateral relations between their
host and their home country, but we still know little about the ways and means of
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migrant influence across countries.
Bilateral emergency aid in response to natural disasters offers one of the rare
benchmarks against which migrant influence on foreign policy outcomes can be
measured. In addition, the data on emergency aid allows the researcher to approximate
the underlying mechanisms of the diaspora effect: while it has been argued that
migration affects aid by a) governments’ attempts to target aid to prevent further
migration and b) by migrants’ lobbying efforts, I argue here that migrants do influence
emergency aid also by c) increasing the salience of a disaster event abroad (linkage).
As event-driven migration is usually short-lived and takes the form of internal
displacement rather than transnational migration, donor countries are generally less
likely to target disaster aid to prevent chain migration. If they do, however, the effect of
migrant populations should decrease with increasing distance to the disaster-affected
country, but increase with growing severity of a disaster, as smaller distances and more
severe disasters are expected to contribute to migration. However, the empirical results
of two newly collected datasets on emergency aid flows suggest that the opposite is true:
the diaspora effect is largest for the most distant countries and smallest for the most
severe disasters. I interpret this, vice versa, as evidence for the attention mechanism:
migrants make a difference for disasters that receive little attention in potential donor
countries by increasing the host country’s awareness of the event. Migrants are further
found to be more influential in less democratic host countries, a finding that is easier to
reconcile with the idea of a diaspora as information provider than a lobbying force. In
an otherwise restricted information landscape, migrants provide an important form of
transnational linkage that increases the salience of a disaster event abroad.
By this, the study not only contributes to the research field on migration and foreign
policy outcomes, but also adds another aspect to the brain drain and brain gain
discussion: migrant-sending countries appear not only to profit from remittances
inflows and the facilitation of investment and trade (Leblang 2010 and 2017, Rauch and
Trindade 2002), but also from the information emigrants spread. While previous
research often simply ascribes political agency to migrant communities, quantitative
and cross-sectional empirical evidence supporting this claim is rather scarce. My
findings suggest that by increasing the visibility of a disaster in the host country,
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diaspora members affect donor countries’ emergency aid decisions and thus contribute
to the recovery of their home country. Broadly speaking, the study adds to our
understanding of the medium- and long-term effects of migration: it appears that the
mere presence of a large number of people living in exile has the potential to
significantly affect the bilateral relations between the home and the host country, and in
the case of a natural disaster home countries profit from their diaspora by increased
donor attention.

2.2 Literature Review and Arguments
As there is no commonly agreed upon definition of the term diaspora, expressions like
ethnic minority, diaspora interest group or migrant community coexist and are often
used interchangeably in the literature (Rubenzer 2011, 105). Generally, a diaspora is a
group of migrants who maintain a connection, sentimental, material, or familial, to their
country of origin (Brinkerhoff 2011, 116). Driven by data limitations, I rely here on the
most basic definition of the term diaspora as a group of people born in one country and
living in another (Leblang 2017, 75).1 On the left hand side of the equation, emergency
aid given in response to natural disasters is part of humanitarian aid, which is defined
as “material or logistical assistance provided for humanitarian purposes, typically in
response to humanitarian crises including natural disasters and man-made disaster.”
Other than development aid, which seeks to address the underlying socioeconomic
factors causes of human suffering, “[t]he primary objective of humanitarian aid is to
save lives, alleviate suffering, and maintain human dignity” (Tierney 2016).
An extensive case study literature on ‘ethnic interest groups’ finds migrants to organize
and function just like domestic interest groups in seeking influence over
decision-makers in the U.S. (Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, Rubenzer 2011). Lahiri and
Raimondos-Møller (2000) propose a political-economic model in which a resource-rich
migrant lobby can bias aid in favor of a less needy country. Given the specific openness
of the pluralistic U.S. political system to organized interests (Smith 2000, 94), however,
it remains unclear whether the interest group model is justified within a cross-sectional
1 Potentially,

this could be both an overestimate of the size of the diaspora, because not all migrants maintain an
interest in the home country, and an underestimate, as only the first generation of immigrants is considered.
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setting. While there is plenty of anecdotal and case study evidence on instances of
migrant lobbying, quantitative evidence across countries is rather scarce: Bermeo and
Leblang (2015) argue that migration increases development aid because host country
governments target aid to prevent further migration and due to migrants’ political
lobbying. The authors find some evidence for the latter mechanism with the help of a
mobilization index, indicating whether host countries give voting rights to immigrants
and if home countries mobilize their diaspora by granting dual citizenship. With
basically the same arguments, Bove and Böhmelt (2019) hypothesize that host
countries are more likely to intervene in civil wars of their immigrants’ home countries
to prevent refugee inflows and due to the political lobbying of the diaspora.
Accordingly, they expect the migrant influence to grow with the level of host country
democracy, but find only limited evidence in support of this hypothesis. Finally,
qualitative evidence by Mirilovic (2018) suggests that both home and host country
regime type determine migrants’ abilities to spur political cooperation, finding
diasporas to be successful lobbies in jointly democratic dyads only.
2.2.1 Linkage
Often, political advocacy is ascribed to diasporas rather than directly tested. Given that
diaspora groups often are highly heterogeneous entities, poorly organized, and with
limited political access even in democracies, I argue here that besides political
lobbying, migrants affect foreign policy outcomes by their function as a channel for
information flows and the attention their presence generates in the host country. Via
familial, material and psychological ties and the prospect of return, emigrants often
remain tightly connected to their country of origin (Leblang 2017). By this, bilateral
migrant stocks represent an important form of linkage, understood as the density of
economic, social, communicative, geographic ties and cross-border flows between two
countries. Linkage effects are often “diffuse, indirect, and [...] difficult to detect”
(Levitsky and Way 2005a, 25), offering a more structural and (sometimes passive) view
of migrant influence. In the democratization literature, dense communication flows and
widespread contacts to the West are argued to increase attention to autocratic abuses
and hence the pressure to intervene (Levitsky and Way 2005b).

2.2. Literature Review and Arguments

58

Similarly, I expect countries with a higher level of linkage to potential donor countries
to be more likely to receive foreign assistance in case of disaster: migrant linkages
heighten the salience of a disaster abroad by increasing the chances that it becomes
news in donor countries. Providing the information about a disaster event is, of course,
not enough to convince host country governments to send aid abroad. Rather, I assume
the diaspora network to have an amplifying effect, in the sense that migrants
disseminate the news of a disaster via the media or because the media pays more
attention to the migrants’ home country. Several studies have found news reporting of
natural disasters abroad to positively affect aid flows (Drury et al. 2005, Rioux and
Belle 2005), emphasizing the relevance of attention to a disaster in the decision-making
process on aid. Eisensee and Strömberg (2007) have shown how natural disasters
abroad compete with other events for attention, but if a disaster is covered in the U.S.
television news, the probability to receive emergency aid is significantly higher.2
Similarly, diasporas are well-known to engage in fundraising after disasters to support
the victims back home.3 Yang (2008) finds remittances to be counter-cyclical,
increasing in response to a disaster and providing a lifeline of support to victims before
other resources of support are available. These activities draw public attention in the
host countries and can spur further aid flows by the government. With these amplifying
effects, even disasters of rather modest severity or in large distance can receive
substantial attention in donor countries, and hence create influential constituencies for
foreign assistance. Together, these factors are expected to increase the pressure on
decision-makers to grant assistance for recovery.
While all forms of linkage are expected to increase aid after disasters, migrant linkages
are special: through the close cultural and familial links migrants maintain to their
home countries, migrant networks will allow for transfers of resources and information
which “are both more salient and more likely than in networks of less similar members
because of the strong ties associated with kinship and familiarity” (Miller and Ritter
2014, 54). Empirical evidence suggests that this flow of information facilitates
2 To

shed some light on the diaspora-media attention nexus, I rely on Eisensee and Strömberg’s replication data to
show that migrant populations are positively correlated with media attention to a disaster, and migrant populations
and news reporting jointly increase aid (see Appendix, Chapter 2.7).
3 As e.g.
after the 2001 Bhuj earthquake in India, https://www.nytimes.com/2001/01/29/world/
earthquake-india-response-us-indian-americans-mobilize-send-aid-home.html (02/2019).
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remittances (Leblang 2017), trade (Rauch and Trindade 2002), and investment
(Leblang 2010). Communication channels further enable emigrants to ‘remit’
democracy (Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow 2010), to inform about immigration policies
(Helbling and Leblang 2019), and (under certain circumstances) to reduce the
likelihood of conflict occurrence in the homeland (Miller and Ritter 2014). At the same
time, migration can contribute to the diffusion of civil wars (Salehyan and Gleditsch
2006), interstate conflicts (Salehyan and Gleditsch 2006), terrorism (Bove and Böhmelt
2016), and increase the probability of military interventions by the host country (Bove
and Böhmelt 2019). Together, these findings suggest that migrants not necessarily exert
influence as advocates of the homeland, but as information channels that can be both to
the advantage and disadvantage of the homeland.
If the information about a disaster and its impact transmitted via migrant networks
increases the awareness of a disaster within host countries, I expect the higher level of
attention to translate into higher aid flows. While the effects of linkage are often diffuse,
indirect and difficult to detect (Levitsky and Way 2005b, 523), emergency aid after
natural disasters serves as a way to measure the effect of migrant linkages in bilateral
relations. Rather than through their lobbying power and access to decision-makers, the
linkage argument suggests that a diaspora’s presence and engagement in disseminating
information and raising money translates into public pressure on the government to
send aid in support of disaster victims. This effect is expected to be especially relevant
for more distant and less severe disasters, which typically receive less attention in the
donor country. The effect should be independent of the host country’s regime type, as
migrant linkage effects do not require direct access to decision-makers, but work
indirectly via media attention and fundraising spillover effects.
2.2.2 Lobbying
Beyond providing information, migrants may affect aid by lobbying their host country
government, as disasters can serve as a focal point for diaspora mobilization on behalf
of the homeland. In addition to fundraising and the dissemination of information,
members of the diaspora also become involved by offering in-kind support and
connections to social networks. Their high degree of access, local knowledge, and
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ability to respond and mobilize quickly make them valuable assets for their homeland
and can improve the effectiveness of humanitarian responses (Bostrom et al. 2016).
Enhanced information and communication technologies today enable migrants to stay
in close contact with their relatives at home, creating an “illusion of spatial contiguity”
(Adamson and Demetriou 2007, 508), which facilitates a timely and efficient diaspora
response and fortifies its mobilization in times of crisis. These actions can then spill
over into lobbying the host country government in favor of emergency assistance to the
homeland.
Collective action theories suggest that smaller groups find it easier to organize, as they
face less severe problems with free riders and the question who contributes to the
group’s welfare (Olson 1974; Saideman 2002, 98). The special ties that bind migrants
to the home country, but also to each other, are of additional help in generating political
clout through collective action. Migrants’ lobby power, however, will be conditioned
by the political rights they enjoy in the host country. As Shain and Barth (2003, 464)
argue, the regime type critically affects whether and how migrants organize and exert
influence, as well as the degree of accountability to migrants’ demands. While
democracies facilitate organization and lobbying, non-democratic regimes discourage
or prohibit civil society activities. Migrants will face higher barriers to access in
authoritarian regimes and will also be more likely to be temporary (e.g. in guest-worker
programs) than migrants to democratic regimes, which will affect their behavior in the
host country. From the lobbying perspective, migrants should have a stronger effect on
aid in democracies than in autocracies.
2.2.3 Targeted Emergency Aid
Finally, host countries may target emergency aid to prevent further immigration due to
the impact of a disaster. Bermeo and Leblang (2015) as well as Bove and Böhmelt
(2019) argue that host countries send development aid and troops to prevent ‘chain
migration:’ as diasporas exert a network effect by decreasing the transaction costs of
relocation and integration (Fitzgerald et al. 2014), emigrants often choose destination
countries that already host a larger number of compatriots. By sending aid to the home
countries of their immigrants, host countries try to increase living standards and reduce
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the utility of emigration in general and specifically the demand for entry to the donor
country (Berthélemy et al. 2009). Donor countries, however, are unlikely to target
emergency aid for the same reasons: event-driven migration is usually short-lived and
takes the form of internal displacement rather than transnational migration. Evidence
suggests that natural disasters do not systematically increase migration flows (Breunig
et al. 2012), as people tend to return to their home after a relatively short period of time
(Black et al. 2011). While humanitarian assistance is per definition aimed at helping
(potential) refugees within their home country, the targeted aid argument predicts that
donor countries will send aid specifically to those people which they expect to come to
their country otherwise. From the targeted aid perspective, the diaspora effect should
increase with decreasing distance to the disaster, as migration costs increase with
distance. Similarly, the diaspora effect should increase with the severity of a disaster, as
disasters that cause more destruction will force more people to leave their home country.
2.2.4 Synopsis
To summarize, there are three mechanisms by which migrants may affect bilateral
emergency aid flows to their country of origin: First, host countries may target
emergency aid to prevent further inflows from their immigrants’ home countries in the
wake of natural disasters. The targeted aid argument sees migrants in an entirely
passive role but is expected to be less relevant in the context of emergency aid. Second,
the lobbying argument suggests that migrants influence their host country’s aid
decisions by their political advocacy on behalf of the home country. For this effect to
materialize, however, certain rights and some degree of access to the host country’s
political system are necessary. Less organized, more diverse, and politically excluded
migrant communities will find it much harder to generate political clout to positively
affect donor countries aid decisions. Third, the linkage approach ascribes a less
politicized role to the diaspora: the mere presence of a large migrant community in the
donor country will increase the level of attention a disaster in the migrants’ home
country receives. Migrant ties enable information flows of a more direct and more
salient nature than would be the case in the absence of such ties, and the increased
awareness of a disaster can translate into public pressure to send aid. While information
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provision can also be a form of lobbying, the linkage argument does not ascribe
political agency to the diaspora, as the information is transmitted via migrant networks
irrespective of the migrants’ rights in the host country. Enhanced media coverage and
diaspora fundraising are two channels by which migrants can enhance public scrutiny
and exert pressure on decision-makers to act.

2.3 Hypotheses
Be it due to migrants’ political lobbying, the increased salience that a disaster in the
home country experiences in the host country, or because donors target aid to mitigate
effects of chain migration, the unconditional diaspora effect on emergency aid should
be positive. The first hypothesis reflects this expected aggregate relationship:
Hypothesis 1: The larger the diaspora of a disaster-affected country in a
potential donor country, the more likely it is to receive aid and the higher the
amount.
While migration in response to natural disasters tends to be internal and temporary, host
countries may still fear the network effect of diasporas and target aid accordingly to
their home countries. If this is the case, the effect of migrant stocks on emergency aid
should increase with decreasing distance, as the costs of migration are negatively
correlated with distance. When people decide to join the diaspora in the aftermath of a
disaster, they will do so in greater numbers the smaller the distance to the destination
country. The more distant a host country is, the lower the probability of a larger
migration influx. A similar logic should pertain to the impact of a disaster: the more
severe the consequences of a natural disaster are, the more people may choose to
emigrate and join their friends and relatives abroad, and the more concerned host
countries should be with the prevention of migration.
If, however, migration affects emergency aid rather by providing a channel of
information, distance and disaster severity should have the opposite effect: to the degree
that distance works as a proxy for the cultural and normative differences between a pair
of countries, donor countries will pay less attention (and therefore also send less aid) to
disaster events in more distant countries. For example, a disaster in a European country
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will face much lower barriers in generating the attention of Germany as a donor when
compared to a similar event in, e.g., Indonesia. As outlined in the introduction,
however, the presence of a migrant community can make a crucial difference by
increasing the salience of an event, and this effect should be the more relevant the more
distant a disaster is. Similarly, the more severe a disaster, the more attention it is
assumed to generate in a donor country and the more aid it will receive: the information
effect of migrant links will have little additional effect here, as the catastrophes with the
largest impact tend to receive a lot of news coverage. The linkage approach therefore
suggests that the diaspora effect is inversely related to the impact of a disaster: the less
severe the consequences of a disaster, the more will the presence of a diaspora in the
donor country matter, as migrant networks increase the chances that the disaster
becomes news in the donor country. The predictions of the lobbying approach, finally,
are somewhat ambiguous: On the one hand, migrant lobbying will be less relevant for
nearby and very severe disasters, as they generate major aid flows anyways. On the
other hand, more severe disasters should cause stronger mobilization by the diaspora.
Therefore, I formulate the following hypothesis (while the opposite should hold if
donor countries target emergency aid):
Hypothesis 2: If migrants affect emergency aid by providing a linkage between
the home and the host country, the diaspora effect should increase with the
distance to the homeland and decrease with the severity of a disaster.
Finally, I test the variance of the diaspora effect across the host country’s regime type:
the literature unanimously agrees that the inclusiveness of host country institutions
critically shapes the degree to which migrants can voice their demands, but offers only
sparse or conditional empirical support for this claim (Bove and Böhmelt 2019,
Mirilovic 2015). If, however, the migrant effect works via the linkage channel, we
would expect the size of a diaspora community to affect aid irrespective of the host
country’s regime type, as migrants may increase the salience of a disaster in autocratic
contexts as well. While non-democratic regimes limit the freedom of expression and
the media, the personal ties of migrant networks are able to circumvent restrictions and
transport the news of a disaster to the host country. In addition, diaspora groups are
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able to mobilize for fundraising events in autocratic host countries as well,4 drawing
attention to the disaster in the homeland. To the degree that migrant ties increase the
salience of a disaster in an otherwise restricted information context, the diaspora effect
might be even more relevant in less- and non-democratic host countries.
If migrants lobby decision-makers in favor of sending aid to the homeland after natural
disasters, however, the following relationship should persist:
Hypothesis 3: Migrants residing in democratic host countries are more likely to
positively affect emergency aid flows than their counterparts in autocratic host
countries.

2.4 Data and Research Design
Information on the timing, location and impact of natural disasters comes from the
Emergency-Events Database (EM-DAT), maintained by the Center for Research on the
Epidemiology of Disasters (CRED).5 A disaster is defined as a natural event or
situation which overwhelms local capacity and/or necessitates a request for external
assistance. While this definition is potentially endogenous to a country’s need for
assistance and the database is susceptible to reporting biases (Guha-Sapir et al. 2004), it
is the most comprehensive source of information on natural catastrophes of all kinds
and the standard data source employed in the literature. Floods, landslides, extreme
temperatures, storms, earthquakes, volcanic activities, droughts and wildfires are
included in the analysis. I use the information on timing and location to merge disaster
characteristics with aid records and approximate the impact of a disaster with the count
of people killed and affected, which prior studies have found to be consistent predictors
of aid commitments (Raschky and Schwindt 2012).6
AidData (Version 3.0, Tierney et al. 2011) provides information on both humanitarian
and development aid flows. I summarize the four types of emergency aid distinguished
by the OECD Creditor Reporting System (CRS)7 by dyad year. While the OECD-based
4 As

e.g.
the Filipinos in Dubai after Typhoon Haiyan, https://www.ft.com/content/
aaa1f450-4db9-11e3-b15d-00144feabdc0 (02/2019).
5 http://www.emdat.be/ (05/2017).
6 I rely on the number of people affected to test Hypothesis 2. The Appendix includes robustness test with the
number of people killed by a disaster and replications for the OECD-sample.
7 https://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/purposecodessectorclassification.htm; I exclude funds related
to disaster prevention and preparedness.
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data is a standard source in the literature on development aid (e.g. Dreher et al. 2011),
it is rarely used in studies of emergency assistance. On the one hand, the OECD-data is
based on actual disbursements rather than pledges or commitments and is argued to be
the most comprehensive data source on emergency aid (Becerra et al. 2015, 564). On
the other hand, however, the database also covers aid given in response to man-made
crises and is aggregated to the dyad-year level, so that aid flows cannot be linked to
specific disasters or disaster types. Therefore, studies on the determinants of bilateral
disaster relief almost exclusively rely on the Financial Tracking Service (FTS) by the
UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA),8 which provides
data for each appeal separately and covers donations by basically every country in the
world. However, while the DAC-donors are obligated to report aid donations to the
OECD, the UN-FTS data is based on voluntary self-reporting. Being aware of the
caveats of the two databases, I test the influence of diasporas on bilateral emergency aid
flows with both measures.
For information on the size of a disaster-affected country’s diaspora in a potential donor
country I rely on the Global Bilateral Migrant Database of the World Bank (Özden et al.
2011), which measures the bilateral stock of people born in country A, living in country
B in 10-year intervals from 1960 to 2010, primarily based on census data and excluding
refugees.9 In line with previous work (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Bove and Böhmelt
2019), I use the absolute number rather than the share of migrants in the host country
population: practically, migrant numbers in relation to the overall population are
commonly extremely small, resulting in share values clustering close to zero. More
substantively, relying on stock numbers seems to be more in line with the interest group
and linkage arguments outlined above, while share numbers appear to be a more
appropriate measure within a median voter-framework.10 I use linear interpolation in
order to fill in the missing values between data points, assuming that changes in the
migrant population between two measurements follow a linear trend (Özden et al. 2011,

8 https://fts.unocha.org/

(05/2017).
tests find the results to be robust to controlling for refugee stocks as well as the use of a different
diaspora measure (see Appendix, Chapter 2.7).
10 Still, even after controlling for the size of the host country population, larger stock numbers may pick up effects of
larger host/donor countries. Robustness tests indicate that the main results hold with diaspora shares as well (see
Appendix).
9 Robustness
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26).11
I adjust for several confounding factors expected to be correlated with both the size of
the diaspora and emergency aid flows. The first set of confounders is associated with
the migrants’ home country (the potential recipient): beyond the impact of a disaster,
the need for outside help (regardless of cause) as well as the number of people forced to
emigrate to earn a living are expected to be shaped by a country’s population size and
level of economic development, which is measured as the Gross Domestic Product per
capita (GDP p.c.). Data is obtained from the World Development Indicators of the
World Bank12 and these variables are also included on the host country (or donor) side
of the dyad in order to control for a country’s capability to give aid as well as its
attractiveness as a target country for migration.
Both aid and migration flows are expected to be influenced by the bilateral ties
between two countries: with data from Gleditsch and Ward (2001),13 I control for the
geographic distance between donor and recipient and test Hypothesis 2. Due to
transaction and transportation costs, providing aid and migrating to more distant
countries is expected be more expensive than to countries nearby, even when
considering advancements in technology and diminished costs of travel (Fitzgerald et al.
2014, Raschky and Schwindt 2012). From the Correlates of War project (COW Formal
Alliances v4.1, Gibler 2008a, Singer and Small 1966) I obtain data on defense alliances,
while information on shared colonial history and common official language comes from
the CEPII (Mayer and Zignago 2011). These measures have been found to shape aid
flows (Fink and Redaelli 2011) and are expected to function as proxies for the political
and cultural closeness between country pairs, as neither migration nor aid flows occur
randomly, but follow routes shaped by political and historical ties (Breunig et al. 2012,
9). For similar reasons, I also include a measure of overall export flows from the donor
to the recipient (COW Trade v4.0, Barbieri et al. 2009, Barbieri and Keshk 2016). In
order to test Hypothesis 3, information on the political institutions of donor and
recipient countries comes from the Polity IV project of the Center for Systemic Peace
11 Unfortunately,

the cross-sectional time series migration data does not provide further information on group
characteristics. Among other things, geographical concentration or the differing representation of ethnic and
regional minorities across host countries would be especially relevant information.
12 http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators
(01/2017).
13 http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/~ksg/data-5.html (01/2017).
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(Marshall et al. 2017).14 The combined democracy-autocracy score measures political
rights on a scale from -10 (most autocratic) to +10 (most democratic).
The data collection results in two samples of the following form: I observe emergency
aid flows from OECD-donor countries from 1990 to 2011, including every country as a
potential donor that provided at least three times some form of emergency relief during
the sample period, which leaves me with 27 donors. On the recipient side, I consider
every country that received some emergency aid during the sample period and for
which EM-DAT reports a disaster, resulting in a set of 158 recipient countries. Due to
the aggregation of the OECD-data, the data structure comes in the form of directed
dyads with annual observations. The UN-sample covers the period 2000 to 2016, with a
much more diverse set of donors, of which many rarely provide aid. Restricting the
sample to donors that gave at least 10 times results in a set of 48 donors and 102
recipients which received aid at least once during the sample period. Manual matching
produces a sample of 302 disasters with the disaster-dyad-year as the unit of analysis.
While disasters happen quite frequently, aid flows do less so: the dependent variable
equals zero in many dyads, as only the biggest donors give aid to a large number of
disasters. Given the truncated nature of the aid variable, I rely on nonlinear Tobit
models to test the relation between aid flows and my explanatory variables (Fink and
Redaelli 2011). The Tobit model jointly estimates the zeros and the logged amount of
aid transferred, assuming that the same set of variables determines both whether a
country is selected as aid recipient and how much aid is being allocated.15 I exploit the
(quasi-)panel structure of the datasets and include donor, recipient and year dummies to
control for unobserved country-specific effects as well as common time shocks. The
data structure of the UN-sample allows me to control additionally for disaster-type
specific effects. All continuous variables are log transformed (after adding +1) in order
to account for the skewed distribution with some very high values of these variables.16
14 Periods

of regime transition and interruption are set to missing, while periods of interregnum are replaced with a
zero.
15 Using a Tobit model on a dependent variable with many zeros and very small as well as very high values might be
problematic (Silva and Tenreyro 2006). However, results prove robust to the use of a series of alternative models
and specifications of the dependent variable (see Appendix).
16 While the log-transformation is common practice in the literature, few authors justify this decision. I rely here
on the natural logarithm of the continuous variables in order align the different scales on which variables are
measured and allow for easier comparisons. Indeed, regressing emergency aid on the untransformed independent
variables generates results that are hard to interpret as coefficient sizes differ tremendously. However, while
the log-transformation is routinely used to deal with ‘strongly’ positively skewed distributions, it potentially
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2.5 Empirical Analysis
Table 2.1 and 2.2 show the results and substantive effect calculations for the link
between migrant populations and emergency aid. The Tobit models are calculated with
the logged (one plus) amount of aid as the dependent variable and left-censoring at zero.
Since coefficients cannot be interpreted directly in nonlinear models (Wooldridge
2010), all tables display marginal effects instead, calculated as the effect of the
independent variable on the latent (unobserved) variable, multiplied by the probability
of being uncensored. With both the OECD- and the UN-data (M1 and M2), I find
consistent support for H1: the size of a diaspora is, at conventional levels of statistical
significance, positively correlated with bilateral emergency aid flows when the
diaspora’s home country is hit by a disaster. To gain an idea of the magnitude of the
diaspora influence on disaster aid, Table 2.2 displays substantive effects across
models:17 with covariates set to their mean values, the Table shows the (simulated)
percentage change in aid when increasing the migrant stock measure by one standard
deviation from its sample mean value. While Model 1 predicts a 2.4% growth in
disaster aid by OECD-donors with increasing diaspora size, simulations based on
Model 2 predict an 8.4% increase in aid for the UN-sample.18
Hypothesis 2 is tested in Model 3 and 4 by interacting the migrant stock measure with
the distance between donor and recipient as well as the severity of a disaster, measured
by the number of people affected. Since the coefficient signs and standard errors of
interaction terms in nonlinear models cannot be interpreted in a straightforward way
(Ai and Norton 2003), I proceed by plotting the marginal effect of migrant populations
on aid across distance and disaster impact (Greene 2010). Figure 2.1 displays the
average effect of increasing the migrant stock by one unit over distance as the
continuous line, while the dotted lines mark the 95% confidence intervals: as evident
from the upward slope, the interaction effect between distance and migrant population
is positive. With very large distances of a potential donor country to a disaster, larger
under-weighs the effect of large-value observations.
with the help of the moreClarify software (Márquez Peña 2014).
18 The generally higher predictions for the UN-sample might be due to the restriction to (more) frequent donors or
the stronger responsiveness of less- and non-democratic donors to their migrant communities (see below). While
effect sizes might appear rather small, donor, recipient and year fixed effects absorb a substantial part of the
cross-sectional variance. After all, migrants are not expected to drive their host country’s aid policy, but to affect
disaster assistance at the margins.
17 Generated
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Table 2.1: Pooled Tobit Models, Impact of Migrant Stocks on Aid Flows
M1 (OECD)

M2 (UN)

M3 (OECD)

M4 (UN)

M5 (UN)

Diaspora

0.054
(0.014)∗∗∗

0.114
(0.026)∗∗∗

-0.185
(0.110)∗

0.328
(0.068)∗∗∗

0.125
(0.026)∗∗∗

Deaths

0.167
(0.012)∗∗∗

0.563
(0.033)∗∗∗

0.167
(0.012)∗∗∗

0.562
(0.033)∗∗∗

0.562
(0.033)∗∗∗

Affected

0.065
(0.008)∗∗∗

0.010
(0.029)

0.065
(0.008)∗∗∗

0.125
(0.044)∗∗∗

0.011
(0.029)

Affected*Diaspora

-0.016
(0.005)∗∗∗

Former Colony

0.745
(0.121)∗∗∗

0.839
(0.278)∗∗∗

0.748
(0.121)∗∗∗

0.809
(0.279)∗∗∗

0.962
(0.282)∗∗∗

Common Language

0.590
(0.084)∗∗∗

0.734
(0.181)∗∗∗

0.568
(0.085)∗∗∗

0.724
(0.181)∗∗∗

0.774
(0.182)∗∗∗

Alliance

-0.590
(0.152)∗∗∗

-0.537
(0.290)∗

-0.565
(0.152)∗∗∗

-0.589
(0.291)∗∗

-0.538
(0.290)∗

Distance

-0.745
(0.076)∗∗∗

-0.681
(0.130)∗∗∗

-0.959
(0.124)∗∗∗

-0.620
(0.131)∗∗∗

-0.732
(0.131)∗∗∗

0.246
(0.049)∗∗∗

0.232
(0.050)∗∗∗

0.069
(0.095)

0.108
(0.096)

Distance*Diaspora
Exports Donor to Recipient

0.028
(0.013)∗∗
0.214
(0.026)∗∗∗

Democracy Donor

0.244
(0.049)∗∗∗

0.213
(0.026)∗∗∗

0.071
(0.095)

Democracy Donor*Diaspora
Democracy Recipient

-0.006
(0.002)∗∗∗
-0.006
(0.008)

0.151
(0.023)∗∗∗

-0.006
(0.008)

0.152
(0.023)∗∗∗

0.151
(0.023)∗∗∗

Population Donor

7.105
(0.986)∗∗∗

4.852
(0.890)∗∗∗

7.106
(0.987)∗∗∗

4.877
(0.893)∗∗∗

5.118
(0.904)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Donor

1.321
(0.196)∗∗∗

1.771
(0.353)∗∗∗

1.325
(0.196)∗∗∗

1.786
(0.354)∗∗∗

1.818
(0.354)∗∗∗

Population Recipient

1.076
(0.398)∗∗∗

-3.033
(2.315)

1.101
(0.398)∗∗∗

-2.842
(2.320)

-3.057
(2.314)

GDP p.c. Recipient

-0.789
(0.096)∗∗∗

0.252
(0.376)

-0.789
(0.096)∗∗∗

0.239
(0.377)

0.258
(0.376)

45489
26
131
3373

9214
44
78
3351

45489
26
131
3373

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

N
Donors
Recipients
Dyads

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) emergency aid commitments from the donor to the
recipient. Reported are marginal effects calculated as the effect on the latent variable multiplied
by the probability of being uncensored. All models include donor, recipient and year dummies
(M2, M4, and M5 additionally disaster-type dummies); standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 2.2: Diaspora Effect on Emergency Aid – Substantive Effects Calculations
Model
M1 (OECD) – unconditional effect
M2 (UN) – unconditional effect
M3 (OECD) – minimum distance
M3 (OECD) – maximum distance
M4 (UN) – minimum affected
M4 (UN) – maximum affected
M5 (UN) – autocratic donor
M5 (UN) – democratic donor

Percentage Change in Aid
+2.4%
+8.4%
-6.3%
+3.5%
+21.7%
+1.7%
+10.3%
+5.2%

Table displays the predicted percentage change in aid when increasing the diaspora stock
by one standard deviation from the mean, with covariates set to their mean values.

migrant populations from the disaster-affected country significantly increase aid. The
substantive effect calculation even suggests that larger migrant populations decrease aid
by 6.3% for the closest countries, though this effect is not statistically different from
zero.19 For the most distant donor countries, however, aid is predicted to grow by 3.5%
when increasing the size of the diaspora by one standard deviation from the mean.20
Figure 2.2 plots the effect of migrant populations over the number of people affected by
a disaster. The graph shows a clear negative relation: the higher the number of people
affected by a disaster, the smaller the effect of migrant populations on aid. According
to the substantive effects calculation, increasing the migrant population at the lowest
level of disaster impact corresponds to a 21.7% surge in aid flows, while aid increases
only by 1.7% for the most severe disaster. Both findings speak against the idea that host
countries target aid to prevent further migration from countries of which they already
host a sizable diaspora: if so, the diaspora effect should decrease with distance, as
migration pressure will be strongest for the countries closest to a disaster. The diaspora
effect should also increase with the number of people affected by a disaster, as more
severe disasters are expected to increase the pressure to migrate. Finding the opposite
relationship in both cases is more in line with the idea of migrants as messengers: in
general, the further away and the less severe a disaster is, the less attention (and
subsequently aid) it will receive from a potential donor country (see results for distance
and number of people affected in M1 & M2). Migrant populations can make a crucial
19 It is

not intuitively clear why the effect might be negative for the closest countries. One possible explanation is that
OECD-countries give most of their aid not to their rather affluent neighborhood, but to somewhat more distant
and less developed countries – an effect that will be reinforced by the presence of migrants.
20 Replicating the interaction for the UN-sample finds the result to be robust (see Appendix).
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difference here, as their presence in the host country and the ties they maintain to the
homeland increase the probability that news about a disaster make it to the donor
country. By this, migrants increase the salience and awareness of a disaster abroad and
positively affect aid. Mobilization effects seem to be less important and/or offset by the
direct effect of disaster severity on aid.
Figure 2.3 plots the interaction effect between migrant stocks and the Polity score of
the host country: surprisingly, the downward slope of the diaspora effect indicates that
emigrants to democratic countries appear to affect emergency aid to their home country
less than their counterparts in autocratic host countries. Increasing the diaspora stock
by one standard deviation from its sample mean value is associated with a 5.2% rise in
aid for the most democratic donors, but 10.3% for autocratic donors. This finding
contradicts the idea of migrants as lobbyists in the host country but is more in line with
the information mechanism outlined above: while diaspora communities will find it
hard to organize as lobby groups and exert influence in autocratic regimes, migrant ties
to the home country can still transport information about a disaster. The linkage effect
may be especially relevant in autocratic regimes that restrict other communication
channels, assigning diaspora groups a special role as messengers of a disaster abroad.
Diaspora members are further able to engage in fundraising, which can translate into
increased government-to-government aid.
A look into the data reveals that countries of the former Soviet Union often give aid to
past sister states of which they host many immigrants.21 Russia, for example, gives aid
to countries like Azerbaijan, Moldova, Tajikistan, or Ukraine, and the rich Gulf
monarchies frequently assist their guest-workers’ home countries when hit by a
disaster: e.g. the UAE send aid to Bangladesh, Pakistan, and the Philippines, or Saudi
Arabia to the same countries as well as Sri Lanka, Sudan, and Indonesia.
Guest-workers in the rich Arab oil states are largely deprived of political rights and will
hardly have any political clout, but via their ties to their country of origin information
on the consequences of a disaster at home is transmitted to the host country. On the
supply-side, it is not intuitively clear why autocratic regimes should be more responsive
to their immigrants, as we know little about the general motivations to give ‘rogue aid’
21 see

Appendix for details.
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Figure 2.1: Interaction of Bilateral Distance and Migrant Stock, OECD-Sample (M3)

(Dreher et al. 2013, Fuchs and Klann 2012). One possible explanation is that many of
the autocratic donors in the sample rely on foreign workforces: to the degree that they
view immigrants as an important resource or ‘import,’ decision-makers may want to
stay on friendly terms with the migrant-sending country and try to convey a positive
image as a host country. Humanitarian aid is one form of soft power by which
autocratic donors attempt to improve their reputation and win hearts and minds
abroad.22 Al-Yahya and Fustier (2011, 27) suggest that Saudi Arabia’s relief efforts in
the home countries of its expatriate population are guided by security concerns, as
providing humanitarian relief “helps ease tensions that might exist with the expatriate
population.” Rather than through lobbying, emigrants to Saudi Arabia seem to affect
aid through the perceived consequences of their presence.23
Regarding the covariates, most results are in line with the previous literature on
emergency aid. Overall, donors’ aid decisions appear to be responsive to the need
caused by a disaster: the number of people killed is a consistent predictor of aid flows
in both samples, albeit the comparative magnitude of the effect is larger in the
22 Non-DAC

donors are especially active in humanitarian assistance (Dreher et al. 2013, 402).
the finding should be treated with some caution: the number of autocratic regimes in the sample is rather
small and the UN-data is based on self-reporting. While especially non-DAC donors are suspected to underreport
their donations (Harmer and Martin 2010), autocratic regimes may also have incentives to over-report transfers.

23 Still,
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Figure 2.2: Interaction of Disaster Impact and Migrant Stock, UN-Sample (M4)

Figure 2.3: Interaction of Donor Regime Type and Migrant Stock, UN-Sample (M5)
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UN-sample, which allows to link aid flows more directly to specific disasters. More
populous and affluent countries tend to give more aid, but results are more mixed
concerning recipient need independent of cause: while the recipients of OECD aid tend
to be more populous and less affluent, both population and GDP p.c. are insignificant in
the UN-sample. Recipient democracy, on the other hand, is positively correlated with
aid in the UN-sample, but insignificant in the OECD-sample. Finally, regarding
bilateral controls, countries that share a colonial history with a donor country, have a
common official language and import more goods from the donor are consistently
found to receive higher amounts of emergency aid. Vice versa, defense allies and more
distant countries receive less aid.

2.6 Conclusion
It appears that for countries which are hit by a disaster, emigration is a ‘mixed blessing:’
while migrant-sending countries experience several negative brain drain effects, they
may not only profit from brain gain in the form of increased remittances, trade and
investment flows, but also from increased aid contributions by the diaspora’s host
countries. As in the case of the 2007 earthquake in Indonesia, bilateral emergency aid
across countries and over time is systematically correlated with the location and size of
a country’s diaspora, and this effect is more relevant for distant and less severe disasters.
Surprisingly, autocratic donors appear to be somewhat more responsive to their
immigrant communities than democratic donors. I interpret these findings as support
for the linkage argument: by providing channels of information, diaspora communities
ensure that even remote and comparatively modest disaster events receive attention by
their host country. Natural disasters abroad compete with other events for attention in
the donor country, and migrant ties can make a crucial difference by increasing the
salience of a disaster event. Similarly, the enhanced effect of diasporas in autocratic
host countries is consistent with the idea of migrant networks that provide important
communication ties in an otherwise restricted information landscape.
Overall, the results suggest that the well-documented private post-disaster engagement
of migrants in the form of remittances, fundraising, and volunteering translates into
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increased donations by the host country. After moving abroad, many migrants maintain
close ties to their home country: through their familial connections and the prospect of
return, diaspora members identify themselves as part of the homeland’s community and
are concerned with its security and well-being. Information about events in the home
country is therefore transmitted faster than would otherwise be the case. Crisis events
like natural disasters can also mobilize migrants to raise the level of attention to the
situation in their home country. By this, migrants spur marginal increases in aid, which
might be negligible from the donor perspective, but can make a meaningful contribution
to the recovery of the homeland. While the causes and consequences of migration flows
have received a lot of attention, this study shows that emigration can have positive
long-run effects for countries in times of crisis. By applying the linkage approach to
bilateral emergency aid, the study offers a more nuanced view of the role of migrants in
international relations: migrants have the potential to significantly affect the relations
between their host and their home country, but they do so not necessarily as lobbyists.
I have focused here on the channels of influence by which migration affects foreign
policy outcomes. Besides a more robust test of the variance across regime type, future
research may analyze how the degree to which home countries profit from their
emigrants varies with the location of the diaspora; that is, whether a large diaspora in
the U.S. promises larger returns when compared to a diaspora of similar size in, for
example, Russia. Furthermore, future studies may address the normatively relevant
question whether diaspora activism biases aid flows, e.g. by distracting aid from
countries where there is more need for help, but which cannot count on the help of
emigrants abroad (as suggested by Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller 2000). While this
would require a more detailed analysis of the processes by which donor governments
distribute aid and the limits of allocation by fiscal constraints or fixed annual budgets,
such an analysis would provide opportunities to further unpack the black box of the
causal mechanisms by which diasporas affect decision-making.
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2.7 Appendix

Table 2.3: Summary Statistics OECD-Sample
Variable
Emergency Aid (Logged)
Emergency Aid (Dummy)
Emergency Aid/GDP Donor*1000
Emergency Aid/GDP Recipient*1000
Total Emergency Aid
Diaspora (WB, Logged)
Diaspora (IAB, Logged)
Logged Refugee Stock
(Diaspora/Host Pop.)*1000 (Logged)
Deaths (Logged)
Affected (Logged)
Former Colony
Common Language
Alliance
Distance (Logged)
Exports Donor to Recipient (Logged)
Population Donor (Logged)
GDP p.c. Donor (Logged)
Population Recipient (Logged)
GDP p.c. Recipient (Logged)
Democracy Recipient

Mean
1.366
0.103
0.001
0.092
8.782
4.463
4.155
0.852
0.108
3.14
8.911
0.036
0.124
0.027
8.725
2.747
16.281
9.852
15.404
7.34
0.316

Std. Dev.
4.094
0.303
0.007
1.34
7.338
3.375
3.254
1.924
0.336
2.44
4.568
0.187
0.33
0.162
0.712
2.349
1.68
0.830
2.022
1.388
7.056

Min.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4.127
0
10.266
6.471
9.15
4.171
-10

Max.
21.273
1
0.791
130.888
21.689
16.27
15.248
12.41
5.05
12.612
19.65
1
1
1
9.881
12.371
19.558
11.965
21.019
11.386
10

N
136111
136111
132849
125218
136111
136111
83934
136111
131582
72696
72696
131769
131769
136111
134734
128859
136111
132849
133226
124213
116805
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Table 2.4: Summary Statistics UN-Sample
Variable
Emergency Aid (Logged)
Emergency Aid (Dummy)
Emergency Aid/GDP Donor*1000
Emergency Aid/GDP Recipient*1000
Total Emergency Aid (Logged)
Diaspora (Logged)
(Diaspora/Host Pop.)*1000 (Logged)
Refugees (Logged)
Deaths (Logged)
Affected (Logged)
Former Colony
Common Language
Alliance
Distance (Logged)
Exports Donor to Recipient (Logged)
Democracy Donor
Democracy Recipient
Population Donor (Logged)
GDP p.c. Donor (Logged)
Population Recipient (Logged)
GDP p.c. Recipient (Logged)

Mean
2.457
0.195
0.001
0.051
14.593
4.706
1.626
1.559
4.028
12.037
0.022
0.081
0.03
8.853
3.215
7.039
3.702
16.325
9.851
16.808
7.185

Std. Dev.
5.068
0.396
0.007
1.582
2.056
3.717
1.994
2.391
2.375
2.893
0.148
0.273
0.17
0.628
2.638
5.724
5.772
2.127
1.12
1.948
1.118

Min.
0
0
0
0
10.187
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5.209
0
-10
-10
10.376
6.115
11.194
4.787

Max.
20.891
1
0.287
178.629
21.411
16.209
10.414
12.621
12.313
18.865
1
1
1
9.895
12.285
10
10
21.039
12.174
21.014
10.856

N
14506
14506
14377
13882
14506
11654
11406
13012
14506
14506
13762
13762
13409
14458
13180
13206
13066
14109
14083
14218
13738

Figure 2.4: Interaction of Bilateral Distance and Migrant Stock with Frequencies, OECDSample (M3)
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Figure 2.5: Interaction of People Affected by a Disaster and Migrant Stock with Frequencies,
UN-Sample (M4)

Figure 2.6: Interaction of Donor Regime Type and Migrant Stock with Frequencies, UN-Sample
(M5)

2.7. Appendix

79

Figure 2.7: Interaction of People Killed by a Disaster and Migrant Stock with Frequencies,
UN-Sample

Figure 2.8: Interaction of Bilateral Distance and Migrant Stock with Frequencies, UN-Sample
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Figure 2.9: Interaction of People Affected by a Disaster and Migrant Stock with Frequencies,
OECD-Sample

Figure 2.10: Interaction of People Killed by a Disaster and Migrant Stock with Frequencies,
OECD-Sample

Figure 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 show the interactions of the main analysis with frequencies
plotted in bar charts at the right hand side. In Figure 2.7 I substitute the number of
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people affected with the number of people killed, finding robust support for H2: the
diaspora effect increases with less deadly disasters. In Figure 2.8 I interact the migrant
stock measure with bilateral distance in the UN-sample, finding again the diaspora
effect to be highest for the most distant disasters. In Figure 2.9 and 2.10 I interact the
migrant stock measure with the number of people affected and killed by a disaster in
the OECD-sample: due to aggregation to the dyad-year, the link between a disaster and
aid flows is less direct than in the UN-sample, nut both graphs indicate that more severe
disasters experience less of a diaspora effect.24

Figure 2.11: Interaction of Pre-/Post-Disaster Indicator and Migrant Stock, OECD-Sample
(M11)

Table 2.6, OECD-sample: In M6 I replace the logged amount of emergency aid with a
binary indicator for whether aid was granted or not as the dependent variable. The
results of the Logit model confirm the results of the Tobit model, indicating that
migrants positively affect both the decision whether to grant aid as well as how much.
In M7 I replace the World Bank diaspora measure with the ‘brain drain’ data of the
German “Institut für Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung” (IAB),25 which provides
information on the number of bilateral migrants who are older than 25 for 20 OECD
countries. The stock number is available for the period 1980-2010 in 5-year intervals.
24 As

interaction terms cannot be interpreted directly in nonlinear models, I do show the corresponding regression
tables.
25 https://www.iab.de/de/daten/iab-brain-drain-data.aspx
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Table 2.5: List of Autocratic Donor Countries in the UN Sample
Host/Donor Country
Russia

Belarus
Saudi Arabia

United Arab Emirates

Kazakhstan
China
Thailand

Malaysia

Singapore

Aid Recipients With Large Diaspora
Moldova (277,527)
Ukraine (3,559,975)
Azerbaijan (846,104)
Tajikistan (383,057)
Ukraine (187,293)
Somalia (22,999)
Morocco (17,371)
Sudan (255,252)
Syria (110,464)
Yemen (784,899)
Afghanistan (14,987)
India (1,185,760)
Pakistan (1,005,873)
Bangladesh (422,740)
Sri Lanka (223,070)
Thailand (19,872)
Philippines (539,921)
Indonesia (286,600)
Sudan (33,934)
Syria (8,515)
Yemen (59,511)
India (1,325,053)
Pakistan (569,556)
Bangladesh (96,763)
Sri Lanka (66,257)
Philippines (120,801)
Tajikistan (14,590)
Thailand (8,897)
India (15,399)
Myanmar (265,141)
Sri Lanka (20,456)
Vietnam (21,260)
India (83,373)
Pakistan (16,477)
Myanmar (15,785)
Indonesia (1,243,977)
China (468,020)
India (110,380)
Pakistan (22,932)
Bangladesh (17,969)
Philippines (11,275)
Indonesia (70,008)

Size of migrant communities in parentheses.
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Table 2.6: Pooled Regression Models, Impact of Migrant Stocks on Aid Flows (OECD-Data)
M6 (Logit)
Diaspora

M7 (Tobit)

0.004
(0.001)∗∗∗

Diaspora (IAB)

M8 (Tobit)

M9 (Tobit)

0.037
(0.014)∗∗∗

M10 (Tobit)

M11 (Tobit)

0.054
(0.014)∗∗∗

0.465
(0.029)∗∗∗

0.192
(0.020)∗∗∗

(Diaspora/Host Pop.)*1000

0.273
(0.067)∗∗∗

Post Disaster

1.163
(0.174)∗∗∗

Post Disaster*Diaspora

-0.249
(0.028)∗∗∗

Refugees

0.103
(0.014)∗∗∗

Total Emergency Aid

0.638
(0.016)∗∗∗

Deaths

0.013
(0.001)∗∗∗

0.190
(0.015)∗∗∗

0.167
(0.012)∗∗∗

0.173
(0.013)∗∗∗

0.099
(0.012)∗∗∗

0.020
(0.014)

Affected

0.005
(0.001)∗∗∗

0.078
(0.009)∗∗∗

0.066
(0.008)∗∗∗

0.066
(0.008)∗∗∗

0.027
(0.007)∗∗∗

0.010
(0.007)

Former Colony

0.053
(0.011)∗∗∗

0.495
(0.144)∗∗∗

0.652
(0.121)∗∗∗

0.685
(0.125)∗∗∗

0.763
(0.117)∗∗∗

0.224
(0.138)

Common Language

0.042
(0.008)∗∗∗

0.495
(0.103)∗∗∗

0.574
(0.084)∗∗∗

0.604
(0.085)∗∗∗

0.586
(0.081)∗∗∗

2.009
(0.092)∗∗∗

Alliance

-0.038
(0.017)∗∗

-1.029
(0.185)∗∗∗

-0.597
(0.152)∗∗∗

-0.649
(0.156)∗∗∗

-0.566
(0.151)∗∗∗

-0.942
(0.161)∗∗∗

Distance

-0.053
(0.009)∗∗∗

-1.026
(0.105)∗∗∗

-0.714
(0.076)∗∗∗

-0.775
(0.076)∗∗∗

-0.762
(0.075)∗∗∗

-0.834
(0.072)∗∗∗

Exports Donor to Recipient

0.015
(0.003)∗∗∗

0.211
(0.033)∗∗∗

0.202
(0.026)∗∗∗

0.223
(0.026)∗∗∗

0.215
(0.025)∗∗∗

0.676
(0.027)∗∗∗

Population Donor

0.593
(0.106)∗∗∗

15.587
(1.347)∗∗∗

7.392
(0.984)∗∗∗

7.756
(1.047)∗∗∗

7.230
(0.955)∗∗∗

12.248
(0.985)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Donor

0.064
(0.022)∗∗∗

1.387
(0.301)∗∗∗

1.378
(0.195)∗∗∗

1.488
(0.202)∗∗∗

1.280
(0.190)∗∗∗

5.610
(0.212)∗∗∗

Population Recipient

0.072
(0.046)

1.910
(0.518)∗∗∗

1.072
(0.397)∗∗∗

1.128
(0.420)∗∗∗

0.051
(0.401)

2.859
(0.376)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Recipient

-0.056
(0.010)∗∗∗

-0.745
(0.121)∗∗∗

-0.787
(0.096)∗∗∗

-0.759
(0.099)∗∗∗

-0.129
(0.095)

-0.504
(0.098)∗∗∗

Democracy Recipient

-0.001
(0.001)

-0.006
(0.010)

-0.005
(0.008)

-0.006
(0.008)

-0.005
(0.008)

0.007
(0.009)

N
Donors
Recipients
Dyads

43643
26
122
3143

31955
19
130
2450

45489
26
131
3373

43360
26
130
3347

45489
26
131
3373

61871
26
131
3373

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) aid commitments from the donor to the recipient. Reported
are marginal effects calculated as the effect on the latent variable multiplied by the probability of
being uncensored (except for M6). All models include donor, recipient and year dummies; standard
errors in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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The effect of the IAB migration measure on aid is positive and statistically significant.
In M8 I add a measure of bilateral refugee stocks,26 which are measured separately by
the UNHCR. When adding this variable to the basic regression model, the magnitude of
the diaspora effect is somewhat reduced, and the number of refugees has a positive
effect on bilateral emergency aid. This is at least some evidence that donor countries
‘target’ emergency aid when they have reason to expect that a disaster will cause
(further) substantive refugee flows to their country. Like regular migrants, though,
refugees might as well serve as an information channel to the donor country.
In M9 I substitute the migrant stock measure with a measure of the share of the
diaspora community in the host country population. Diaspora populations, however, are
usually extremely small in relation to the host country population. In order to
normalize the distribution of the variable, I multiply the share measure by 1000 and
then take the log (after adding +1; see Leblang 2017). The transformed share measure
has a positive and statistically significant effect on emergency aid. In M10 I introduce a
control for the absolute amount of emergency aid a country receives in a given year in
order to capture the overall level of help a disaster attracts. The variable exerts a
positive and significant effect on bilateral aid, but the diaspora effect proves to be
robust. In M11 I compare the effect of migrants on disaster aid to their effect on
development aid more general by comparing the influence on foreign aid flows before
and after a natural disaster. In other words, the magnitude of the diaspora effect on aid
in times of disaster is compared to the times when there is no disaster. This approach
has the additional benefit of controlling for cross-sector reallocation, which occurs
when donors relabel aid they would have given anyway to a country as emergency aid
after a disaster. Figure 2.11 plots the interaction effect of the migrant stock measure
with an indicator coded 1 for years when a country is hit by a disaster and the year after,
and 0 for the two years before a disaster. As evident from the differing slopes in Figure
2.11, the diaspora effect on bilateral development aid is stronger in ‘normal’ times than
after a disaster. Still, aid commitments increase with the size of a diaspora group, only
at a lesser magnitude when compared to pre-disaster times. I interpret this as evidence
that while diasporas affect aid flows to their home country stronger when there is no
26 World

Refugee Dataset by Marbach (2018), 1989-2015. Version 1.1.0.
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emergency, they are a still a relevant factor in the dire circumstances of a natural
disaster, though additional mobilization effects appear to be offset by donors’ stronger
responsiveness to humanitarian need.
Table 2.7: Pooled Regression Models, Impact of Migrant Stocks on Aid Flows (UN-Data)
Diaspora

M12 (Logit)

M13 (Tobit)

0.008
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.115
(0.026)∗∗∗

(Diaspora/Host Pop)*1000

M14 (Tobit)

0.122
(0.025)∗∗∗
0.115
(0.038)∗∗∗

Refugees

-0.004
(0.030)

Total Emergency Aid
Deaths

M15 (Tobit)

0.907
(0.032)∗∗∗
0.044
(0.003)∗∗∗

0.563
(0.034)∗∗∗

0.564
(0.034)∗∗∗

0.083
(0.034)∗∗

0.001
(0.003)

0.010
(0.032)

0.009
(0.032)

-0.031
(0.026)

Former Colony

0.060
(0.023)∗∗

0.843
(0.289)∗∗∗

0.849
(0.295)∗∗∗

0.823
(0.276)∗∗∗

Common Language

0.056
(0.015)∗∗∗

0.734
(0.182)∗∗∗

0.781
(0.184)∗∗∗

0.677
(0.179)∗∗∗

Alliance

-0.010
(0.031)

-0.536
(0.321)∗

-0.547
(0.334)

-0.461
(0.303)

Distance

-0.050
(0.011)∗∗∗

-0.681
(0.139)∗∗∗

-0.767
(0.134)∗∗∗

-0.586
(0.131)∗∗∗

Exports Donor to Recipient

0.018
(0.004)∗∗∗

0.244
(0.048)∗∗∗

0.264
(0.049)∗∗∗

0.252
(0.046)∗∗∗

0.006
(0.009)

0.071
(0.118)

0.072
(0.119)

0.043
(0.107)

Democracy Recipient

0.011
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.151
(0.023)∗∗∗

0.151
(0.023)∗∗∗

0.005
(0.022)

Population Donor

0.352
(0.062)∗∗∗

4.850
(0.789)∗∗∗

4.688
(0.781)∗∗∗

4.933
(0.854)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Donor

0.122
(0.029)∗∗∗

1.770
(0.356)∗∗∗

1.661
(0.353)∗∗∗

1.675
(0.340)∗∗∗

Population Recipient

-0.223
(0.187)

-3.034
(2.383)

-3.104
(2.376)

-0.776
(2.313)

GDP p.c. Recipient

0.013
(0.029)

0.252
(0.372)

0.261
(0.372)

0.434
(0.356)

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

Affected

Democracy Donor

N
Donors
Recipients
Dyads

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) emergency aid commitments from the
donor to the recipient. Reported are marginal effects calculated as the effect on
the latent variable multiplied by the probability of being uncensored (except for M12).
All models include donor, recipient, year and disaster-type dummies; robust
standard errors clustered on dyads in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Table 2.7, UN-sample: In M12 I replace the logged amount of emergency aid with a
binary indicator for whether a country received aid by a specific donor or not. The
Logit model finds the size of the diaspora community to be a positive and significant
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predictor of the decision to grant aid. In M13 I add a control for the number of refugees
from the disaster-affected country residing in the donor country (data by Marbach 2018,
see above): other than in the OECD-sample, there is no evidence that donor countries
send more aid to the source countries of their refugee populations. In M14, I substitute
the diaspora stock measure with the share of the diaspora community in the donor
country (see above), finding a positive and statistically significant effect on emergency
aid. In M15 I add a control for the absolute amount of aid a specific disaster generates:
the measure is positively correlated with the amount of bilateral emergency aid, but
leaves the diaspora effect unaffected.
Table 2.8: Pooled Regression Models, Impact of Migrant Stocks on Aid Flows (OECD-Data)
M16 (Tobit)

M17 (Tobit)

M18 (ReLogit)

M19 (PPML)

Diaspora

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.009
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.128
(0.014)∗∗∗

123790.981
(29432.828)∗∗∗

Deaths

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.021
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.094
(0.008)∗∗∗

93812.733
(27192.333)∗∗∗

Affected

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.007
(0.001)∗∗∗

0.063
(0.005)∗∗∗

-8456.073
(11129.675)

Former Colony

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.070
(0.017)∗∗∗

0.376
(0.129)∗∗∗

229296.684
(145454.098)

Common Language

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.059
(0.012)∗∗∗

-0.111
(0.082)

149945.692
(100881.699)

Alliance

-0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

-0.092
(0.021)∗∗∗

-0.223
(0.130)∗

-226101.401
(279142.397)

Distance

-0.001
(0.000)∗∗∗

-0.095
(0.011)∗∗∗

-0.084
(0.050)∗

-154552.158
(145269.272)

Exports Donor to Recipient

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.023
(0.004)∗∗∗

0.088
(0.022)∗∗∗

87426.311
(31567.992)∗∗∗

Population Donor

0.005
(0.001)∗∗∗

0.844
(0.139)∗∗∗

0.168
(0.026)∗∗∗

9021916.254
(2867564.923)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Donor

0.001
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.116
(0.027)∗∗∗

1.613
(0.049)∗∗∗

-1233429.893
(342423.774)∗∗∗

Population Recipient

-0.000
(0.000)

-0.195
(0.056)∗∗∗

-0.114
(0.027)∗∗∗

-372420.210
(680176.300)

GDP p.c. Recipient

-0.001
(0.000)∗∗∗

-0.149
(0.013)∗∗∗

-0.606
(0.031)∗∗∗

-393663.537
(180025.843)∗∗

Democracy Recipient

-0.000
(0.000)

-0.003
(0.001)∗∗

-0.011
(0.005)∗∗

7926.368
(13137.384)

N
Donors
Recipients
Dyads

45489
26
131
3373

45489
26
131
3373

45489
26
131
3373

43643
26
122
3143

DV M16: Aid/Donor GDP*1000, M17: Aid/Recipient GDP*1000, M18: Binary,
M19: Aid (untransformed). Reported are marginal effects. All models include donor,
recipient and year dummies (except M18); standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Table 2.8, OECD-sample: In M16 and M17 I replace the logged amount of
emergency aid as the dependent variable with the amount relative to the donor (M16)
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Table 2.9: Pooled Regression Models, Impact of Migrant Stocks on Aid Flows (UN-Data)
M20 (Tobit)

M21 (Tobit)

M22 (ReLogit)

M23 (PPML)

Diaspora

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.018
(0.006)∗∗∗

0.101
(0.015)∗∗∗

82893.633
(48567.924)∗

Deaths

0.001
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.084
(0.007)∗∗∗

0.366
(0.019)∗∗∗

276176.218
(57814.294)∗∗∗

Affected

0.000
(0.000)

0.005
(0.006)

0.055
(0.018)∗∗∗

154013.365
(83864.463)∗

Former Colony

0.000
(0.000)∗

0.093
(0.058)

0.424
(0.195)∗∗

46320.311
(239273.918)

Common Language

0.001
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.081
(0.038)∗∗

-0.003
(0.118)

706662.276
(196861.179)∗∗∗

Alliance

-0.001
(0.000)∗∗

0.010
(0.060)

0.463
(0.188)∗∗

330375.297
(219497.983)

Distance

-0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

-0.150
(0.028)∗∗∗

-0.246
(0.069)∗∗∗

-253292.967
(139938.114)∗

Exports Donor to Recipient

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.034
(0.011)∗∗∗

0.064
(0.028)∗∗

105422.756
(63188.251)∗

-0.000
(0.000)

0.012
(0.021)

-0.005
(0.008)

22474.223
(68389.868)

Democracy Recipient

0.000
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.017
(0.005)∗∗∗

0.018
(0.007)∗∗∗

-61744.344
(38372.649)

Population Donor

0.006
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.703
(0.189)∗∗∗

0.354
(0.035)∗∗∗

1532045.624
(980300.520)

GDP p.c. Donor

0.001
(0.000)∗∗∗

0.197
(0.075)∗∗∗

1.106
(0.056)∗∗∗

1036463.034
(381611.241)∗∗∗

Population Recipient

-0.000
(0.002)

-0.332
(0.491)

-0.371
(0.038)∗∗∗

-4525541.623
(4240680.978)

GDP p.c. Recipient

-0.001
(0.000)∗

-0.025
(0.079)

-0.344
(0.042)∗∗∗

-1282026.687
(643459.848)∗∗

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

9214
44
78
3351

Democracy Donor

N
Donors
Recipients
Dyads

DV M20: Aid/Donor GDP*1000, M21: Aid/Recipient GDP*1000, M22: Binary,
M23: Aid (untransformed). Reported are marginal effects. All models include donor,
recipient and year dummies (except M22); standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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and recipient GDP (M17), multiplied by 1000 to obtain interpretable coefficients: since
emergency aid amounts are usually extremely small when compared to GDP, effect
sizes are small as well, especially when aid is normalized by donor GDP (M16). In
both cases, however, the coefficient signs and significance levels are very similar to the
original model. In M18 I re-estimate the model with the Rare Events Logit model by
Tomz, King and Zeng:27 as only a small subset of dyads experiences aid flows, results
of standard models may be biased. Unfortunately, the ReLogit Model does not allow to
include donor, recipient, and year dummies. The positive and significant diaspora effect
on emergency aid remains unaffected. Finally, in M19, I substitute the Tobit Model
with the Poisson pseudo-maximum likelihood (PPML) model by Silva and Tenreyro
(2006),28 which is designed for data structures with many zeros and large values.
Unfortunately, the PPML-model does not allow to calculate interaction terms and their
marginal effects. While regressing the explanatory variables on the untransformed
dependent variable results in very large coefficients, the diaspora variables remains a
robust predictor of bilateral emergency aid.
Table 2.9, UN-sample: In M20 to M23, I replicate the same steps for the UN-sample
and find the main results regarding the diaspora effect again robust (though the effect is
only significant at the 10%-level in the PPML model).

27 https://gking.harvard.edu/relogit,

King and Zeng 2001.

28 https://ideas.repec.org/c/boc/bocode/s458102.html
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Figure 2.12: Interaction of Bilateral Distance and Migrant Stock, OECD-Sample (Logit)

Figure 2.13: Interaction of People Affected by a Disaster and Migrant Stock, UN-Sample (Logit)
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Figure 2.14: Interaction of Donor Regime Type and Migrant Stock, UN-Sample (Logit)

In Figure 2.12, 2.13 and 2.14 I plot the interactions of the original analysis with a
Logit instead of a Tobit model: Even when only considering the decision whether to
grant aid or not, less severe and more distant experience more of a diaspora effect than
nearby and more severe disasters. There is only limited support for the finding that
autocratic host countries are more responsive to their immigrant communities than
democratic host countries: there are only few non-democratic donors in the sample, and
there is considerably less variation when analyzing aid flows as a binary decision.29

29 As

interaction terms cannot be interpreted directly in nonlinear models, I do show the corresponding regression
tables.
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Table 2.10: Pooled Logit Models, Impact of Migrant Stocks on U.S. News Reports and Aid
Flows
Diaspora

M24 (DV: News Report)

M25 (DV: Aid Flow)

M26 (DV: Aid Flow)

0.070
(0.022)∗∗∗

0.006
(0.011)

0.004
(0.011)

0.085
(0.014)∗∗∗

-0.012
(0.058)

News Reporting
News*Diaspora

0.009
(0.005)∗

News Pressure

-0.016
(0.006)∗∗∗

-0.009
(0.004)∗

-0.008
(0.004)∗

Deaths

0.050
(0.004)∗∗∗

0.033
(0.004)∗∗∗

0.034
(0.004)∗∗∗

Affected

0.011
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.036
(0.002)∗∗∗

0.036
(0.002)∗∗∗

Recipient GDP p.c.

0.065
(0.019)∗∗∗

-0.036
(0.015)∗∗

-0.037
(0.015)∗∗

3200
67
23

3962
115
23

3962
115
23

N
Recipients
Years

Coefficients show marginal effects, robust standard errors in parentheses.
All models include recipient country, month and disaster-type fixed effects,
as well as fixed effects for the interaction of missing values on Deaths and Affected
with disaster type. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Figure 2.15: Interaction of U.S. TV News Indicator and Migrant Stock (M26)

Table 2.10: I rely on the replication data of the study by Eisensee and Strömberg
(2007) to shed some light on the question whether the diaspora effect on emergency aid
is linked to increased media attention to a disaster in the migrants’ homeland. Eisensee
and Strömberg analyzed the effect of a natural disaster abroad being covered in the
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television news on the likelihood of U.S. disaster aid. The dataset covers 5,212 natural
disasters occurring in 143 countries from 1968 to 2002, with information on the
number of people killed and affected, news pressure30 and binary indicators of whether
a disaster was covered in the TV news and whether the U.S. granted aid or not.
Models 24 to 26 in Table 2.10 are Logit models with recipient country, month and
disaster type specific effects.31 The dependent variable is a binary indicator for whether
a disaster was reported in the U.S. television news (M24) and whether the U.S. granted
aid or not (M25 and M26). While the U.S. are the most important emergency aid donor
in the world, the data shows that only 12% of disasters abroad make it to the U.S. TV
news and only 19% receive U.S. emergency aid. If migrants affect aid because they
increase the host country’s attention to a disaster, the size of a diaspora should be
positively correlated with the probability of a disaster in the homeland being reported in
the U.S. news. The results of Model 24 suggest that, even after controlling for the
number of people killed and affected as well as the recipient GDP p.c. and the news
pressure at the time of a disaster, an affected country’s diaspora stock in the U.S.
significantly increases the chances that the disaster will make it into the news. Migrants
may actively provide information on disasters to the media, but the media may also
report more extensively on disasters due to the number of migrants in the audience.
Model 25 shows that while news reporting in turn increases the chances of an aid flow,
there seems to be no independent effect of the size of a migrant community on aid.32
When interacting the migrant stock measure with the news report indicator in Model 26,
however, the plot of the marginal effects calculation in Figure 2.15 indicates a positive
relation between the size of a diaspora and a news report on aid: While there is only a
very small positive effect of the migrant stock when a disaster is not covered in the
news, the size effect shows a clear positive slope in cases where there is a TV news
report. Since this is not a ‘true’ interaction effect – as migrants affect news coverage,
and both migrants and news coverage affect aid –, this result should be treated with
30 Measured

as the median (across broadcasts in a day) number of minutes a news broadcast devotes to the top three
news segments in a day.
31 As there are many missing values on Deaths and Affected, the authors imputed values and included additional
fixed effects for the interaction between missing values and disaster type.
32 Applying recipient country fixed effects to a single donor sample effectively means to rely on the within-dyad
variation of the migrant stock over time. Moreover, empirical evidence suggests that the political voice of
diaspora groups in the U.S. is mediated by their organizational power and the degree of concentration in certain
areas.
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caution. Still, the evidence suggests that if migrants fail to generate media attention to a
disaster, their effect on U.S. aid is negligible, but quite substantive when a disaster
makes it into the news. Together, I (cautiously) interpret this as evidence that increasing
the level of public attention to a disaster is indeed an important channel of diaspora
influence. By providing (and potentially framing) information, larger migrant
communities in the U.S. increase the otherwise low chances of a news report on a
disaster in the homeland. News coverage of the disaster, then, multiplies the diaspora
influence on the probability of an U.S. aid flow by increasing the public pressure on
decision-makers to help the disaster-affected people abroad.

3 Lobbyists Abroad? Diaspora Influence on
Sanctions Against their Homeland

94
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3.1 Introduction
There is a ‘new,’ small but growing Saudi diaspora, whose activities abroad, its
relationship with the homeland, and the government’s response are exemplary for many
of the topics dealt with in this study. In her Foreign Affairs article,1 Madawi
al-Rasheed argues that recent emigrants from Saudi Arabia create an image problem for
the kingdom, which has started to promote itself as a modern country with plenty of
economic opportunities. The often highly educated asylum seekers who give an
account of injustice and repression annoy the regime, which maintains tight control
over exiles abroad with the help of modern surveillance technology. Even though
al-Rasheed concludes that “neither Saudi Arabia nor the host governments have taken
asylum seekers seriously as a political force” because they diverge strongly in their
political orientations, the international attention they have drawn to oppression and
torture has “become an increasing embarrassment to the regime and its allies.” But
while the diaspora is far from organizing as an effective lobby group, individuals like
the murdered blogger Jamal Khashoggi, the siblings of the detained activist Loujain
al-Hathloul as well as the wife of the dissident Raif Badawi have drawn Saudi Arabia’s
human rights abuses into the spotlight, which for example has resulted in U.S.
sanctions against individuals involved in the Khashoggi murder.2
This study contributes to the literature on the role of diasporas in international relations
by testing the effect of migrants on economic sanctions. In bilateral relations, sanctions
are an intermediate option between doing nothing, alternative means of diplomacy and
the use of force (Rubenzer and Redd 2010, 763). As a punitive measure, they present
an opportunity to test under which circumstances migrants become a liability for the
home country. By quantitatively analyzing the effect of bilateral migrant stocks on
sanction imposition across countries and over time, this study tests how diaspora
groups affect their host countries’ sanction policies. To my knowledge, this is the first
rigorous statistical analysis of the link between migration and sanctions, which further
contributes to the sanctions literature: while most research deals with the success or
1 https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/saudi-arabia/2019-05-01/new-saudi-diaspora,

05/2019.
2 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/11/15/world/middleeast/saudis-sanctions-khashoggi.html,

05/2019.
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failure of sanctions, we know much less about the factors leading to the targeting of a
country with sanctions. More specifically, this study expounds the question of what
determines a sanction-relevant dyad and introduces migrant linkages as a factor that
appears to systematically influence sanction decisions.
Theoretically, I develop two arguments how migrants can affect their host country’s
sanction policy: on the one hand, migrants may lobby their host country government in
favor of or against sanction imposition on the homeland. Building on the ethnic interest
group literature and a public choice approach to economic sanctions, diasporas are
conceptualized as interest groups. The issue of sanction onset is expected to be an
especially salient event for the diaspora,3 mobilizing migrants along the lines of
support for or opposition to the homeland regime. On the other hand, migrants are an
important form of linkage between a pair of countries: as they often maintain close
material, sentimental, and familial links to the homeland, diaspora networks function as
communication channels by which news from the homeland will experience a higher
salience in the host country than would otherwise be the case. Even if migrant groups
lack the political power to influence their host country’s sanction policy, the presence of
migrant ties allows information on potential sanction-triggering events to receive a
higher level of attention than in the absence of such ties. Holding sender and target
country, time as well as bilateral factors constant, the empirical analysis of about 3,000
country pairs between 1976 and 2005 provides support for the linkage approach, as the
size of a migrant community in a potential sanction sender country is found to
unconditionally increase the probability of sanction onset against the home country.
Interaction effects suggest that larger diasporas increase the effect of declining levels of
democracy and increasing levels of human rights violations on sanction onset.

3.2 Literature Review and Arguments
As there is no commonly agreed upon definition of the term diaspora, expressions like
ethnic minority, diaspora interest group or migrant community coexist and are often
used interchangeably in the literature (Rubenzer 2011, 105). Generally, a diaspora
3 Sometimes

migrants are directly affected by sanctions against the homeland,
as
for
example
the
American-Iranians
https://immigrationtalk.org/2012/10/21/
iranian-immigrants-in-the-u-s-feeling-the-impact-of-economic-sanctions/, 04/2018.
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consists of immigrants who maintain a connection, psychological or material, to their
country of origin (Brinkerhoff 2011, 116). Given the limited availability of
cross-sectional and time series migration data, I rely here on the most basic definition
of the term: a diaspora is a group of people residing outside their homeland (Leblang
2017). On the left hand side of the equation, the term sanction refers to a wide range of
possible actions, but most researchers define sanctions as actions taken by one or more
countries to limit or end their economic interactions with a target country in an effort to
persuade the target to change a certain policy that is under its control (Morgan et al.
2014, 542f).
3.2.1 Migrants as Lobbyists
When and why does a country engage in economic sanctions against another?
Kaempfer and Lowenberg’s (1992) public choice approach to economic sanctions
proposes that sanction imposition is often driven more by decision-makers’ desire to
satisfy demands of domestic constituents rather than the idea of achieving a certain
policy goal. Proponents of public choice approaches state that “sanctions are influenced
more by the relative influence of domestic political coalitions than by considerations of
the strategic bargaining situation between sender and target” (Morgan 2015, 750).
Domestic demands for specific sanction policies are represented by interest groups
whose success is determined by relative efficiencies in generating political pressure.
The underlying argument is that economic sanctions are a foreign policy tool which is
largely removed from the center of public attention, especially when compared to the
use of force: While the domestic audience will be inattentive, interest groups directly
affected by the choice of a sanction policy have a strong incentive to lobby
decision-makers on behalf of their members. Decision-makers, in turn, feel less
constrained to give in to interest group lobbying than on other issues.
Proponents of diaspora interest group influence argue that as migrant communities tend
to be comparatively small in relation to the host country population, they can overcome
collective action problems in organizing more easily (Olson 1974). The similar cultural
background, direct communication channels, as well as familial and ethnic ties to the
homeland should lower the barriers for successful diaspora organization (Saideman
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2002). The issue of sanction onset can serve as a focal point for diaspora mobilization,
galvanizing migrants into action to gain influence over the foreign policy of their host
country. Thus, when usually low levels of public interest in the decision whether to
sanction a country meet a narrow, but intense diasporic interest in doing something, the
lobbying approach predicts that policy-makers will have an incentive to accommodate
the interests of a minority at comparatively low political costs (Rubenzer and Redd
2010, 757).
There is some empirical evidence on the influence of interest groups on sanction
decisions: Murdie and Peksen (2013) find that human rights organizations affect
sanction decisions by the naming and shaming of human rights violators as well as by
empowering local citizens to ask the international community to act. Similarly, Kim
and Whang (2018) show that the presence of U.S. non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) in a country increases the probability of sanction threat and onset by the U.S.
By mobilizing public pressure, media coverage of human rights abuses increases the
likelihood of U.S. sanction imposition as well (Peksen et al. 2014). Evidence by
McLean and Whang (2014) suggests that informed voters’ preferences increase the
likelihood of sanction onset, while special interests affect the type of sanction imposed.
The notion that migrants influence their host country’s foreign policy by lobbying is
based on a rich case study literature of ‘ethnic’ interest groups in the U.S. (Rubenzer
2008). The most prominent example that links a diaspora to a specific sanction policy
is the case of the American Cubans: The Cuban American National Foundation
(CANF) has played a central role in the decade-long maintenance of the trade embargo
against Cuba. Since its emergence, a key activity of the CANF is the production of
(counter-)propaganda, which is disseminated via the government-funded broadcasts of
Radio and TV Marti (Haney and Vanderbush 1999). Within the decision-making
process, diaspora members were encased with a reputation for exceptional expertise,
since their reports of personal experiences and information received via family and
friends left behind “gave them an apparent authenticity against which anti-embargo
advocates found it difficult to compete” (Vanderbush 2009, 300).
After the end of the Cold War, the embargo was further tightened, as the CANF
succeeded in framing the debate as a choice between supporting the embargo or
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supporting Castro. However, there is also evidence that the CANF’s success was
facilitated by the encouraging and collaborative role of the U.S. government, giving rise
to the question whether the lobby did indeed change the government’s sanction policy,
or was used by decision-makers to promote their own foreign policy goals (Haney and
Vanderbush 1999, Vanderbush 2009). Rubenzer’s (2011) difference-in-differences
analysis of roll-call votes on two key amendments aimed at weakening the embargo
suggests that increases in campaign contributions by Cuban pro-embargo groups and
individuals made members of Congress significantly more likely to vote no. The author,
however, also suggests that the Cuban pro-embargo lobby allied with U.S. sugar
producers seeking protection from imports (p.110) and that the influence was much
stronger for the more technical and less salient amendment, again challenging the
notion of an autonomous diaspora interest group influence.
A converse example is the case of the American Indians: when India conducted a series
of nuclear tests in 1998, the country was targeted with wide-ranging sanctions by the
U.S. The Indian diaspora, however, started lobbying against these restrictions,
culminating in the successful passage of the India-U.S. Civilian Nuclear Agreement in
2008. While Kirk (2008, 294) argues that the inside lobbying of an increasingly
professional and well-funded Indian diaspora played a central role in convincing
members of Congress to roll back sanctions and support the agreement, according to
Mistry (2013, 721) the lobby rather augmented the Bush administration’s efforts. The
Tamil diasporas in Canada and the United Kingdom lobbied their host governments to
enact sanctions against the Sri Lankan government during the civil war (Godwin 2018),
while the Sinhalese in the diaspora uphold a long-distance nationalism formed around
the idea of a threatened homeland and therefore opposed sanctions (Orjuela 2008).
There is further experimental evidence that when facing the hypothetical scenario of
deciding on the imposition and severity of a sanction, participants are responsive to
small, but highly mobilized diaspora groups from the target state asking for sanctions
(Rubenzer and Redd 2010).
The case study evidence indicates that migrants can affect sanctions by forming interest
groups and lobbying their host country government. It is, however, problematic to
simply ascribe political agency to migrants in dyadic research: whether a migrant
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community will generate political clout depends on the migrants’ political means and
opportunities as well as motivation. Given the specific openness of the pluralistic U.S.
political system to organized interests (Smith 2000, 94), it is doubtful whether the
lobbying model derived from the ethnic interest group literature is justified within a
cross-sectional setting. First, as diasporas often are highly heterogeneous, replaying
conflicts along the ethnic and political cleavages of the homeland, the collective action
argument is not necessarily true: As is the case with the Kurds and Turks in the Turkish
diaspora or the Tamils and Sinhalese in the Sri Lankan diaspora, many migrant
communities are not unitary actors, but have incongruous views of how the relationship
to the homeland government should look like. For example, Egreteau (2012) concludes
that the Burmese diaspora’s activism has been consistently plagued by its ethnic,
communal and personality-based divisiveness, impeding “collective actions, despite the
high visibility of the pro-democracy struggle” (p.132). In contrast to the collective
action argument, quantitative research on the role of diasporas in international relations
finds that there is influence in numbers (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Bove and Böhmelt
2019).
Second, even if diaspora activists are willing to lobby their host country for sanctions
against the homeland, autocrats sometimes are able to silence oppositional voices
abroad. When those who face repression and persecution in the homeland feel forced to
vote with their feet and leave to countries where they enjoy freedom of expression, they
can become platforms for advocacy of the suppressed demands of the home country’s
population – gaining voice after exit (Newland 2010). Moss (2016a, 279), however,
argues that many researchers overgeneralize the extent to which exile insulates diaspora
members from the costs of dissent. Since political emigrants pose a potential threat to
the homeland regime, autocrats often try to intimidate dissent by extending repression
abroad, for example by withholding services such as visas or passports, banning exiles
from re-entry, threatening family members, infiltrating opposition networks, spying via
modern communication technologies, or even killing prominent opposition members in
exile. In these cases, dissent becomes a a high-risk activity. Therefore, migration from
authoritarian to democratic states will not automatically produce free expression or
transnational mobilization against the homeland.
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Third, targeted regimes can use the prospect of sanction onset to ‘rally the diaspora
around the flag’ and invoke migrants’ long-distance nationalism. Anderson (1992),
describes how nationalist sentiments at times grow stronger in the diaspora, especially
when migrants are weakly integrated in their host society. The homeland becomes
emotionally more relevant and a cornerstone of the own identity, and diasporas are
therefore often more rigid and narrow-minded than their homeland societies. For
example, the Eritrean government has made use of the international sanctions against
the regime to draw support from the diaspora, which Hirt (2015) characterizes as
long-distance nationalist – even though most fled during the independence struggle and
the exploitative military service. Thus, if a diaspora’s long-distance nationalism is met
with a rally-around-the-flag effect by the prospect of sanctions against the homeland,
we should expect the diaspora rather to mobilize against sanction onset.
I argue that there are few reasons to assume that most migrants seeks sanctions against
the homeland. Refugees make up only 7% of people that live outside their country of
origin, while most other migrants usually move due to economic reasons (Breunig et al.
2012; Miller and Ritter 2014, 51). Though labor migrants not necessarily lobby in favor
of the homeland, there are even fewer reasons to assume that they do the opposite.
Migrants with their origins in autocratic countries are not necessarily political exiles
but seek a better living standard abroad (Miller and Peters 2018). There are also
examples of autocrats using emigration as soft power by sending loyalists abroad, as
Egyptian labor migrants under the Nasser regime or Cuban doctors send abroad by the
Castro regime (Tsourapas 2018). Accordingly, most quantitative studies find migrant
communities to be associated with outcomes of a positive nature for the homeland
government: diaspora networks are found to enhance trade (Rauch and Trindade 2002),
investment (Leblang 2010), aid (Bermeo and Leblang 2015), and emergency assistance
(Platte 2019). Bove and Böhmelt (2019) present evidence suggesting that migrant
communities enhance the probability that their host country starts a military
intervention in the homeland but fail to come up with a theoretical story for why the
majority of migrants should lobby for an intervention. I argue here that some groups
will lobby for sanctions, and others against, but most migrants will probably do neither.
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3.2.2 Migrant Linkages
The aggregate effects of migrants on the relations between their home and their country
is easier to reconcile with the idea of migrants as a form of linkage between countries
than their role as powerful lobbies. Bermeo and Leblang (2015) find some evidence for
the lobbying effect on development aid with the help of a mobilization index, indicating
whether host countries give voting rights to immigrants and if home countries mobilize
their diaspora by granting dual citizenship. The (strong) underlying assumptions are
that home countries can mobilize emigrants by granting dual citizenship and that
migrants vote primarily based on their foreign policy preferences. Bove and Böhmelt
(2019) hypothesize that migrants’ influence on military interventions grows with the
level of host country democracy but find only limited evidence in support of this
hypothesis. Platte (2019) presents evidence that migrant-sending countries profit
stronger from increased emergency aid flows by the autocratic host countries of their
diaspora when hit by a natural disaster.
Migrant networks across borders represent an important form of linkage between
countries, understood as the density of economic, social, communicative, and
geographic ties and cross-border flows between two countries (Grauvogel and von
Soest 2014, 643). First, as migration flows follow routes laid down by historical
political and economic exchanges, larger numbers of migrants indicate a higher level of
bilateral interactions. Since a minimum degree of bilateral connectedness is a necessary
condition for the occurrence of sanctions (Kinsella and Russett 2002), migrant
networks might be correlated with sanction imposition for reasons other than their
agency: states that have the opportunity to interact also have the opportunity to engage
in sanctions, as some interactions will be positive, and others negative. Second, the
presence of a sizable migrant community increases the awareness of the home country
in the host country. The basic rationale is that diaspora ties, like other economic or
social connections, raise the level of attention paid to a potential target in the sender
country. If the home country government engages in some sort of ‘sanction-worthy’
behavior, such actions are more likely to reverberate in the host country than would
otherwise be the case.
The linkage approach has its origins in the democratization literature: the denser a
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country’s ties to the West, the more salient democratic infringements will be in Western
countries and the more likely these states are to intervene (Levitsky and Way 2005a,
23). Linkage comes in a variety of forms, including the presence of Western media and
NGOs, membership in international organizations, frequent elite contacts and dense
communication flows. With extensive linkages the costs of even minor government
abuses are heightened, as e.g. electoral irregularities or harassment of the opposition
are more likely to become news in western countries. Thus, state abuses can trigger a
boomerang effect when causing an international outcry and forcing Western countries
to take punitive actions (Levitsky and Way 2006, 381). Migrants are one of many
transnational ties, but I argue that diaspora networks pose an especially important
connection between countries: migrant communities are about human interactions, and
migrant linkages will therefore allow for transfers of resources and information which
“are both more salient and more likely than in networks of less similar members because
of the strong ties associated with kinship and familiarity” (Miller and Ritter 2014, 54).
Evidence by von Soest and Wahman (2015b, 21) suggests that Western senders face
stronger demands to sanction countries with dense ties to Western organizations,
increasing the likelihood of sanction onset against these countries. Grauvogel and von
Soest (2014, 643) identify diaspora populations as an important form of linkage, but
operationalize linkage instead with information on trade, distance, and internet access.
Empirical evidence further suggests that information flows enable emigrants to ‘remit’
democracy (Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow 2010), (under certain circumstances) reduce
the likelihood of conflict occurrence in the homeland (Miller and Ritter 2014) and
instruct friends and relatives about immigration policies (Helbling and Leblang 2019).
If the same communication channels that transmit economic information (Leblang
2010) also convey political information, the finding that emigrants can be both an asset
(Bermeo and Leblang 2015) and a liability (Bove and Böhmelt 2019) to the homeland
is less surprising, as the transmitted information can have both positive and negative
consequences for the homeland.
Linkage effects are often “diffuse, indirect, and [...] difficult to detect” (Levitsky and
Way 2005a, 25): they offer a more structural and not necessarily active view of the
migration effect. Though linkage may involve lobbying by exiles, migrants do not have
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to become activists with political rights and access for an effect to be observed, as their
mere presence will increase the host country’s attention to democratic misconduct in
the home country. On the one hand, migrant networks harness the power of their own
experiences, personal contacts and familiarity to transmit credible and valuable
information to the host country. On the other hand, migrant ties can be thought of as
channels of communication that by their existence indicate the exchange of
information, independent of the content of the signals sent and received. Even though
migrants are hardly neutral information distributors that provide an unbiased view of
the homeland, their presence and communication is likely to increase the probability of
sanctions: this effect might be intentional, if they actively call for sanctions against
repressive regimes, or unintentional, if the sanction is an externality of the attention
they draw to the homeland. For example, the growing awareness of poor human rights
conditions or democratic infringements through diaspora information might help
policymakers to justify the imposition of sanctions. Thus, even if a diaspora is opposed
to the use of sanctions against the homeland and frame information accordingly, its
presence and activities might still increase the likelihood of sanction onset because
decision-makers utilize the attention to gather support for the use of sanctions (see
Murdie and Peksen 2013, 35 and Kim and Whang 2018, 210). Diaspora ties have an
amplifying effect: migrants increase media attention to the homeland, either by actively
providing information or because the media pays more attention to the migrants’ home
country due to their presence. If public attention increases, the pressure on
decision-makers to act grows as well.
3.2.3 Hypotheses
The lobbying and the linkage approach lead to different predictions on the expected
aggregate effect of migrants on their host country’s sanction policy. As exemplified by
the Cuban- and Indian-Americans, migrant groups may lobby in favor of or against
sanctions. As discussed above, there are few reasons to expect most transnational
migrants to advocate sanctions against their homeland and therefore to increase the
probability of sanction onset by the host country. To the degree that migrants affect
their host country’s foreign policy by building a linkage to the home country, however,
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the aggregate effect can be expected to be positive. Beyond indicating a minimum level
of interactions between countries, migrant networks function as communication
channels that increase their host countries’ familiarity with the political situation in the
home country. Intentionally or unintentionally, migrant communities draw attention to
the homeland, which generates public pressure on decision-makers to act or serves as
justification for their sanction policies. Therefore, while the nature of the aggregate
diaspora effect on sanction imposition is ambiguous from the lobbying perspective, the
linkage approach suggests that, on balance, the size of a country’s diaspora will be
positively correlated with sanction activities by the host country:
Hypothesis 1: On average, the size of the diaspora from a potential target
country in a potential sender country increases the probability that the sender
country sanctions the diaspora’s homeland.
Sanction-triggering actions and events are very diverse and inherently hard to capture,
as they reach from oppression of the opposition and electoral fraud to support of
terrorist attacks and economic actions upsetting the sanction sender. Regime type and
respect for human rights are two ‘structural’ factors related to sanction onset:
democratic infringements and human rights violations increase the chances of sanction
imposition (Levitsky and Way 2005a), and while the attention span of Western states
may be short in cases where there are few interactions, migrants can increase the
salience of such events by providing information or lobbying their host country.
On the one hand, the lobbying approach predicts that migrants originating from
countries that are undemocratic and/or violate human rights will be more likely to
advocate sanctions against the homeland. The denial of political and human rights
often forces those in opposition to the regime to leave, and these exiles are the group
that is most likely to engage in lobbying the host country for sanction measures.
Drastic violations of basic human rights may also stir diaspora members into action that
were not engaged in oppositional activities before. On the other hand, and as discussed
above, emigrants from repressive regimes face political and ethnic cleavages when
organizing, or experience rally-around-the-flag effects and engage in long-distance
nationalism. Furthermore, the diasporas that are most likely to be mobilized by human
rights abuses and autocratic repression are also those most likely to be subjected to
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deterrence measures by the homeland regime. Still, not all autocrats can and do engage
in transnational repression, and emigrants can also overcome deterrence during periods
of extreme violence (Moss 2016b).
The linkage approach unambiguously suggests that migrants are more likely to increase
the likelihood of sanction onset by the host country the lower the level of democracy
and respect for human rights by the homeland. If migrant ties serve as information
channels, then news of sanction-worthy behavior of the homeland should reach the host
country more easily than from countries without migrant ties. Migrant networks serve
as amplifiers of sanction-triggering actions, which will either mobilize the public to
pressure decision-makers ‘to do something,’ or hand them a justification for their
sanction policy choices. On average, then, the larger the number of emigrants from
country A in country B, the higher the salience democratic infringements and human
rights violations of country A will receive in country B. This scrutiny is expected to
translate into a higher probability of sanction imposition by country B.
Derived from the discussion above, I formulate the following two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2: The larger a country’s diaspora in a potential sender country, the
stronger will be the effect of declining democracy levels on the likelihood of
sanction imposition.
Hypothesis 3: The larger a country’s diaspora in a potential sender country, the
stronger will be the effect of increasing levels of human rights violations on the
likelihood of sanction imposition.

3.3 Data and Research Design
3.3.1 Variables and Operationalization
The primary unit of analysis is the (directed) dyad year. Information on bi- and
multilateral sanctions comes from the Threat and Imposition of Sanctions (TIES)
dataset by Morgan et al. (2014). Often, sanctions are imposed by a coalition of
countries: in these cases, I disaggregate the sanction episode into dyadic observations
for each sender country, as every state involved makes an individual decision to engage
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in a sanction against the target country (Lektzian and Sprecher 2007, 421f).4 Ongoing
sanction episodes are set to zero, so that only sanction onset is indicated by a value of
one (see Goenner 2007, Salehyan 2008).5 Due to the availability of covariates, the
period of observation is restricted to 1976-2005, within which 647 sanction onsets are
observed.
Data on diaspora populations comes from the Global Bilateral Migrant Database of the
World Bank (Özden et al. 2011) and measures the stock of people born in country A,
living in country B in 10-year intervals from 1960 to 2010, primarily based on census
data. I use linear interpolation in order to fill in the missing values between data points,
assuming that changes in the migrant population between two measurements follow a
linear trend (ibid., p.26). In line with previous work (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Bove
and Böhmelt 2019), I use the absolute number rather than the share of migrants in the
host country population: practically, migrant numbers in relation to the overall
population are commonly extremely small, resulting in share values clustering close to
zero. More substantively, relying on stock numbers seems to be more in line with the
interest group and linkage arguments outlined above, while share numbers appear to be
a more appropriate measure within a median voter-framework.6 In order to test whether
refugees affect sanctions differently than migrants, I obtain a separate measure of
refugee stocks from the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)7
and interpolate missing values in the way proposed by Marbach (2018).
I adjust for several factors which are potentially correlated with both the size of the
diaspora and sanction onset. First, I use multiple dyadic variables in order to
approximate the cultural and political closeness (aka linkage) between a pair of
countries: I control for geographic distance (Gleditsch and Ward 2001), political affinity
(Bailey et al. 2017),8 shared colonial history and common official language (Mayer and
Zignago 2011) as well as defense alliances (Correlates of War (CoW) Formal Alliances
4 The

main results prove robust to considering primary sender cases only. Since different sanction episodes within a
dyad sometimes overlap, duplicate observations are dropped by a set of rules that aim at keeping the more severe
sanction cases (see Appendix).
5 McGrath (2015) shows that with rare events such as interstate war, models with ongoing years set to zero perform
similar to those taking into account whether the binary event is still ongoing.
6 Still, even after controlling for the size of the host country population, larger stock numbers may pick up effects of
larger host or home countries. Robustness tests indicate that the main results hold with diaspora shares as well
(see Appendix).
7 1975–2016, http://data.un.org/Data.aspx?d=UNHCR&f=indID%3AType-Ref, 12/2017.
8 Measured as the distance in ideal points based on UN Assembly voting.
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v4.1, Gibler 2008a, Singer and Small 1966). Bilateral trade flows (CoW Trade v4.0,
Barbieri et al. 2009, Barbieri and Keshk 2016) are strongly correlated with migration
and affect the probability of sanctions in multiple ways (Cranmer et al. 2014, 12).
Following von Soest and Wahman (2015b), I include information on coups d’état (data
by Powell and Thyne 2011), contested elections (Hyde and Marinov 2012)9 and
decreases in civil liberties (the one-year change in the Freedom House Civil Liberties
score)10 to control for events that are often met with economic sanctions. Regarding
country characteristics, the size of the sender and target population will affect both the
size of a migrant group and its impact, while more populous countries tend to be more
likely sanction senders, and less populous countries more likely sanction targets.
Similarly, high levels of sender economic development (measured as GDP per capita)
are a pull factor for migration, while low levels on the target side are a push factor.11
To test Hypothesis 2, I use the data of the Polity IV project of the Center for Systemic
Peace (Marshall et al. 2017).12 The combined democracy-autocracy score measures
political rights on a scale from -10 (most autocratic) to +10 (most democratic). I add
the difference in Polity scores between the sender and the target as a control for the
effect of differing regime types on migration and sanctions. Hypothesis 3 is tested with
data by Fariss (2014), who has developed a method to address inconsistencies in the
measurement of human rights abuses by Amnesty International and the U.S. State
Department over time. Lower/negative values indicate human rights violations, while
positive values indicate higher levels of respect for human rights.
3.3.2 Sample Choice
When it comes to analyzing the determinants of rare events like economic sanctions,
deciding over which observations to include in the sample is not a straightforward
choice: interactions in many dyads are scarce, with little trade or other exchanges, and
thus little potential to engage in conflicts that produce economic sanctions (Kinsella
and Russett 2002, 1050). There are good theoretical and empirical reasons to exclude
9 Based

on the National Elections Across Democracy and Autocracy (NELDA).
05/2017.
11 World
Bank
development
indicators,
https://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/
world-development-indicators, 01/2017.
12 Periods of regime transition and interruption are set to missing, while periods of interregnum are replaced with a
zero.
10 https://freedomhouse.org/report-types/freedom-world,
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these observations from the analysis, as zero values on the dependent variable for these
country pairs will contain no relevant information and are likely to distort results. Since
the presence of diaspora ties between a pair of countries indicates a minimum level of
interaction, the absence of sanction activities in dyads without migrant ties will in many
cases be rather due to the irrelevance of the states to each other, even after controlling
for other measures of bilateral relations. Including these observations means including
‘false negatives’ in the control group, which would make the same mistake as a voting
study including individuals that are not allowed to vote (Lemke 1995, 29).
Selecting the relevant counterfactual to the observations that experience a sanction
event, however, means walking a tightrope, as one must distinguish those dyads with
the opportunity or willingness to engage in sanctions (even if they never actually do so)
from those that are irrelevant. The central problem here is that the absence of a sanction
activity is a non-event, and sanction relevance is a latent, unobservable variable.
Essentially, we lack systematic information on sender countries’ decision-making prior
to the threat- and imposition-stage, and our understanding of why and when countries
sanction each other is rather limited. The most common selection criterion for
sanction-relevant dyads is the presence of a ‘meaningful’ level of bilateral trade (Cox
and Drury 2006, Murdie and Peksen 2013). In order to test whether diaspora ties are
more than an indicator for sanction-relevant dyads, I restrict the sample to country pairs
that engage in trade that is worth at least one million U.S. dollar per year13 and apply
year, sender, and target fixed effects. With a binary dependent variable and a logistic
regression model, applying country fixed effects essentially means dropping all
countries that never sanction (on the sender side) and never get sanctioned (on the
target side). While I may lose potential sanction senders or targets that for some reason
were never involved in a sanction activity, this rather rough way of identifying
sanction-relevant country pairs has the benefit of controlling for time-invariant
country-specific effects. Limiting the analysis to the sanction-relevant subset defined
this way reduces the number of observations from 184,322 to 56,571, which is 31% of
the total.14
13 319,220

out of 624,144 observations meet this criterion.
prove robust to transforming the data to a purely cross-sectional format as well as running split-population
binary choice models on the transformed data (see Appendix).
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Figure 3.1: Average Marginal Effect of Declining Target’s Polity Score Conditional on Migrant
Stocks (M29)

3.4 Empirical Analysis
The analyses summarized in Table 3.1 provide the main results: all estimators are based
on logistic regression analysis, including year fixed effects to control for trends in
sanction propensity over time. In order to ‘take time seriously’ and model temporal
dependence in the occurrences of sanctions, I include cubic polynomials of the number
of years elapsed since the last sanction in the case of each dyad (t, t2 , and t3 ; Carter and
Signorino 2010). Robust standard errors are clustered by dyad to take into account
in-group correlations and heteroscedasticity. All positive, continuous explanatory
variables are log-transformed to accommodate the skewed distribution with some very
high values of these variables. Except for the trigger events, all time-varying variables
are lagged by one year. In Model 28 I introduce sender and target fixed effects to
approximate the sample of sanction-relevant dyads, which causes many of the control
variables to lose statistical significance but leaves the migrant stock variable unaffected.
The results clearly indicate that the unconditional diaspora effect is positive: the larger
country A’s migrant population in country B, the more likely country A is to be targeted
with a sanction by country B, which supports Hypotheses 1. The positive diaspora
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Table 3.1: Impact of Migrant Stocks on the Probability of Sanction Imposition
Migrant Stock
Democracy Target

M27 (Logit)

M28 (Logit)

M29 (Logit)

M30 (Logit)

0.270
(0.038)∗∗∗

0.216
(0.056)∗∗∗

0.287
(0.060)∗∗∗

0.211
(0.055)∗∗∗

-0.012
(0.017)

-0.005
(0.023)

0.145
(0.053)∗∗∗

-0.013
(0.024)

Democracy Target*Diaspora
Human Rights Target

-0.018
(0.005)∗∗∗
-0.094
(0.071)

-0.689
(0.149)∗∗∗

-0.702
(0.152)∗∗∗

Human Rights Target*Diaspora

-0.231
(0.230)
-0.048
(0.018)∗∗∗

Refugee Stock

0.081
(0.027)∗∗∗

0.031
(0.032)

0.023
(0.032)

0.017
(0.033)

Coup d’etat

2.375
(0.332)∗∗∗

2.788
(0.358)∗∗∗

2.847
(0.362)∗∗∗

2.796
(0.356)∗∗∗

Election Fraud

0.932
(0.265)∗∗∗

0.667
(0.305)∗∗

0.693
(0.311)∗∗

0.688
(0.307)∗∗

Decrease in Civil Liberties

0.373
(0.125)∗∗∗

0.493
(0.128)∗∗∗

0.474
(0.126)∗∗∗

0.497
(0.128)∗∗∗

Distance

0.216
(0.091)∗∗

0.096
(0.135)

0.102
(0.132)

0.072
(0.134)

Common Language

0.497
(0.136)∗∗∗

-0.168
(0.212)

-0.167
(0.210)

-0.148
(0.212)

Former Colony

-0.723
(0.244)∗∗∗

-0.120
(0.273)

-0.100
(0.264)

-0.101
(0.270)

Defense Alliance

0.175
(0.159)

0.334
(0.212)

0.396
(0.206)∗

0.369
(0.209)∗

Political Dissimilarity

0.063
(0.077)

0.107
(0.088)

0.061
(0.088)

0.059
(0.092)

Polity Difference

-0.008
(0.017)

-0.020
(0.016)

-0.044
(0.019)∗∗

-0.030
(0.016)∗

Sender Exports to Target

0.108
(0.055)∗

0.174
(0.064)∗∗∗

0.191
(0.065)∗∗∗

0.176
(0.065)∗∗∗

Sender Imports from Target

0.003
(0.071)

0.162
(0.079)∗∗

0.177
(0.078)∗∗

0.170
(0.080)∗∗

Democracy Sender

0.007
(0.017)

0.035
(0.060)

0.018
(0.057)

0.026
(0.059)

Population Sender

0.664
(0.092)∗∗∗

1.925
(2.234)

1.887
(2.348)

1.916
(2.263)

Population Target

0.254
(0.080)∗∗∗

2.053
(1.160)∗

2.155
(1.170)∗

2.054
(1.160)∗

GDP p.c. Sender

0.408
(0.105)∗∗∗

0.974
(0.428)∗∗

0.978
(0.439)∗∗

0.975
(0.432)∗∗

GDP p.c. Target

0.350
(0.092)∗∗∗

-0.095
(0.256)

-0.098
(0.255)

-0.118
(0.256)

Year Dummies

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Sender dummies

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Target Dummies
Observations

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

188027

58101

58101

58101

Logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by dyad in
parentheses. Results for cubic polynomials not shown.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 3.2: Diaspora Effect on Sanction Onset – Predicted Probabilities
M28 – unconditional effect
M29 – Polity Target at 10
M29 – Polity Target at -10
M30 – HR Target at 3.95
M30 – HR Target at -2.84

Diaspora=0
.0058
.0081
.0035
.0061
.0106

SE
.0634
.0785
.04868
.0603
.0834

Diaspora=Mean
.0083
.0093
.0075
.0060
.0187

SE
.0768
.0841
.0759
.0594
.1162

% Change
43.22
15.05
114.87
-1.44
76.62

Predicted probabilities of sanction onset for increasing the migrant stock from zero to its mean value in the sample.
Baseline: no common official language, no former colony, no alliance, no coup, no fraud; all other variables at mean.

Figure 3.2: Average Marginal Effect of Declining Target’s Human Rights Score Conditional on
Migrant Stocks (M30)
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effect is evidence in support of the linkage argument, as migrant connections appear to
unconditionally increase the probability of sanction onset. Since logistic regression
coefficients are difficult to interpret, I compute predicted probabilities of sanction onset
by setting a hypothetical baseline and varying the number of migrants while holding
other values constant (Table 3.2).15 The baseline case is a country pair with no
migrants of the target in the sender country, that is not in a defense alliance, has no
common colonial history or common official language, and there is neither a coup or
election fraud happening in the target country. All other values are set at their means.
The predicted probability of such a dyad experiencing a sanction is approximately
.58%. When increasing the migrant stock to its mean value in the sample, the
probability of sanction imposition increases to roughly .77%. While this may be a low
absolute probability, it represents a 43.2% increase over the baseline case. Bilateral
sanction onset is an extremely rare event (only .56% of the cases used in Model 28 are
coded 1), so any statistical model will produce low probabilities by default,16 especially
when including sender, target and year fixed effects.17
To test Hypothesis 2, I interact the migrant stock variable with the home country’s
Polity score in Model 29. Since the coefficient signs and standard errors of interaction
terms in nonlinear models cannot be interpreted in a straightforward way (Ai and
Norton 2003), I proceed by plotting the marginal effect of decreasing levels of the
target country’s Polity score on sanction onset over the size of the country’s migrant
population in the sender country. Figure 3.1 displays the effect as the continuous line,
while the dotted lines mark the 95% confidence intervals. As indicated by the upward
slope, there is a positive interaction effect between declining democracy levels and the
size of a country’s diaspora on sanction onset by the host country, though the effect is
present only for rather large groups and the lower end of the confidence interval is close
to zero. In Table 3.2, I compare the diaspora effect at the opposite ends of the Polity
scale: when the home country is maximum autocratic, a growing diaspora community
in the host country increases the probability of sanction onset by 115%.18 Interestingly,
15 Generated

with the moreClarify software (Márquez Peña 2014).
for example, Bove and Böhmelt (2019, 10) and Salehyan (2008, 797).
17 Results prove robust to using models for rare events, as well as excluding the Cold War period and controlling for
the number of joint memberships in international organizations (see Appendix).
18 To put this finding into perspective, the magnitude of the effect is larger than the effect of a coup (with the migrant
stock set to its mean), which results in a 83.6% increase in the probability of being sanctioned, albeit at higher
16 See,
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when the home country is perfectly democratic, increasing the migrant stock from zero
to its mean value does not lower the probability of being sanctioned by the host country,
but increases it by 15%. Again, this is difficult to explain with the interest group
approach, which would expect migrants rather to lobby against sanctions, but easier to
reconcile with the idea of migrants as linkage: migrant ties indicate interactions and
increase the attention to other sanction causes.19
Hypothesis 3 is tested in Model 30 and results are plotted in Figure 3.2. As indicated by
the upward slope, decreasing levels of the human rights score of a potential target
country are more likely to be met with a sanction the larger a country’s diaspora in a
potential sender country. The predicted probabilities in Table 3.2 suggest that emigrants
from home countries with a good human rights record have basically a zero effect on
sanction onset: again, there is no evidence that migrants from human rights respecting
countries come out as lobbyists against sanctions by the host country. Increasing the
migrant stock from a country with massive human rights violations raises the
probability of sanction imposition by 76.6% (from 1.1% to 1.9%). While I cannot fully
exclude the possibility that it is migrants’ role as lobbyists that drives the results, the
findings are more in line with the linkage approach. Decreasing levels of democracy
and human rights are more likely to cause sanctions by a sender country if it hosts a
sizable diaspora originating from the target country, but diaspora communities
unconditionally increase the probability of sanction onset and do so even when the
home country is perfectly democratic.20
Regarding the control variables, some findings are worth mentioning: corroborating the
findings by von Soest and Wahman (2015b), coups, fraudulent elections and decreases
in civil liberties are found to substantively increase the probability of sanction onset.
levels (from 1% to 1.8%).
the Appendix, I test the variance of the diaspora effect over host country regime type, but do not find any
systematic differences. I continue the analysis by further varying the diaspora effect across all four possible
combinations of binary sender and target regime type combinations: providing further support for the linkage
idea, the diaspora effect is strongest for democratic senders and autocratic targets, but also increases the likelihood
of sanction imposition in all other combinations.
20 In the Appendix, I present evidence suggesting that similarly, coups, election fraud, and decreases in civil liberties
have a stronger effect on sanction imposition with larger migrant stocks in the sender country. I further test the
variance of the migrant effect across other forms of linkages (distance, colonial history and common language),
as the linkage idea suggests the migrant information effect to be most relevant when other ties are weak or
absent. The diaspora effect is found to be especially pronounced when a country pair has no common colonial
history. Leaving the original diaspora effect unaffected, the likelihood of sanction imposition is further found to
increase with the size of the emigrant population of the sender in the target country – providing evidence that the
information effect of migrant ties might work in both ways.
19 In
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While lower levels of respect for human rights are associated with a higher likelihood
of sanction imposition, the level of democracy does not exert an independent and
significant effect on sanction onset. There is an open debate in the literature whether the
democratic peace holds for economic sanctions as well (Cox and Drury 2006, Goenner
2007), and my data suggests that democracies target other democracies quite frequently
with sanctions related to trade issues (see Wallace 2013). Except for trade flows, which
are positively correlated with the likelihood of sanction onset,21 results for the bilateral
covariates are mostly insignificant after the introduction of sender and target fixed
effects. This finding suggests that migrants provide a more important linkage for
sanction imposition than other measures of bilateral ties such as distance, language,
colony, alliances, or political affinity: due to their personal ties to family members and
friends in the homeland, migrant linkages present a more direct and less diffuse form of
linkage, by which information is transmitted more easily and is perceived as more
salient. Finally, more affluent countries are more likely to impose sanctions, while there
is some mild evidence that more populous countries are more frequent sanction targets.

3.5 Conclusion
In the light of previous research (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Platte 2019), the findings
of this study indicate that diasporas are “Janus-faced” (Kapur 2007, 99) in the sense
that they can become a curse or blessing for the homeland government. The ambiguity
of the diaspora effect has been implicitly acknowledged in the literature on the role of
diasporas in homeland civil wars (Petrova 2019, Smith and Stares 2007), but beyond
conflict situations, we have only very limited knowledge of when a diaspora turns into
a liability for the home country regime. I have analyzed here the effect of migrants on
their host country’s sanction policy vis-à-vis the home country, which has so far been
only addressed in qualitative case studies. Migrants can lobby on behalf or against the
home country government, but the interest group approach gives little guidance for
whether the overall effect of migrants on sanctions against the homeland should be
positive or negative. Information flows transmitted via migrant networks
21 Greater

trade ties increase the probability for conflict and provide the means for economic coercion, while the
costs of those sanctions seem not to be an obstacle to using them (Cox and Drury 2006, 719).
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unambiguously predict a higher likelihood of sanction onset by the host country. While
there is anecdotal evidence of diasporas lobbying their host country for or against
sanctions, their activities not necessarily succeed in affecting or constraining the host
country’s sanction choice. Instead, their presence and the information exchanged via
migrant ties provide an important form of linkage between countries, increasing the
likelihood of sanction onset by drawing attention to the homeland.
The empirical tests on a cross-section time-series dataset provide robust support for the
hypotheses developed in the theoretical part. The main findings can be summarized as
follows: First, there is consistent evidence for a higher baseline probability of
migrant-sending countries to be sanctioned by the hosts of their emigrants. On
aggregate, diaspora communities appear to affect sanction choices rather indirectly than
directly through their power as interest groups: the enhanced attention the host country
pays to the home country due to the migrants’ presence makes sanction onset more
likely, either because decision-makers come under public pressure to act, or because
they use the information provided by migrants to justify their sanction choices. Second,
the interaction effects with home country democracy and human rights levels suggest
that migrant communities amplify the effect of factors that trigger sanctions: lower
levels of democracy and less respect for human rights have a stronger effect on sanction
onset when there is a larger diaspora in the sender country. Thus, emigrants can
become ‘loose cannons’ for autocrats and human rights perpetrators: while many
governments nowadays view their diaspora as an asset whose financial resources can be
tapped (Leblang 2017), exiles can become a latent danger for autocracies, even if they
do not actively seek sanctions on the homeland. As there is no evidence that migrant
ties reduce the sanction probability for democracies and countries with a good human
rights record, it seems that rather than through their political clout, emigrant networks
affect foreign policy by increasing the familiarity between countries. Third, the results
suggest that migrant networks are a more important form of linkage then other bilateral
ties such as trade, alliances, or former colonial relations. Fourth, the diaspora effect is
robust to thoroughly addressing the sanction-relevance of country pairs, suggesting that
diaspora ties are more than an indicator of bilateral interactions, but do indeed increase
the probability of sanction imposition among the set of sanction relevant cases.
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To further contribute to our understanding of diaspora influence and sanction policies,
future research may address the following issues: First, this study has not fully
disentangled whether the lobbying or the linkage mechanism drive the migrant effect
on sanctions. While the evidence is rather in support of the latter mechanism, future
studies may deal with this issue by analyzing to which degree home countries are able
to engage their diaspora as lobbyists abroad. Second, better migration data is key to any
advancements in the research on diasporas in international relations. Ideally, such data
would allow to test the link between diasporas and the timing of sanctions more
specifically, as well as to disaggregate the composition of a diaspora across countries.
Ethnic and other minorities are likely to be over-represented in some countries, which
may influence the nature of the diaspora effect. A related issue is a deeper
understanding of how emigrants form their opinion on the homeland government; that
is, which factors affect whether a diaspora community is rather supportive of or
opposed to the homeland regime. Finally, future research should widen the focus
beyond the host country-home country framework, for example by testing the diaspora
effect on sanctions against enemy states of the homeland (e.g. Armenia-Azerbaijan,
India-Pakistan etc.) or on the duration of sanction episodes, as indicated by the
examples of the Cuban- and Indian-Americans.
Regarding the policy implications of this work, the study provides additional evidence
that migrant groups are potentially influential actors in international relations, but not
necessarily as powerful interest groups, and not always to the benefit of their country of
origin. The idea of migrant ties as linkage suggests that diasporas increase the attention
to sanction-worthy behavior of a country abroad, which conversely means that
countries with little overall emigration or fewer emigrants to sanction senders may get
away more easily.
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3.6 Appendix
Drop Rules for Duplicate Observations
There are several cases of multiple sanction impositions within a given dyad year, so
that observations of the TIES-dataset do not uniquely identify observations in the
dyadic base dataset. Duplicate observations were therefore dropped by the following
rules, aimed at keeping the more severe sanction cases: primary sender status beats
secondary, tertiary etc. sender status, stronger sender commitment beats weaker
commitment (or missing information), ongoing and longer sanctions beat shorter and
terminated sanctions, higher anticipated target costs beat lower costs (or missing
information) and finally multilateral beat unilateral sanctions. Cases where the primary
sender or target is an institution are dropped. After implementing these drop rules,
about 30 duplicates were left, which were dropped indiscriminately. I further decided
to exclude sanctions that deal with environmental policies, since such issues seem to be
irrelevant for the question of diaspora influence.
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Table 3.3: Descriptive Statistics Time-Series
Variable
Sanction Imposition
Migrant Stock (Logged)
(Diaspora/Pop. Sender)*100 (Logged)
Migrants Sender in Target (Logged)
Refugee Stock (Logged)
Coup d’Etat
Election Fraud
Decrease in Civil Liberties
Distance (Logged)
Common Language
Former Colony
Defense Alliance
Political Affinity
Polity Difference
Sender Exports to Target (Logged)
Sender Imports from Target (Logged)
Joint IGOs (logged)
Democracy Sender
Democracy Target
Human Rights Target
Population Sender (Logged)
Population Target (Logged)
GDP p.c. Sender (Logged)
GDP p.c. Target (Logged)
tim
tim2
tim3

Mean
0.001
2.462
0.02
2.462
0.206
0.016
0.034
-0.034
8.725
0.163
0.012
0.055
-0.973
7.83
1.335
1.335
3.137
0.996
0.996
0.331
15.409
15.409
7.544
7.544
23.981
805.338
31453.105

Std. Dev.
0.027
2.979
0.127
2.979
1.054
0.125
0.181
0.469
0.782
0.369
0.107
0.229
0.791
6.405
2.008
2.008
0.546
7.448
7.448
1.398
2.063
2.063
1.558
1.558
15.174
835.317
44097.247

Min.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
-4
0
0
0
0
-4.986
0
0
0
0
-10
-10
-3.112
9.151
9.151
4.187
4.187
0
0
0

Max.
1
16.167
3.536
16.167
15.001
1
1
4
9.899
1
1
1
0
20
12.584
12.584
4.691
10
10
4.578
20.988
20.988
11.749
11.749
60
3600
216000

N
913538
729864
719939
729864
802844
907765
755928
890571
903356
867420
867420
913564
827246
640232
685872
685872
451025
764789
764789
907765
871826
871826
803841
803841
913538
913538
913538
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Figure 3.3: Average Marginal Effect of Decreasing the Target’s Polity Score Conditional on
Migrant Stocks, with Frequencies (M29)

Figure 3.4: Average Marginal Effect of Decreasing the Target’s Human Rights Score Conditional
on Migrant Stocks, with Frequencies (M30)
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Figure 3.5: Average Marginal Effect of a Coup in the Target Country Conditional on Migrant
Stocks (Model not displayed)

Figure 3.6: Average Marginal Effect of Election Fraud in the Target Country Conditional on
Migrant Stocks (Model not displayed)
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Figure 3.7: Average Marginal Effect of a Decrease in Civil Liberties in the Target Country
Conditional on Migrant Stocks (Model not displayed)

Figure 3.8: Average Marginal Effect of Increasing Migrant Stocks Conditional on Bilateral
Distance (Model not displayed)
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Figure 3.9: Average Marginal Effect of Common Colonial History Over Migrant Stocks (Model
not displayed)

Figure 3.10: Average Marginal Effect of Common Official Language Over Migrant Stocks
(Model not displayed)

3.6. Appendix

124

Figure 3.11: Average Marginal Effect of Increasing the Migrant Stock Conditional on the Sender
Country’s Democracy Score (Model not displayed)

Figure 3.12: Marginal Effect of Migrant Populations Across Sender and Target Regime Type
Combinations (Model not displayed)

In Figure 3.3 and 3.4 I replicate the original graphs of the paper with a bar chart of the
frequencies on the right-hand side.
In Figure 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7 I plot the effects of a coup, electoral fraud and a decrease in
civil liberties in the homeland across the size of the migrant stock in a potential
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sanction sender country: Figure 3.5 indicates that when compared to the absence of a
coup, the instance of a coup is way more likely to cause sanction onset the larger the
diaspora stock in a potential sanction sender country. Confidence intervals, however,
are large due to the rarity of coups in the data. The difference is much less pronounced
in the case of electoral fraud (Figure 3.6). Figure 3.7 shows an increase in the
probability of bilateral sanction onset when civil liberties decrease, and the size of the
diaspora increases. As do lower levels of democracy and respect for human rights, the
evidence suggests that sanction trigger events like coups, electoral fraud or decreases in
civil liberties are more likely to cause sanction onset in the presence of a large diaspora
group.22
As suggested by the political-economic literature (e.g. Kugler et al. 2018), the
information effect of migrants can be expected to be especially important when other
bilateral ties are weak. Therefore, I plot the effect of increasing migrant stocks across
distance (Figure 3.8) as well as in the absence/presence of former colonial ties (Figure
3.9) and a common official language (Figure 3.10): Figure 3.8 shows a slight increase
in sanction probability with increasing migrant stocks and distance. The right-hand side
of Figure 3.9 shows that for former colonies, increasing migrant stocks do not
significantly increase the probability of sanction onset. In the absence of such ties,
however, sanction imposition by the host country becomes significantly more likely
with increasing migrant stocks. Figure 3.10 finds a similar (though far less
pronounced) difference between dyads with and without a common official language.
Figure 3.11 displays the effect of increasing migrant stocks over the sanction sender’s
democracy score: other than suggested by the lobbying approach, diaspora
communities appear not to be more likely to positively affect sanction onset in more
democratic host countries. In Figure 3.12, I further disentangle the variance of the
diaspora effect over regime types by interacting the migrant stock with all four possible
combinations of (binary) sender and target regime types.23 The evidence suggests that,
as predicted by the lobbying approach, migrant communities are most relevant for
sanction onset when the sender country is democratic, but the target country is
22 As

interaction terms cannot be interpreted directly in nonlinear models, I do show the corresponding regression
tables.
23 Data by Bjørnskov and Rode 2019, http://www.christianbjoernskov.com/bjoernskovrodedata/
(04/2018).
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autocratic. In contrast to the predictions by the lobbying approach, however, bilateral
migrant stocks are found to affect sanction policies also in the three other regime type
combinations, albeit at lower levels. Interestingly, migrant effects are weakest, but no
absent in jointly democratic dyads: I do not differentiate between different sanction
types here, and democracies sanction other democracies relatively frequently over trade
issues. In line with the idea of migrants as linkage, larger migrant communities appear
to increase the likelihood that such issues lead to sanction onset. Migrant ties are
further found to affect autocratic sanction policies, which are both more likely to
sanction other autocratic countries and democracies (with the latter showing a stronger
effect). Again, this is evidence which is difficult to reconcile with the idea of migrants
as lobbyists, but easier to explain with the linkage approach: autocratic rulers are more
likely to target the home countries of their immigrants with sanctions, especially when
the home country is democratic. While the restrictions of the freedom of expression
and democratic principles will make it difficult for migrants to exert influence as lobby
groups, migrant ties may well affect autocratic sanction policies by drawing attention to
the home country. This is even the case in jointly autocratic dyads. Binary regime type
indicators sum up different forms of autocratic rule in one category, and it might well
be that autocratic host countries react more strongly to escalations in repression (or
other sanction causes) in their immigrants’ home countries.
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Table 3.4: Impact of Migrant Stocks on the Probability of Sanction Imposition by Primary
Senders
Migrant Stock
Democracy Target

M31 (Logit)

M32 (Logit)

M33 (Logit)

M34 (Logit)

0.329
(0.045)∗∗∗

0.261
(0.059)∗∗∗

0.462
(0.081)∗∗∗

0.261
(0.061)∗∗∗

0.017
(0.024)

-0.004
(0.036)

0.327
(0.095)∗∗∗

-0.012
(0.037)

Democracy Target*Diaspora
Human Rights Target

-0.035
(0.008)∗∗∗
-0.097
(0.085)

-0.516
(0.187)∗∗∗

-0.547
(0.191)∗∗∗

Human Rights Target*Diaspora

-0.142
(0.293)
-0.038
(0.022)∗

Refugee Stock

0.069
(0.031)∗∗

0.031
(0.039)

0.019
(0.039)

0.018
(0.040)

Coup d’Etat

2.043
(0.443)∗∗∗

2.282
(0.477)∗∗∗

2.570
(0.520)∗∗∗

2.292
(0.479)∗∗∗

Election Fraud

0.633
(0.387)

0.632
(0.423)

0.640
(0.447)

0.651
(0.426)

Decrease in Civil Liberties

0.266
(0.159)∗

0.387
(0.166)∗∗

0.363
(0.166)∗∗

0.390
(0.167)∗∗

Distance

0.323
(0.115)∗∗∗

-0.090
(0.165)

-0.050
(0.165)

-0.106
(0.165)

Common Language

0.475
(0.175)∗∗∗

-0.493
(0.294)∗

-0.448
(0.297)

-0.465
(0.296)

Former Colony

-1.038
(0.320)∗∗∗

0.110
(0.429)

0.134
(0.407)

0.104
(0.425)

Defense Alliance

0.376
(0.195)∗

-0.002
(0.259)

0.141
(0.262)

0.044
(0.260)

Political Affinity

-0.041
(0.092)

-0.079
(0.104)

-0.012
(0.109)

-0.034
(0.111)

Polity Difference

0.016
(0.026)

0.004
(0.025)

-0.038
(0.030)

-0.006
(0.025)

0.173
(0.066)∗∗∗

0.150
(0.081)∗

0.190
(0.084)∗∗

0.150
(0.082)∗

Sender Imports from Target

-0.118
(0.085)

0.145
(0.115)

0.157
(0.112)

0.144
(0.116)

Democracy Sender

0.014
(0.025)

0.054
(0.089)

0.021
(0.082)

0.045
(0.088)

Population Sender

0.877
(0.110)∗∗∗

1.556
(3.036)

1.110
(3.226)

1.393
(3.048)

Population Target

0.238
(0.086)∗∗∗

1.769
(1.424)

2.178
(1.458)

1.849
(1.425)

GDP p.c. Sender

0.396
(0.122)∗∗∗

1.848
(0.650)∗∗∗

1.872
(0.643)∗∗∗

1.841
(0.648)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Target

0.424
(0.108)∗∗∗

0.097
(0.335)

0.146
(0.331)

0.088
(0.333)

Year Dummies

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Sender Dummies

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Sender Exports to Target

Target Dummies
Observations

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

182319

34582

34582

34582

Logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by dyad in
parentheses. Results for cubic polynomials not shown. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 3.13: Average Marginal Effect of Decreasing the Target’s Polity Score Conditional on
Migrant Stocks – Primary Senders (M33)

Figure 3.14: Average Marginal Effect of Decreasing the Target’s Human Rights Score Conditional on Migrant Stocks – Primary Senders (M34)

In Table 3.4, I replicate the original analyses with primary sanction senders only. Both
the unconditional diaspora effect on sanction onset (M31 & M32) as well as the
interaction effects with the target Polity (Figure 3.13) and Human Rights Score
(Figure 3.14) are robust when only considering primary sanction senders.
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Table 3.5: Impact of Migrant Shares on the Probability of Sanction Imposition
(Diaspora/Pop. Sender)*100
Democracy Target

M35 (Logit)

M36 (Logit)

M37 (Logit)

M38 (Logit)

0.735
(0.295)∗∗

0.529
(0.319)∗

1.606
(0.388)∗∗∗

0.623
(0.342)∗

-0.008
(0.018)

-0.004
(0.023)

0.015
(0.025)

-0.005
(0.023)

Democracy Target*Diaspora
Human Rights Target

-0.157
(0.038)∗∗∗
-0.104
(0.075)

-0.696
(0.150)∗∗∗

-0.717
(0.150)∗∗∗

Human Rights Target*Diaspora

-0.663
(0.151)∗∗∗
-0.406
(0.232)∗

Refugee Stock

0.129
(0.029)∗∗∗

0.050
(0.033)

0.052
(0.032)

0.046
(0.033)

Coup d’Etat

2.276
(0.330)∗∗∗

2.733
(0.350)∗∗∗

2.768
(0.349)∗∗∗

2.736
(0.350)∗∗∗

Election Fraud

0.937
(0.266)∗∗∗

0.657
(0.305)∗∗

0.630
(0.312)∗∗

0.656
(0.306)∗∗

Decrease in Civil Liberties

0.363
(0.122)∗∗∗

0.491
(0.124)∗∗∗

0.485
(0.125)∗∗∗

0.494
(0.125)∗∗∗

0.082
(0.097)

-0.032
(0.149)

-0.012
(0.145)

-0.060
(0.143)

Common Language

0.712
(0.142)∗∗∗

-0.097
(0.223)

-0.108
(0.215)

-0.072
(0.222)

Former Colony

-0.584
(0.244)∗∗

0.081
(0.275)

0.091
(0.267)

0.088
(0.274)

Defense Alliance

0.423
(0.172)∗∗

0.350
(0.223)

0.378
(0.218)∗

0.363
(0.222)

Political Affinity

-0.134
(0.080)∗

-0.100
(0.087)

-0.083
(0.088)

-0.094
(0.088)

Polity Difference

-0.016
(0.017)

-0.020
(0.016)

-0.012
(0.018)

-0.021
(0.016)

0.142
(0.056)∗∗

0.188
(0.062)∗∗∗

0.196
(0.063)∗∗∗

0.194
(0.063)∗∗∗

Sender Imports from Target

0.048
(0.076)

0.240
(0.083)∗∗∗

0.242
(0.080)∗∗∗

0.230
(0.082)∗∗∗

Democracy Sender

0.024
(0.018)

0.029
(0.059)

0.032
(0.059)

0.029
(0.058)

Population Sender

0.784
(0.095)∗∗∗

1.642
(2.173)

1.444
(2.331)

1.678
(2.197)

Population Target

0.316
(0.085)∗∗∗

2.113
(1.171)∗

2.198
(1.166)∗

2.127
(1.163)∗

GDP p.c. Sender

0.547
(0.110)∗∗∗

0.934
(0.417)∗∗

0.983
(0.420)∗∗

0.959
(0.415)∗∗

GDP p.c. Target

0.341
(0.103)∗∗∗

-0.137
(0.258)

-0.107
(0.251)

-0.134
(0.257)

Year Dummies

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Sender Dummies

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Target Dummies

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

188027

58101

58101

58101

Distance

Sender Exports to Target

Observations

Logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by dyad in parentheses.
Results for cubic polynomials not shown. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 3.15: Average Marginal Effect of Increasing the Diaspora’s Share in the Host Population
Conditional on the Target’s Democracy Score (M38)

Figure 3.16: Average Marginal Effect of Increasing the Diaspora’s Share in the Host Population
Conditional on the Target’s Human Rights Score (M39)

In the study, I rely on the stock number rather than the share of migrants in the host
country population. Practically, migrant numbers in relation to the host country
population are commonly extremely small, resulting in share values clustering close to
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zero.24 Even after controlling for sender and target population size, though, larger stock
values may pick up effects of larger sender or target countries. Therefore, I calculate
the logged (1+) share of the diaspora in the donor population after multiplication by
100 (to mitigate the clustering close to zero; see Leblang 2017). Table 3.5 shows the
results: the direct diaspora effect remains robust when measured as the share in the host
population (though only significant at the 10% level in M36). Figure 3.15 shows that
the less democratic a country is, the more likely increasing migrant shares in a potential
sender country are to lead to sanctions. However, with increasing respect for human
rights, increasing shares of a diaspora in the host population are associated with a
higher probability of sanction onset (Figure 3.16).
In M39 of Table 3.6 I re-estimate the base model for the post-Cold War period
(1990-2005), finding the direct diaspora effect to be robust. In M40 I add a control for
the number of joint memberships in intergovernmental organizations (IGOs, obtained
from the CoW database),25 which is another form of bilateral linkage. The effect is
negative, but not statistically significant. Due to concaving issues, though, the model
could not be estimated with sender and target fixed effects. In M41 I add a control
variable for the migrant stock of the sanction sender country in the target country. If
migrant networks affect sanction onset by providing information channels between
countries, sanction sender countries may be also more likely to sanction the host
countries of their emigrants. M41 provides support for this assumption: the larger a
sanction sender’s expatriate population in a potential target country, the more likely it is
to sanction this country. Finally, in M42 I re-estimate the base model with the Rare
Events Logit model by Tomz, King and Zeng:26 as only a small subset of dyads
experiences sanction events, results of standard models may be biased downward.
Unfortunately, the ReLogit Model does not allow to include donor, recipient, and year
dummies. The positive and significant diaspora effect on sanction onset remains
unaffected.

24 In

the sample, the mean value of the untransformed share of the migrants in the host population is .000359, with a
standard deviation of .004126.
25 http://www.correlatesofwar.org/data-sets/IGOs, v2.3.
26 https://gking.harvard.edu/relogit, King and Zeng 2001.
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Table 3.6: Impact of Migrant Stocks on the Probability of Sanction Imposition
Migrant Stock

M39 (Logit)

M40 (Logit)

M41 (Logit)

M42 (RELogit)

0.178
(0.064)∗∗∗

0.283
(0.052)∗∗∗

0.156
(0.060)∗∗∗

0.283
(0.037)∗∗∗

Migrants Sender in Target
Democracy Target

0.114
(0.046)∗∗
0.008
(0.036)

0.037
(0.035)

-0.003
(0.023)

-0.011
(0.017)

-0.786
(0.324)∗∗

-0.132
(0.075)∗

-0.696
(0.150)∗∗∗

-0.089
(0.071)

-0.003
(0.039)

0.076
(0.028)∗∗∗

0.033
(0.032)

0.041
(0.023)∗

Coup d’Etat

3.496
(0.436)∗∗∗

2.507
(0.343)∗∗∗

2.781
(0.354)∗∗∗

2.239
(0.307)∗∗∗

Election Fraud

0.873
(0.311)∗∗∗

0.810
(0.285)∗∗∗

0.675
(0.303)∗∗

0.949
(0.240)∗∗∗

Decrease in Civil Liberties

0.226
(0.152)

0.355
(0.129)∗∗∗

0.490
(0.127)∗∗∗

0.396
(0.116)∗∗∗

Distance

-0.165
(0.173)

0.289
(0.141)∗∗

0.125
(0.130)

0.253
(0.085)∗∗∗

Common Language

-0.527
(0.275)∗

0.555
(0.162)∗∗∗

-0.200
(0.212)

0.465
(0.132)∗∗∗

Former Colony

0.182
(0.336)

-0.762
(0.311)∗∗

-0.144
(0.266)

-0.695
(0.239)∗∗∗

Defense Alliance

-0.039
(0.262)

0.260
(0.178)

0.350
(0.211)∗

0.225
(0.158)

Political Affinity

-0.334
(0.114)∗∗∗

0.171
(0.088)∗

-0.118
(0.090)

-0.040
(0.074)

Polity Difference

-0.033
(0.023)

0.035
(0.035)

-0.019
(0.016)

-0.004
(0.017)

Sender Exports to Target

0.149
(0.086)∗

0.089
(0.067)

0.157
(0.062)∗∗

0.098
(0.053)∗

Sender Imports from Target

0.177
(0.113)

-0.036
(0.081)

0.151
(0.078)∗

0.032
(0.067)

Human Rights Target
Refugee Stock

Joint IGOs

-0.656
(0.448)

Democracy Sender

0.104
(0.066)

0.037
(0.032)

0.032
(0.061)

0.014
(0.016)

Population Sender

-7.369
(3.489)∗∗

0.691
(0.116)∗∗∗

1.817
(2.192)

0.620
(0.084)∗∗∗

Population Target

18.159
(3.217)∗∗∗

0.287
(0.110)∗∗∗

2.147
(1.183)∗

0.230
(0.076)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Sender

1.972
(0.705)∗∗∗

0.561
(0.153)∗∗∗

1.015
(0.428)∗∗

0.338
(0.089)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Target

-1.653
(0.456)∗∗∗

0.382
(0.113)∗∗∗

-0.104
(0.258)

0.286
(0.082)∗∗∗

Year Dummies

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Sender Dummies

Yes

No

Yes

No

Target Dummies

Yes

No

Yes

No

30630

92985

58101

188027

Observations

Logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by dyad in
parentheses. Results for cubic polynomials not shown. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 3.7: Impact of Migrant Stocks on the Probability of Sanction Imposition
Migrant Stock
Democracy Target

M43 (Cloglog)

M44 (Cloglog)

M45 (Cloglog)

M46 (Cloglog)

0.262
(0.037)∗∗∗

0.213
(0.055)∗∗∗

0.283
(0.058)∗∗∗

0.209
(0.054)∗∗∗

-0.010
(0.017)

-0.005
(0.023)

0.143
(0.051)∗∗∗

-0.013
(0.023)

Democracy Target*Diaspora
Human Rights Target

-0.017
(0.005)∗∗∗
-0.087
(0.068)

-0.653
(0.141)∗∗∗

-0.667
(0.141)∗∗∗

Human Rights Target*Diaspora

-0.204
(0.221)
-0.047
(0.017)∗∗∗

Refugee Stock

0.075
(0.026)∗∗∗

0.033
(0.031)

0.025
(0.031)

0.018
(0.032)

Coup d’Etat

2.287
(0.314)∗∗∗

2.604
(0.327)∗∗∗

2.654
(0.331)∗∗∗

2.609
(0.324)∗∗∗

Election Fraud

0.833
(0.261)∗∗∗

0.617
(0.293)∗∗

0.606
(0.298)∗∗

0.631
(0.294)∗∗

Decrease in Civil Liberties

0.333
(0.124)∗∗∗

0.436
(0.121)∗∗∗

0.420
(0.121)∗∗∗

0.438
(0.122)∗∗∗

Distance

0.207
(0.088)∗∗

0.113
(0.122)

0.122
(0.120)

0.090
(0.121)

Common Language

0.469
(0.130)∗∗∗

-0.202
(0.204)

-0.207
(0.203)

-0.185
(0.205)

Former Colony

-0.673
(0.232)∗∗∗

-0.085
(0.261)

-0.066
(0.254)

-0.067
(0.258)

Defense Alliance

0.147
(0.151)

0.280
(0.197)

0.349
(0.191)∗

0.319
(0.194)

Political Affinity

-0.050
(0.076)

-0.100
(0.084)

-0.058
(0.084)

-0.054
(0.088)

Polity Difference

-0.007
(0.017)

-0.019
(0.015)

-0.044
(0.018)∗∗

-0.029
(0.016)∗

Sender Exports to Target

0.095
(0.054)∗

0.163
(0.062)∗∗∗

0.181
(0.063)∗∗∗

0.164
(0.063)∗∗∗

Sender Imports from Target

0.003
(0.069)

0.159
(0.076)∗∗

0.177
(0.075)∗∗

0.167
(0.077)∗∗

Democracy Sender

0.008
(0.017)

0.039
(0.058)

0.021
(0.055)

0.030
(0.057)

Population Sender

0.656
(0.090)∗∗∗

1.913
(2.219)

1.902
(2.331)

1.908
(2.245)

Population Target

0.243
(0.077)∗∗∗

2.082
(1.153)∗

2.136
(1.148)∗

2.031
(1.151)∗

GDP p.c. Sender

0.408
(0.102)∗∗∗

0.949
(0.419)∗∗

0.958
(0.430)∗∗

0.951
(0.423)∗∗

GDP p.c. Target

0.341
(0.089)∗∗∗

-0.096
(0.248)

-0.109
(0.244)

-0.130
(0.247)

Year Dummies

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Sender Dummies

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Target Dummies
Observations

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

188027

58101

58101

58101

Complementary log-log regression regression coefficients with robust standard errors clustered
by dyad in parentheses. Results for cubic polynomials not shown.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 3.17: Average Marginal Effect of Decreasing the Target’s Polity Score Conditional on
Migrant Stocks (M45) – Complementary Log-Log Model

Figure 3.18: Average Marginal Effect of Decreasing the Target’s Human Rights Score Conditional on Migrant Stocks (M46) – Complementary Log-Log Model

In Table 3.7 I re-estimate the original analysis with a complementary log-log model.
This model is argued to be better suited to deal with the skewed distribution of the
dependent variable than standard logit or probit models (Petrova 2019). Both the direct
effects in M43 & M44 and the interaction effects (Figure 3.17 and 3.18) corroborate
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the findings of the standard logit model.
Cross-Sectional Design and Split-Population Models
Table 3.8: Descriptive Statistics Cross-Sectional
Variable
Sanction Imposition
Migrant Stock
Refugee Stock
Coup d’Etat
Election Fraud
Distance
Common Official Language
Former Colony
Defense Alliance
Political Dissimilarity
Polity Difference
Exports Sender to Target
Imports Sender from Target
Democracy Sender
Democracy Target
Human Rights Target
Population Sender
Population Target
GDP p.c. Sender
GDP p.c. Target

Mean
0.005
2.309
0.228
0.124
0.183
8.725
0.168
0.012
0.067
0.985
7.762
1.488
1.488
0.974
0.974
0.335
15.526
15.526
7.609
7.609

Std. Dev.
0.072
2.935
1.072
0.33
0.387
0.779
0.374
0.11
0.251
0.776
5.929
2.059
2.059
7.179
7.179
1.397
2.008
2.008
1.585
1.585

Min.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.006
0
0
0
-10
-10
-2.94
9.174
9.174
4.571
4.571

Max.
1
16.053
14.822
1
1
9.899
1
1
1
5.049
20
12.482
12.482
10
10
4.54
20.985
20.985
11.748
11.748

N
105894
98376
105894
105619
90444
104386
99804
99804
105894
100768
81896
85399
85399
93088
93088
105619
100581
100581
95160
95160

Since the bilateral migrant stock variable is measured in 10-year intervals, it is difficult
to predict the exact timing of bilateral sanction onset with this data. To test the
robustness of my results, I convert the data from a time-series cross-section to a
cross-sectional format. I summarize all variables by decade, resulting in four
data-points per dyad (1970-1980, 1980-1990, 1990-2000 and 2000-2010). As before, I
restrict the sample to dyads with a significant trade relationship and apply sender and
target fixed effects. While this very conservative estimation strategy sacrifices some
richness as the within country variation can no longer be explored, it further reduces the
number of zeros on the dependent variable and allows me to concentrate on bilateral
characteristics that influence sanction onset (see Leblang 2010). Finally, I rely on split
population binary choice models to address the issue of irrelevant dyads.27 The
unobservable nature of sanction opportunity or willingness dictates that any
operationalization of relevant dyads is subject to the error of including irrelevant or
27 Unfortunately,

estimating these models with the time-series dataset was impeded by non-convergence.
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Table 3.9: Impact of Migrant Stocks on Sanction Imposition, Cross-Sectional Data
M47 (Logit)

M48 (Logit, FE)

M49 (SPopLogit)

M50 (Biprobit)

Migrant Stock

0.152
(0.030)∗∗∗

0.074
(0.035)∗∗

0.212
(0.037)∗∗∗

0.086
(0.039)∗∗

Refugee Stock

0.100
(0.027)∗∗∗

0.081
(0.041)∗

0.100
(0.027)∗∗∗

0.059
(0.013)∗∗∗

Coup d’Etat

1.155
(0.193)∗∗∗

0.856
(0.295)∗∗∗

1.194
(0.187)∗∗∗

0.481
(0.108)∗∗∗

-0.074
(0.153)

0.368
(0.287)

-0.156
(0.164)

-0.051
(0.069)

Distance

0.220
(0.101)∗∗

-0.339
(0.153)∗∗

0.287
(0.108)∗∗∗

0.078
(0.081)

Common Official Language

0.446
(0.147)∗∗∗

0.109
(0.206)

0.355
(0.188)∗

-0.120
(0.176)

-0.453
(0.251)∗

-0.018
(0.249)

2.602
(0.881)∗∗∗

0.206
(0.950)

Defense Alliance

0.840
(0.176)∗∗∗

0.417
(0.231)∗

0.573
(0.206)∗∗∗

-0.006
(0.263)

Political Dissimilarity

0.433
(0.072)∗∗∗

0.518
(0.108)∗∗∗

0.497
(0.073)∗∗∗

0.260
(0.039)∗∗∗

0.028
(0.018)

-0.007
(0.016)

0.022
(0.016)

0.006
(0.006)

Exports Sender to Target

0.124
(0.054)∗∗

0.101
(0.071)

0.082
(0.060)

0.060
(0.030)∗∗

Imports Sender from Target

0.164
(0.064)∗∗

0.159
(0.070)∗∗

0.126
(0.068)∗

0.068
(0.028)∗∗

Democracy Sender

-0.012
(0.016)

0.083
(0.039)∗∗

-0.016
(0.015)

-0.012
(0.006)∗∗

Democracy Target

0.043
(0.017)∗∗

0.065
(0.025)∗∗

0.046
(0.017)∗∗∗

0.015
(0.007)∗∗

0.010
(0.085)

-0.531
(0.169)∗∗∗

-0.026
(0.075)

0.001
(0.032)

Population Sender

0.454
(0.070)∗∗∗

-3.322
(0.624)∗∗∗

0.448
(0.065)∗∗∗

0.176
(0.035)∗∗∗

Population Target

0.114
(0.071)

1.592
(0.725)∗∗

0.106
(0.069)

0.053
(0.034)

GDP p.c. Sender

0.237
(0.067)∗∗∗

-0.389
(0.253)

0.183
(0.077)∗∗

0.136
(0.037)∗∗∗

GDP p.c. Target

-0.110
(0.081)

0.387
(0.249)

-0.055
(0.082)

-0.100
(0.038)∗∗∗

Migrant Stock

-0.213
(0.095)∗∗

-0.100
(0.087)

Distance

-0.471
(0.265)∗

-0.024
(0.286)

Common Official Language

0.553
(0.542)

1.273
(0.809)

Former Colony

-4.699
(0.955)∗∗∗

-1.315
(0.974)

Defense Alliance

1.584
(0.555)∗∗∗

2.358
(4.743)

Relative Power

0.435
(0.186)∗∗

-0.190
(0.157)

Joint Trade

0.533
(0.141)∗∗∗

0.028
(0.079)

52441

52441

Sanction Equation

Election Fraud

Former Colony

Polity Difference

Human Rights Target

Relevance Equation

Observations

31557

11005

Logistic regression coefficients with robust standard errors clustered by dyad
in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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excluding relevant dyads. Conflict researchers have introduced different variants of
split population models, which are essentially zero-inflated models that treat
unobserved concepts – such as sanction-relevance – as latent variables (Bagozzi et al.
2015, Clark and Regan 2003). Rather than researchers making take-it-or-leave-it
decisions, covariates are employed to estimate the latent variable relevance by
simultaneously estimating a probability of relevance and a probability of sanction onset
for each observation (Xiang 2010). An additional binary choice regression – used as a
selection step – is added to the standard statistical model to sort out the group of dyads
with a zero probability of sanctions, and another statistical model is simultaneously
used to model sanction onset for dyads with the opportunity for sanctions.
In Model 47 and 48 of Table 3.9 I replicate Model 27 and 28 of the main analysis.
Since introducing sender and target fixed effects in a cross-sectional setting is a rather
conservative estimation strategy, finding the diaspora effect to be positively signed and
statistically significant at the 5% level in Model 48 offers additional, robust support for
H1. Model 49 shows the results for a split population logit model (SPopLogit, Beger
et al. 2011)28 and Model 50 for a bivariate Probit model with partial observability
(Poirier 1980). I use migrant stock, distance, indicators for common official language,
past colonial relationship and defense alliance as well as relative power (the ratio of
sender and target GDP p.c.) and joint trade levels to approximate whether a pair of
countries has a non-zero probability of engaging in sanction activities. The results of
the relevance equation suggest that the size of bilateral migrant stocks does not (M49)
or even negatively (M50) affect a dyad’s propensity to engage in sanctions, while the
positive unconditional effect on sanction imposition remains unaffected, providing
additional support for H1.

28 https://www.andybeger.com/2011/02/03/split-population-logit/.
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4.1 Introduction
Israel, a comparatively prosperous country, has received the highest amount of U.S.
foreign assistance of any country over the past three decades (McCormick 2012a, 71)
and a large share of the money comes in the form of unconditional budgetary support
(Milner and Tingley 2015, 100). On its website, the American Israel Public Affairs
Committee (AIPAC) frames its lobbying activities as a general support for foreign aid,
which is an “essential element of America’s national security strategy” and “enables us
to support key allies like Israel, pave the way for Washington’s diplomatic efforts, spur
our job-creating exports, and help prevent unstable areas from becoming breeding
grounds for terrorism.”1 AIPAC is the spearhead lobby organization of the Israeli
Americans, and when Mearsheimer and Walt in 2006 published their study on the
supposed capture of U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East by “the Israel lobby,” the
backlash was substantial. Besides accusations of antisemitism, the authors were
criticized for ignoring information contradicting their claims and failing to present
causal evidence for the lobby’s disproportionate influence (Lieberman 2009).
In addition to ‘soft’ factors such as the framing of debates and limiting the options
policymakers are willing to consider, Mearsheimer and Walt (2008) name the relative
prosperity and high education level of American Jews (p.140), the control over
campaign contributions (p.154), as well as the potential decisiveness of the Jewish vote
in closes races of key states (p.163) as the most important criteria for the lobby’s
“almost unchallenged hold on Congress” (p.162). The central motivation for this study
is to subject these and similar claims by other case studies of diaspora interest groups in
the U.S. to a comparative, quantitative empirical test. In other words, the research
question this study wants to answer is which attributes of migrant groups in the U.S. are
systematically connected to the influence they exert on U.S. foreign policy towards
their home country.
Who gets what, where, when and how are classic questions of political analysis, but
lack a systematic answer when it comes to the influence of migrant groups on U.S.
foreign policy. The rich case study literature on migrants’ political influence in the U.S.
1 https://www.aipac.org/-/media/publications/policy-and-politics/fact-sheets/other/

the-case-for-foreign-aid.pdf, 02/2019.
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has produced an extensive list of criteria for interest group success, but qualitative
research cannot answer the question whether criteria contributing to the success of one
group systematically shape the influence of migrant groups in the U.S. To fill this
research gap, the study quantitatively tests the effect of migrant groups and their
attributes on the amount of foreign aid the U.S. send to the country of origin. As a
prime target for immigration and the single most important aid donor country in the
world, the U.S. are a natural choice for a case study of diaspora lobbying. Aid is an
important foreign policy tool, and the allocation process is subject to the influence of
interest groups of various backgrounds (Milner and Tingley 2010). On the one hand,
aid might be a less relevant policy outcome for migrant groups of more affluent
countries, which care more for trade agreements, immigration policy, or visa
regulations. On the other hand, the U.S. send substantial amounts of aid to developed
countries, and the case of Israel shows that the relevance of aid to diaspora
organizations is not simply a function of the home country’s per capita income.
The theoretical framework builds on the case studies of ‘ethnic’ interest groups in the
U.S. and adopts the interest group framing prevalent in the literature: decision-makers
trade policy choices against contributions by migrant groups, whereby powerful
diaspora lobbies potentially bias aid in favor of more affluent countries (Lahiri and
Raimondos-Møller 2000). I identify the most prominent criteria that are associated
with the influence of groups like the Israelis, Armenians, or Indians and measure them
with data by the Current Population Survey (CPS). To my knowledge, the resulting
dataset is the most detailed comparative description of U.S. migrant groups and their
features so far used in the literature. The independent variables are tested on a sample
of U.S. foreign aid allocation from 1994 to 2015 for 149 recipient countries. Results
suggest that a group’s size, average turnout rate, and socioeconomic status enhance its
influence on aid to the homeland, but these effects are strongly conditioned by the
home country’s need for assistance: the less developed a country is, the more it profits
from a diaspora that is well-positioned to participate in the American political system.
Only groups that combine numerical significance with an ‘optimal’ degree of
geographical concentration appear to increase aid flows independent of the home
country’s need. Other than suggested by critics of disproportionate diaspora influence
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(Huntington 1997, Smith 2000), the evidence for foreign aid suggests that diaspora
lobbies do not work in a vacuum, but rather enhance the responsiveness of the U.S. to
the need of a country at the margins. Moreover, the evidence suggests that migrants
have an informative effect: everything else equal, a group’s socioeconomic status is
negatively correlated with the amount of aid to the homeland, indicating that
decision-makers see a diaspora’s status as representative for the home country’s need.
Similarly, more developed countries that have a large, rich and/or educated migrant
group in the U.S. receive less aid – suggesting that migrant groups and their features
inform the host country over the home country’s need for assistance.

4.2 Literature Review and Arguments
While the term ‘ethnic’ interest group dominates in the U.S. literature, it is unclear
what exactly defines an ethnic group. Instead, I use the term diaspora here: while
ethnic groups are primarily defined by some sort of ingroup connection, the term
diaspora implies a tie, psychological or material, to a homeland (Brinkerhoff 2011,
116). By strictly defining the diaspora as a bilateral phenomenon, I avoid
inconsistencies that arise when e.g. Cubans and Latinos are referred to as equivalent
ethnic groups. More specifically, I define the diaspora as migrants – people living in the
U.S. who were born in another country – and their offspring. By looking at both the
first and the second generation of immigrants to the U.S., I adopt a comprehensive view
of the diaspora across two generations.2
4.2.1 Migrants and Aid – The Arguments
A number of authors consider the U.S. as a most likely case for diaspora interest group
influence: Smith (2000) argues that due to the pluralist nature of American democracy
and the decentralization of decision-making power across federal entities and within
Congress, there are many access points for organized interests, allowing even civic
interests that represent only a small share of the population to affect U.S. foreign policy:
2 While

these features may differ over generations (as for example the case of the American Indians suggests), the
rather small number of groups for which these features can be robustly measured does not allow me to test the
variance over generations.
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“When benefits are concentrated among the few and costs are diffused over a large
population, when special interests are focused and the public is inattentive, then the
structure of American politics allows a determined, self-interested minority to speak for
America in world affairs...” (p.94, see also Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, 11).
Huntington (2004, 285f) adds that “[t]he highly competitive two-party system gives
strategically placed minorities such as diasporas the opportunity to affect elections in
the single-member districts of the House of Representatives and at times also in
statewide Senate elections.” Others argue that with the end of the Cold War, migrant
interest groups have become more influential as the lack of a unifying political cause or
threat opened the door for individual interests to affect American foreign policy making
(Haney and Vanderbush 1999, 343; Huntington 1997).
Over the last decades, however, the American political system has become plagued by
polarization, ideological divisions, gridlock, and status quo bias. Since voting behavior
in Congress is increasingly determined by party membership (Hare and Poole 2014),
the American political system might well be less open to migrant lobbying then argued
by proponents of disproportionate ethnic interest group influence. Although
polarization may be less pronounced on foreign policy issues (Milner and Tingley 2015,
266) and does not automatically forbid interest group influence, the idea that the
American political system promotes migrant influence (Smith 2000, 101) is likely to be
exaggerated. In line with this argument, survey evidence by Paul and Paul (2008, 194)
suggests that “ethnic groups are just one domestic actor within a pluralistic universe,
and other domestic actors, such as business groups and the media, have a greater effect
on foreign policy than do ethnic lobbies.”
Because the decision how to allocate aid abroad is of rather low salience to the public,
the aid issue area is assumed to be prone to interest group influence. However, as
foreign aid benefits a diffuse foreign constituency that does not directly affect the
political fortune of decision-makers in the donor country, the profiteers of aid flows
abroad may be at a disadvantage compared to the domestic stakeholders that lose from
these resource transfers (Lundsgaarde 2012, 22ff). As Tingley (2010, 41f) puts it:
“Foreign aid represents redistribution of resources by government, albeit to recipients
who are not voting constituents.” Arguing that NGOs provide information and lobby
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government officials, evidence by Kim (2017) suggests that with increasing numbers of
U.S.-based NGO field operations, a country is significantly more likely to receive
higher amounts of aid from the U.S.
Besides the lobbying of development advocacy NGOs, though, recipient countries can
profit from the advocacy of their diaspora in donor countries (Milner and Tingley 2015,
100). The most prominent diaspora interest group in the U.S. are the Israeli Americans.
McCormick (2012b, 71) emphasizes AIPAC’s influence on sanctions against Iran as
well as the restriction on military sales to Arab states. AIPAC – the “leviathan among
lobbies” (Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, 153) – in fact has a become a model lobby
organization for other diasporas. The organization of the U.S. India Political Action
Committee’s (USINPAC) closely resembles AIPAC, and its lobbying activities
contributed to the successful passage of the India-U.S. Civilian Nuclear Agreement in
2008, which marked a shift from conflict to cooperation in the U.S.-India nuclear
relationship (Kirk 2008). The Armenian Americans are often named as an example for
a diaspora that constitutes a negligible part of the U.S. population, but has significantly
shaped U.S. foreign policy: Armenia receives substantial amounts of U.S. foreign aid,
and the diaspora lobby supposedly was a key factor in persuading Congress to pass and
sustain a decade-long ban on foreign aid to Azerbaijan (Ambrosio 2002a; Shain and
Barth 2003, 471). The main theoretical development in the diaspora interest group
literature has been the development of criteria connected with success, which has been
largely additive (Rubenzer and Redd 2010, 761): there is barely any systematic
evidence which factors make some migrant groups more influential than others.
Moreover, there is an inherent bias in the literature due to selection on the dependent
variable, as only groups that are perceived to be successful are analyzed.
In their decision-making on foreign aid, U.S. legislators have been found to be
responsive to the composition of their constituency: Milner and Tingley (2010, 2011)
find those House members to be more likely to vote in favor of economic aid that
represent districts with a high percentage of foreign-born citizens. Similarly, there is
evidence that with a higher share of constituents of Mexican, Thai, and Korean ancestry,
legislators’ support for financial rescues for these countries in the 1990s significantly
increased (Broz 2005). Explicitly or implicitly, all these studies rely on a political
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contributions approach: decision-makers are assumed to trade off welfare-maximizing
policy choices with their desire for political contributions from organized interests
(Grossman and Helpman 1994). Interest groups make contributions (e.g. in the form of
money or votes) to curry favor and ultimately influence policies (rather than to directly
affect election outcomes). As empirical evidence suggests that foreign lobbies
significantly affect U.S. trade policy (Gawande and Bandyopadhyay 2000, Gawande
et al. 2006), it is reasonable to ask whether foreign aid is ‘for sale’ as well.
Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller’s (2000) political-economic model of foreign aid
allocation with two diaspora groups formalizes the idea of migrants as lobbyists: while
per capita income critically shapes the amount of aid a country receives, the political
contributions of a wealthy and numerous diaspora from a richer country are found to be
able to offset the need-orientation of the donor. Putting the model to an empirical test,
Anwar and Michaelowa (2006) analyze the effect of the Pakistani and Indian diaspora
on U.S. aid to Pakistan. Due to serious measurement issues and small case numbers,
their findings should be treated with caution, but the evidence suggests that the share of
Pakistanis in a district and the expenses of industrial and commercial organizations
linked to Pakistan have a positive effect on aid, while the opposite is true for the Indian
side.
4.2.2 Synopsis
To summarize, the link between migrants and foreign policy outcomes is often framed
within a model of endogenous policy determination: decision-makers are assumed to
maximize their political support by choosing policies weighing the economic power,
political influence, and total contributions from different interest groups against each
other (Grossman and Helpman 1994). Given the cultural links, family relations and
economic ties to their home country, exiles in donor countries are expected to care
about aid flows to their countries of origin and lobby the host country government
accordingly. Assuming a general lack of public interest in U.S. foreign policy and an
intense diasporic interest in foreign aid to the home country, decision-makers are
expected to have strong incentives to accommodate (even relatively small) diaspora
interest groups, gaining votes and approval without significant political costs (Ambrosio
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2002c; Mearsheimer and Walt 2008, 140).3 I rely on the Grossman-Helpman model to
frame the interaction between decision-makers and diaspora lobbies in the aid
allocation process and derive hypotheses from the ethnic interest group literature.4
In the following, I discuss criteria that are linked to ethnic interest group success in the
case study literature, which I then try to approximate by aggregating characteristics
measured at the individual level to the group level. Four of the most often named
criteria are tested here: a group’s overall numerical significance, a group’s degree of
geographic concentration, its average turnout rate and the socioeconomic status.
However, I not only test their direct effect on aid flows, but condition them on the home
country’s level of development. If migrant lobbying biases aid flows in favor of more
affluent recipients (as suggested by Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller 2000 and other
proponents of disproportionate diaspora influence as Mearsheimer and Walt 2008 or
Smith 2000), we should observe direct effects of the group criteria on aid (after
controlling for recipient need). If migrant groups have a rather modest influence that is
conditioned by the home country’s need for assistance, we should observe conditional
effects of the group criteria on aid (when interacted with recipient need).
4.2.3 Hypotheses
The interesting question is why groups like the Israelis, Cubans or Armenians
apparently can shape certain aspects of American foreign policy, while other groups
like the Mexicans, Filipinos or Koreans seem to be much less successful. Migrant
groups, Smith (2000, 94) argues, are influential when they can provide votes (in key
areas), have the financial resources to make campaign contributions to office seekers,
and have the organizational means to lobby on central issues. Paul and Paul (2008, 99)
emphasize diaspora groups’ “ability to tap a grassroots network of concerned voters,”
which gives them an advantage over business groups. Applying a crisp-set qualitative
comparative analysis (QCA) to the existing case study literature, Rubenzer (2008) tests
3 While

I adopt the interest group framing of the case study literature, I am aware that the degree to which interests
are organized varies a lot across groups. Ideally, the analysis would include measures of organizational strength
as well as campaign contributions and lobbying activities. However, this data is so far not available at the diaspora
group level.
4 The Grossman-Helpman model is more informative regarding the relation between overall contributions and
the welfare costs of the resulting policy as well as the relation between interest group competition and lobby
spending.
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how different factors named in the literature affect a diaspora group’s level of success.
His results suggest that only organizational strength and level of political activity are
necessary conditions for successful influence: “Ethnic identity groups that are
successful at influencing U.S. foreign policy are successful because they operate well
as interest groups. Simply having a large number of potential members, even if these
members are relatively unified, does not mean that influence will occur” (p.183).
Migrant groups have to be able to mobilize successfully to exert influence.
Group Size

Absolute numerical significance usually ranks low in the literature’s discussion of the
key factors for diaspora influence, as scholars argue that size will rarely translate
directly into influence. Collective action theorists suggest that larger groups will find it
harder to organize and face more severe problems with free-riders and the question who
contributes to the group’s welfare than smaller groups (Olson 1974). While all
diasporas in the U.S. are small in relation to the total population, large populations like
those of Chinese (5.8 million) or Dominican descent (3.6 millions)5 may still be too
large to organize successfully. However, the special ties that bind migrants to the home
country but also to each other can help them to overcome these collective action
problems more easily than similar sized groups (Saideman 2002, 98).
While the nature of the size effect is ambiguous from the lobbying perspective, the
targeted development approach argues that with larger migrant numbers, the host
country government increasingly targets aid to the diaspora’s home country, as
decision-makers will expect larger diaspora communities to spur further migration
through network or chain migration effects (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Czaika and
Mayer 2011). Aid is assumed to improve the living conditions in the country of origin
and thus reduce the utility of emigration in general and specifically the demand for
entry to the donor country. The linkage approach predicts that with increasing numbers,
migrant networks across borders (similar to other economic or social connections),
raise the level of attention paid to a recipient country’s need for assistance in the donor
country (Levitsky and Way 2005a, Platte 2019). Larger numbers of migrants indicate a
5 CPS-data,

2016 (see below).
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higher level of bilateral interactions, which in turn increase the level of information
available in the host country. Though linkage may involve lobbying by exiles, migrants
do not necessarily have to become active advocates on behalf of the home country, as
their mere presence will transmit the salience and urgency of foreign assistance for the
country of origin. Therefore, if American decision-makers pay more attention to those
countries of which the U.S. host a large diaspora and/or try to curb further migration by
allocating more aid to these countries, U.S. foreign assistance should increase with
migrant group size.
Hypothesis 1a: The larger a country’s diaspora in the U.S., the larger the amount
of aid it receives.
Need – Additive or Multiplicative Diaspora Effect?

However, other than suggested by Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller (2000) or in the case
study literature, diaspora group influence may not be unconditional, but dependent on
the issue-specific context. In the case of foreign aid, this is mainly the home country’s
need for assistance. While I assume U.S. aid to be used as a foreign policy tool and
therefore subject to the influence of various interests, diaspora groups do not operate in
a vacuum in the aid decision-making process. Previous research distinguishes between
recipient need on the one hand and donor self-interest on the other. Some donor
countries tend to use aid to promote exports to recipient countries (Berthélemy 2006),
whereas others trade aid for political support (Fleck and Kilby 2006, Kuziemko and
Werker 2006). While the U.S. often use aid to further their self-interest, there is a
general need-orientation in the allocation of American aid: less developed countries
tend to get more aid, while commercial, political and strategic interests rather cause
deviations from this pattern.6 From the recipient perspective, the level of development
determines the relevance of foreign aid for a country: U.S. foreign assistance is of
much greater importance for countries like Egypt or Kenya than Canada or Norway.
From the donor’s perspective, need affects whether a country is deemed as eligible for
aid, while strategic and political considerations explain departures from this pattern. In
line with this argument, decision-makers are expected to be more responsive to the
6 While

the extent of U.S. need-orientation is not undisputed, most studies find U.S. aid to be strongly affected by
recipient need (see e.g. Fleck and Kilby 2010, Kim 2017).
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requests of migrants from countries that are in need for foreign assistance. Finally,
migrants’ political advocacy is unlikely to happen out of the blue, but to be mobilized
by the home country’s need for assistance from abroad. Emigrants from rich countries
have fewer reasons to lobby the U.S. government to send aid, while emigrants from
poorer countries are likely to be more willing to come out in support of the homeland.
This leads to the question whether the relationship between aid on the one hand and
need as well as diaspora group features on the other hand is additive or multiplicative:
The ethnic interest group literature (Lahiri and Raimondos-Møller 2000, Mearsheimer
and Walt 2008) suggests that, after controlling for recipient need, diaspora lobbying
should have an additive effect on aid: all else equal, countries with a well-positioned
diaspora lobby receive higher amounts of aid. If, however, migrant group influence is
conditioned by the home country’s need for assistance, the relationship between
migrant lobbying and need is interactive rather than additive: the less developed a
country is, the more likely migrant lobbying will lead to increased aid flows. Rather
than unconditionally increasing aid to the homeland, migrant group influence grows
with the home country’s need for assistance. Similarly, when the size of a migrant
community has an informative effect as predicted by the linkage approach, poorer
countries with a large diaspora in the U.S. should receive more aid, because the
diaspora draws attention to the need of the home country. Vice versa, richer countries
may receive comparatively less aid, because a large diaspora draws attention to the lack
of need. Hypothesis 1b reflects the interactive relationship suggested by the
conditioning effect of need:
Hypothesis 1b: With declining levels of development, the larger a country’s
diaspora in the U.S., the more aid it receives.
Geographic Concentration

More important than absolute group size, it is routinely argued in the ethnic interest
group literature, is a group’s ability to provide decisive votes. This ability is often
associated with the degree of dispersion: geographically concentrated migrant
communities are expected to have an advantage over equally sized, but dispersed
communities. The perceived underlying mechanism is electoral threat by the diaspora
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vote: by representing a significant part of a decision-maker’s constituency, migrant
groups can turn politicians into advocates on their behalf in foreign policy matters
(Ambrosio 2002a, 28). As Rubenzer and Redd (2010, 761) put it: “Numerical
significance in the context of minority groups often implies geographic concentration,
combined with a propensity to vote in high numbers.” The prima facie case for this
effect is the clustering of the Cuban Americans in South Florida and their ‘capture’ of
U.S. foreign policy towards their homeland. Similarly, the rather small Armenian
diaspora is argued to have developed its political clout due to the clustering in key
states like California, Massachusetts, and New Jersey (Shain and Barth 2003, 471), but
also the influence of larger communities as the Indians (Kirk 2008, 276) or Israelis
(McCormick 2012b, 72) has been ascribed partly to their geographical concentration.
“In close races,” Mearsheimer and Walt (2008, 163) argue, “the so-called Jewish vote
can tip the balance in key states.”
The nature of the relationship between a group’s geographical concentration, its size,
and its influence, however, is not obvious, as it involves a tradeoff: Snyder (1989)
suggests a non-monotonic relationship: he finds that on average, interest groups
maximize their power when evenly distributed over a few districts, while influence is
reduced by strong dispersion, but especially by extreme concentration. Smaller groups
are most powerful when they are widely dispersed, because concentration restraints
their influence to the few districts in which they are present. Mistry (2013, 723), for
example, argues that it was the Indian diaspora’s dispersion across about 100 districts
that enabled the advocacy campaign to put pressure on many members of Congress.
While a higher degree of concentration may entail problems with free-riding when it
comes to collective organization, these should be less relevant when it comes to voting.
Thus, migrant groups can profit from increased dispersion by having a say in many
districts, but a higher degree of concentration may enable them to turn certain deputies
into their advocates (as exemplified by the Cubans). The bottom line is that a group’s
concentration, size, and influence are expected to be linked in a non-linear way: when
controlling for group size, Snyder suggests that a group’s influence is maximized at an
intermediate level between strong dispersion and strong concentration. When
interacting a group’s degree of concentration with its size, Snyder argues that smaller
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groups are more influential when more dispersed, while the non-monotonic relationship
should hold for larger groups. Partly departing from earlier findings of the ethnic
interest group literature, I therefore posit the following two hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2a: A migrant group’s influence over aid to the country of origin is
maximized at a medium level of concentration.
Hypothesis 2b: Smaller groups have a stronger influence on aid to the home
country when they are more dispersed, while larger groups have maximum
influence at intermediate levels of concentration.
Turnout

Strength in numbers or in specific areas, however, may not be enough to generate
political clout if migrants are not engaged in politics. Proponents of diasporic influence
argue that migrant groups exert influence because of their unique interest in the affairs
of their country of origin (Rubenzer and Redd 2010, 759), while communities as the
Mexicans or Haitians appear to be less influential due to their missing interest in U.S.
foreign affairs. Since individual members of migrant groups are expected to be more
likely to vote in elections based on their concerns with the affairs of their home country
(ibid. 758), one way to measure political engagement is to gauge the degree to which
different groups turn out to vote. A high rate of participation in the political process is
repeatedly mentioned as a critical success factor for the influence of the Israeli
Americans (Paul and Paul 2008, 198) as well as for the Cuban Americans (McCormick
2012b, 75). Rubenzer and Redd’s (2010) experimental evidence suggests that
decision-makers are responsive to migrant groups that are small but have a
demonstrated propensity to vote. Therefore, the expectation is that decision-makers
react more strongly to the demands of migrant groups with higher turnout rates:
Hypothesis 3a: The higher a group’s average turnout rate, the stronger will be its
effect on aid to the homeland.
As discussed above, however, the degree to which a diaspora group with high turnout
levels can turn its influence into enhanced aid flows to the homeland is potentially
conditioned by the home country’s need for assistance. The more nuanced view of
diaspora influence suggests that a country’s level of development will determine the
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relevance of a participative diaspora in the U.S. On average, less developed countries
are set to profit more from a politically active diaspora lobby abroad than more affluent
countries. Migrant groups with a higher turnout rate and originating from developing
countries are further more likely to focus their influence on aid than on other topics.
From the donor perspective, decision-makers are expected to be more responsive to a
politically active group the stronger the need for assistance in the home country is.
Hypothesis 3b suggests a multiplicative instead of additive relationship between need
and diaspora activism:
Hypothesis 3b: With declining levels of development, the higher a group’s
average turnout level, the stronger will be its effect on aid to the homeland.
Socioeconomic Status

Besides the factors that are directly or indirectly linked to migrants’ behavior at the
polls, a group’s influence is often associated with its socioeconomic status.
Mearsheimer and Walt (2008, 140) argue that the Israel lobby is successful because
“American Jews are relatively prosperous and well educated, and [...] give generously to
political parties.” Similarly, the increasing role of Indian Americans in U.S. foreign
policy-making has been attributed to the community’s high education level and
economic prosperity, with a median household income nearly twice as large as the
median of all American families (Kirk 2008, 276; Mistry 2013, 718). Shain and Barth
(2003, 471) state that the Armenian diaspora has many affluent members, enhancing its
influence on American foreign policy. A group’s socioeconomic status can be
considered as a proxy for the ability to engage in the political process and hence exert
influence. The higher the average income of a group, the larger will be the disposable
income to pursue political interests, and the higher the average education level, the
easier group members will find it to understand ‘the rules of the game’ and represent
their interests in the political arena. A group’s economic clout and social standing
strongly affect its ability to successfully communicate its preferences by making
campaign contributions and engaging in public affairs advocacy with some degree of
credibility. Scholars often argue that diasporic political action committee (PAC) money
is comparatively easy to acquire because of their rather narrow focus and the lack of
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(concentrated) competition on issues of importance to the diaspora (Rubenzer 2011,
108). Studies of political participation in the U.S. find the socioeconomic status to be a
critical determinant of political involvement, as individuals with high levels of social
and economic resources are more likely to become active in the political system (Jang
2009, Verba and Nie 1972). On average, better educated citizens are more familiar with
the political system and find it easier to participate.
For these reasons, a group’s influence is predicted to grow with the average household
income and education level of its group members:
Hypothesis 4a: The higher the socioeconomic status of its diaspora in the U.S.,
the more aid a country receives from the U.S.
Again, however, groups with a higher socioeconomic status may not unilaterally
increase aid flows to their country of origin. The link between a group’s socioeconomic
status and its influence on aid nicely illustrates the potential conditioning effect of need:
if decision-makers (intentionally or unintentionally) use a group’s average economic
prosperity and educational attainment as a heuristic for the living conditions in the
homeland, the group is less likely to profit from its enhanced lobbying capabilities.
Instead, we would expect countries with a poorer and less educated diaspora to receive
more aid, because decision-makers may connect the status of the diaspora with the
living conditions in the homeland (even if such a link does not exist). This argument is
in line with the linkage idea, as migrant groups and their features inform host country
decision-makers about the situation in the home country. If, however, enhanced
(lobbying) resources are coupled with a higher level of need for assistance by the home
country, the interest group approach suggests that we should observe larger U.S. aid
flows: better equipped migrant groups will find it easier to successfully lobby on behalf
of a home country in need. Similarly, while well-situated migrant groups from affluent
home countries might be less likely to turn out to lobby for aid to the homeland,
declining levels of development increase the probability that a group mobilizes in favor
of enhanced foreign assistance. If the socioeconomic status has an informative effect as
suggested by the linkage approach, more affluent countries with an educated and rich
diaspora in the U.S. may actually receive less aid, because in these cases the supposed
and the actual level of the home country’s need for assistance match: more developed
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countries require less assistance, and if they are represented by a diaspora with a high
economic status the absence of need becomes even more visible.
On balance, the conditional lobbying approach suggests the following relationship:
Hypothesis 4b: With declining levels of development, the higher the
socioeconomic status of a country’s diaspora in the U.S., the more aid it receives.

4.3 Data and Research Design
This study measures the influence of migrants on U.S. foreign policy by their effect on
the allocation of U.S. foreign aid. Foreign aid flows represent substantial resource
transfers between countries. Due to its global reach, foreign assistance is a central part
of U.S. foreign policy and provides a generalizable test for the effects of migrant
lobbying (Meernik et al. 1998, 68). Thus, the research design applied here is to
correlate diaspora group features with aid flows as the relevant policy outcome, and by
this assess whether influence varies with the factors identified in the case study
literature. This method allows to follow a large-N approach and “detect influence even
if nothing visible happens, for example because all lobbying is secret or because
structural power is at work” (Dür 2008, 567). Given that the U.S. is the world’s single
largest donor of foreign aid, I rely on the simplifying assumption that a country – and
by extension its diaspora – prefers receiving as much aid as possible.7 While a
country’s level of development strongly affects the need for foreign assistance,
substantial U.S. aid transfers to countries like Chile or Singapore show that aid is not a
simple function of recipient need.
4.3.1 Variables and Operationalization
Information on bilateral U.S. aid comes from the AidData project (Version 3.1) by
Tierney et al. (2011), which is the most comprehensive project-level data tracking
international development finance. Besides the Official Development Assistance (ODA)
data by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD),
7 Though

the example of the Cuban Americans indicates that not all migrant groups will lobby in favor of their
homeland, I assume these cases to be a minority. If a significant number of migrants is lobbying against foreign
assistance to their homeland, that would decrease the chances of finding a lobbying effect on aid in the form of a
downward bias of the relevant estimates.
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AidData also provides information on other forms of development finance such as
Other Official Flows (OOF), Export Credits, and Equity Investments. The database
includes commitment information for over 1.5 million development finance activities
from 1947 to 2013. While most studies focus on ODA when analyzing the
determinants of aid, I rely on a comprehensive understanding of aid here. First, an
inclusive definition of aid is more in line with the idea of aid as a foreign policy tool
that is subject to interest group influence. If diasporas lobby for aid, they will do so for
all kinds of aid. U.S. aid to Israel, for example, comes in the form of military assistance
to a substantial degree. Second, eligibility to receive ODA is defined by the
Development Assistance Committee’s (DAC) list of aid recipients, whereby countries
such as Israel are excluded. Restricting the analysis to ODA flows would mean
excluding middle- and high-income countries that receive large amounts of U.S.
assistance under different labels. Rather than analyzing the subsample defined by the
DAC, I use the comprehensive information of the AidData project to test the influence
of migrant groups across various forms of U.S. foreign assistance.8
To measure the size of a migrant community and its other characteristics, I rely on data
from the Current Population Survey (CPS), a monthly survey of about 60,000 U.S.
households conducted by the United States Census Bureau.9 The data is provided by
the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS-CPS, Flood et al. 2018). To
approximate the size of a diaspora group, I rely on the CPS conducted in March each
year from 1994 to 2016 and summarize the (weighted) number of foreign-born (first
generation) and people born to a foreign-born father and/or mother (second
generation).10 To measure the degree of a group’s concentration, I use the information
on the states in which the respondents are located. With the total size of a diaspora in
the U.S. in a given year, I measure the share of a group located in a given state. Then, I
count the number of states accommodating 66% of a group’s size. While the 66% are
an arbitrary threshold, the number of states that host two thirds of a migrant group
8 The

main findings hold when measuring aid as ODA, measuring aid on a per capita basis instead of absolute levels
and when smoothing the data by calculating 3-year averages (see Appendix).
9 As some information in the CPS is available only for specific years, I use linear interpolation in order to fill in the
missing values between data points, assuming that changes between two measurements follow a linear trend.
Robustness tests find results to be largely insensitive to using Census and American Community Survey (ACS)
data, which do only cover first generation immigrants, but for a longer time frame (see Appendix).
10 Persons who are born to parents originating from different countries are counted both to the father’s and the
mother’s diaspora group.
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should give us a fairly good impression of whether a group is spread across the country
or clustered in specific regions.11 I reverse the scale of the state-count in order to
interpret the measure as an indicator of concentration (instead of dispersion): lower
numbers now indicate a higher degree of dispersion, while higher numbers mean
stronger concentration.
Information on voting behavior comes from the Voting and Registration Supplement of
the CPS, which is being conducted every two years since 1976. Respondents are asked
whether they voted in the most recent November elections. The CPS does not provide
any validation for whether respondents did indeed vote, but misreporting is
considerably lower than e.g. in the American National Election Studies (ANES; Jang
2009). However, while the supplement represents the most comprehensive source of
information on the voting behavior of migrants (and their offspring), case numbers are
still rather small when broken down by country of origin. Furthermore, a large share of
respondents did not answer the question with yes or no. I decided to calculate the
turnout rate as the share of (self-reported) voters in the overall size of a migrant group
as reported in the CPS. This measure should be a reasonable approximation of the
degree to which a diaspora group can turn its absolute size into votes. In order to
‘normalize’ this measure, I calculate the difference to the mean turnout rate of all
migrant groups competing for aid.12
I rely on the information included in the Annual Social and Economic Supplement
(ASEC) of the CPS to approximate a group’s socioeconomic status. As suggested in the
literature, I use a group’s average household income and educational attainment level to
approximate its socioeconomic status. I choose the first person listed in the original
CPS-data to represent a household and then calculate the average household income by
migrant group and year. The variable reports the total income of all adult household
members for the previous year. Information on educational attainment is available at
the individual level. The variable measures a person’s level of education as the highest
year of school or degree completed. I rescale the measure so that 1 indicates no school
11 Robustness

tests show that the findings are insensitive to using a 50% and 75% threshold. To address concerns of
over-aggregation at the state-level as well as ignoring the differing political leanings of states, I further replicate
the results with concentration at the county-level and a group’s share located in presidential swing states (see
Appendix).
12 Results prove robust to eliminating the ‘not in universe’ respondents from the reference group (see Appendix).
Groups for which the turnout-calculation is based on less than 100 observations are excluded from the analysis.
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or preschool/kindergarten only and 16 a doctoral degree.13
Several factors may affect both the size of a migrant population in the U.S. and the
amount of aid the home country receives. As discussed above, low levels of GDP p.c.
are an indicator for a country’s need for assistance as well as a potential push factor for
migration.14 Similarly, on average, more populous countries are expected to require
more foreign assistance than countries with a smaller population and will also send
more migrants to the world (and the U.S.). Data is obtained from the World
Development Indicators of the World Bank.15 Migration and aid are further affected by
a country’s political situation. With data of the Polity IV project of the Center for
Systemic Peace (Marshall et al. 2017), I measure a country’s level of democracy.
Polity’s combined democracy-autocracy score measures political rights on a scale from
-10 (most autocratic) to +10 (most democratic).16 Information on the level of human
rights is obtained from Fariss (2014), who has developed a method to address over time
inconsistencies in the Amnesty International and the U.S. State Department’s
measurement of human rights abuses. Higher values indicate more respect for human
rights, lower/negative values indicate human rights violations.
Aid and migration flows are further expected to be shaped by several dyadic
characteristics. Neither migration nor aid flows occur randomly, but follow routes
shaped by political and historical ties. These bilateral measures should function as
proxies for the political and cultural closeness between country pairs. Due to
transaction and transportation costs, both migration and the provision of aid to more
distant countries are more expensive than to countries nearby, even when considering
advancements in technology and diminished costs of travel (Fitzgerald et al. 2014,
Raschky and Schwindt 2012). Data on geographic distance comes from Gleditsch and
Ward (2001). To the degree that the U.S. follow their broader political and security
goals in their aid allocation patterns, more U.S. aid should go to allies and politically
like-minded countries, while migrants from these countries are more likely to come to
the U.S. Information on alliances comes from the Correlates of War (CoW) project
13 Groups

for which the calculation is based on less than 50 observations are excluded from the analysis.
are robust to measuring need with a country’s infant mortality rate (see Appendix).
15 http://databank.worldbank.org/data/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators,
11/2018.
16 Periods of regime transition and interruption are set to missing, while periods of interregnum are replaced with a
zero.
14 Results
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(Formal Alliances v4.1, Gibler 2008a, Singer and Small 1966) and I create a binary
variable indicating whether a country was in a defense alliance with the U.S. in a given
year or not. Political affinity is approximated by a country’s ideal point distance to the
U.S. based on the voting behavior in the UN General Assembly (Bailey et al. 2017). I
also include a measure of export and import flows between the U.S. and the recipient
(COW Trade v4.0, Barbieri et al. 2009, Barbieri and Keshk 2016): trade and migration
flows often resemble each other, and trade interests may be involved in the allocation of
U.S. aid. I further include a measure of bilateral refugee stocks in the U.S. Information
is obtained from World Refugee Dataset (V 1.1.0) by Marbach (2018). While
temporary refugees are unlikely to turn into powerful lobbies for aid to their home
country, there is evidence that host countries target aid to the source countries of large
refugee flows (Czaika and Mayer 2011).
4.3.2 Empirical Strategy
The data collection results in a sample of the following form: from 1994 to 2015, I
observe annual U.S. aid flows to 177 countries for which I have information on the size
of the diaspora community in the U.S.17 Given the time series cross-sectional nature of
the data, calculating a fixed effects model is the intuitive choice, but as GDP p.c. and
most of the migrant group features like size, concentration, and socioeconomic status
vary little over time, using fixed effects would lead to unnecessarily large standard
errors, which makes inferences on their statistical significance difficult. Furthermore,
inefficiencies in estimating regressors with little within-variance is likely to yield
unreliable point estimates (McLean 2015, 115).18 Instead, I calculate generalized least
squares (GLS) random effects models with the recipient country as the panel variable
(see Kim 2017).19 As the allocation of aid is subject to informational time lags (Feeny
and McGillivray 2008), all time-varying variables are lagged by one year. All
continuous variables enter the regression log-transformed (after adding +1) in order to
17 Because extremely

small states like Luxembourg or Fiji produce outlier values on many variables of interest due to
small subsamples, I decided to exclude the 18% smallest countries in terms of population size from the analysis.
Robustness tests find the results to be insensitive to including these countries.
18 Moreover, the theoretical expectation is rather that variation across diaspora groups and recipients is more
important than variation within a recipient (Bermeo 2017).
19 Results prove largely robust to the use of a GLS fixed effects model, a Tobit random effects model and the
inclusion of regional dummies (see Appendix).
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account for skewed distributions and to capture possible non-linear effects. Finally,
because the dyadic observations are not independent of one another, I employ robust
standard errors clustered on the recipient country.

4.4 Empirical Analysis

Table 4.1: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Random Effects
Models
Diaspora Size

M51

M52

M53

M54

M55

-0.040
(0.055)

0.622
(0.408)

0.899
(0.856)

0.154
(0.599)

0.662
(0.513)

Concentration

-0.434
(0.280)

Concentration Squared

-0.037
(0.020)∗

Turnout

5.975
(5.708)

Household Income

-2.444
(1.564)

Education Level

-0.906
(0.351)∗∗∗

Number of Refugees

0.210
(0.117)∗

-0.094
(0.152)

-0.350
(0.255)

-0.141
(0.201)

-0.219
(0.161)

Alliance

-3.472
(1.650)∗∗

-3.467
(1.705)∗∗

-2.792
(1.793)

-2.940
(1.433)∗∗

-4.096
(1.689)∗∗

Affinity

-2.114
(0.700)∗∗∗

-1.055
(1.108)

0.253
(1.572)

-0.996
(1.199)

-0.511
(1.126)

Distance

-2.056
(1.184)∗

-1.498
(1.248)

-0.385
(1.331)

-0.003
(0.892)

-0.466
(1.243)

U.S. Imports

-0.051
(0.230)

-0.367
(0.351)

-0.100
(0.478)

-0.147
(0.548)

-0.211
(0.386)

U.S. Exports

1.039
(0.268)∗∗∗

1.331
(0.427)∗∗∗

1.622
(0.378)∗∗∗

1.764
(0.524)∗∗∗

1.580
(0.436)∗∗∗

0.025
(0.366)

-0.630
(0.454)

-1.466
(0.667)∗∗

-1.452
(0.478)∗∗∗

-0.853
(0.488)∗

-3.579
(0.466)∗∗∗

-4.794
(0.608)∗∗∗

-6.711
(1.040)∗∗∗

-5.762
(0.637)∗∗∗

-5.447
(0.531)∗∗∗

-0.510
(0.328)

-1.075
(0.404)∗∗∗

-1.643
(0.533)∗∗∗

-1.410
(0.446)∗∗∗

-1.179
(0.401)∗∗∗

0.167
(0.054)∗∗∗

0.062
(0.060)

-0.136
(0.109)

0.033
(0.129)

0.092
(0.070)

2641
148
0.49

1534
99
0.63

700
49
0.67

880
65
0.69

1347
94
0.63

Population
GDP p.c.
Human Rights
Democracy
Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Table 4.1 shows the results for the GLS random effects calculations. I start by testing
the direct effect of the number of migrants on bilateral U.S. aid flows in Model 51 and

4.4. Empirical Analysis

159

then proceed by individually adding the diaspora group criteria in Model 52 through 55.
Since reliable measures of diaspora group features are only available for a certain group
size, M52 to M55 differ from M51 in that they analyze a subsample of the data: while
the counterfactual in M1 is the absence of a diaspora in the U.S., M52 to M55 compare
diaspora groups with varying features among themselves. There is little evidence that
U.S. aid increases with the size of a country’s diaspora in the U.S. While the coefficient
sign turns positive once I control for the different migrant group features, it remains
statistically insignificant at conventional levels. In contrast to H1a (and much of the
previous research, e.g. Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Berthélemy et al. 2009), the U.S. as
a donor appear not to allocate more aid to the home countries of their immigrants
simply based on the size of a diaspora community. Model 2 tests the effect of a group’s
concentration at the state-level on aid. In order to account for the potential non-linear
effect of concentration, I include the squared term of the concentration measure. Both
variables show a negative sign, but neither meets conventional levels of statistical
significance.
In Figure 4.1 I plot the effect of the squared concentration index: the curved line
suggests that the effect of a group’s concentration is indeed non-linear, providing some
support for H2a. The effect is weakest for high levels of dispersion, it becomes stronger
with increasing concentration, while flattening out and finally reversing when two
thirds of a group are concentrated in very few states. The large confidence intervals,
however, indicate that there is little support for an independent and significant effect of
geographic concentration. In Model 53, I test the effect of a group’s average turnout
(relative to the mean turnout rate of all migrant groups) on aid. While the coefficient
sign is positive, the standard error is huge and renders the effect insignificant. Both a
group’s average household income and education level exert negative effects on the
amount of aid the U.S. send to the country of origin, but only the education variable is
significant at the 1% level. Everything else equal, countries with a more educated
diaspora appear to receive significantly less aid than other countries. As discussed
above, a group’s socioeconomic status might serve as a heuristic of the home country’s
level of development for decision-makers rather than enhancing its lobbying power.
The findings can therefore be interpreted as evidence for the linkage idea: migrant
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Figure 4.1: Squared Concentration Index (M52)

groups that are poorer and less educated indicate the home country’s need for
assistance to decision-makers. Rather than enhancing influence by improving their
lobbying capacities, a group’s socioeconomic status enhances the visibility of the
(supposed) poverty of the homeland.20
Table 4.2 shows the results for the interactive hypotheses. Since interaction terms over
a range of values are tricky to interpret by coefficient sign, size and significance level, I
plot the average marginal effect of diaspora group size over recipient GDP p.c. Figure
4.2 (M56) provides support for H1b: At low levels of recipient GDP p.c., countries
with a larger migrant group in the U.S. receive more aid. At high levels of recipient
GDP p.c., in contrast, increasing group size is associated with lover levels of U.S. aid.
Other than suggested by the previous literature, my data suggests that the relationship
between U.S. aid, migrants and their home country’s GDP p.c. is multiplicative rather
than additive: in their aid allocation, the U.S. are responsive to their immigrant
populations, but they are so not independent of the home country’s need for assistance.
Be it due to lobbying, linkage or the targeting of aid, less developed countries profit
from a larger diaspora in the U.S. through increased aid flows. More affluent countries,
20 While

education (.23) and income (.16) are only rather weakly correlated with the homeland’s GDP p.c. (see
Appendix), this does not entail that decision-makers do not use this heuristic.
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Table 4.2: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Random Effects
Models
M56

M57

M58

M59

M60

GDP p.c.

-2.389
(0.486)∗∗∗

-4.779
(0.605)∗∗∗

-7.030
(1.075)∗∗∗

8.279
(8.837)

1.063
(2.173)

Diaspora Size

1.417
(0.223)∗∗∗

0.934
(0.435)∗∗

0.864
(0.836)

0.080
(0.610)

0.451
(0.485)

Diaspora*GDP p.c.

-0.182
(0.028)∗∗∗

Concentration

-0.495
(0.279)∗

Concentration Squared

0.120
(0.054)∗∗

Concentration Squared*Diaspora Size

-0.013
(0.005)∗∗∗

Turnout

75.704
(30.993)∗∗

Turnout*GDP p.c.

-7.553
(3.375)∗∗

Household Income

9.467
(7.624)

Income*GDP p.c.

-1.280
(0.800)

Education Level

4.421
(1.661)∗∗∗

Education*GDP p.c.

-0.632
(0.214)∗∗∗

Number of Refugees

0.141
(0.108)

-0.098
(0.151)

-0.447
(0.248)∗

-0.138
(0.200)

-0.138
(0.157)

Alliance

-2.934
(1.493)∗∗

-3.573
(1.683)∗∗

-2.911
(1.782)

-2.755
(1.482)∗

-3.670
(1.627)∗∗

Affinity

-1.915
(0.702)∗∗∗

-0.820
(1.089)

0.453
(1.540)

-0.669
(1.185)

-0.489
(1.106)

Distance

-2.259
(1.001)∗∗

-1.730
(1.116)

-0.616
(1.284)

-0.289
(0.953)

-0.362
(1.146)

U.S. Imports

-0.040
(0.223)

-0.339
(0.349)

0.083
(0.458)

-0.121
(0.545)

-0.213
(0.376)

U.S. Exports

0.983
(0.268)∗∗∗

1.351
(0.424)∗∗∗

1.388
(0.440)∗∗∗

1.685
(0.524)∗∗∗

1.662
(0.416)∗∗∗

Population

0.265
(0.354)

-0.439
(0.455)

-1.412
(0.666)∗∗

-1.499
(0.490)∗∗∗

-1.084
(0.441)∗∗

Human Rights

-0.416
(0.309)

-0.952
(0.408)∗∗

-1.292
(0.585)∗∗

-1.421
(0.444)∗∗∗

-1.236
(0.391)∗∗∗

0.171
(0.052)∗∗∗

0.061
(0.060)

-0.147
(0.107)

0.008
(0.129)

0.082
(0.067)

2641
148
0.53

1534
99
0.64

700
49
0.68

880
65
0.69

1347
94
0.65

Democracy
Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.2: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (M56)

Figure 4.3: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Geographical Concentration (M57)
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Figure 4.4: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (M58)

Figure 4.5: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (M59)
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Figure 4.6: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (M60)

in contrast, tend to receive less aid with growing migrant numbers in the U.S. Again,
this finding makes sense from the linkage perspective: larger diaspora communities
inform the host country over the need of the home country, and this holds true at both
high and low levels of development.
In Model 57 I interact a diaspora group’s size with the squared degree of its
geographical concentration at the U.S. state-level.21 Because H2b predicts that smaller
groups profit from dispersion, while larger groups maximize their influence at medium
levels of concentration, Figure 4.3 plots the marginal effects for different group sizes
over the (squared) degree of concentration. The evidence is mostly in line with H2b:22
small diaspora groups tend to have a stronger effect on aid when they are more
dispersed, this relationship reverses with increasing group size. The larger a migrant
group’s size, the stronger its effect on aid becomes with increasing concentration, but
there seems to be no additional benefit from very strong concentration. Independent of
the country of origin’s GDP p.c., numerical significance paired with an ‘optimal’ level
21 As

the other migrant group characteristics are based on a subsample of (relatively) large groups, interacting these
features with group size does not yield any significant results.
22 Since these are predictive margins, some results are based on combinations of group size and concentration that
are not in the data (as e.g. high dispersion for very small groups). Still, the plotted curves should depict the actual
trend of the relationship between group size, concentration and the effect on aid.
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of geographic concentration seems to increase a group’s influence in the aid
decision-making process. This is in line with the findings of the responsiveness
literature (Milner and Tingley 2010 and 2011), as the evidence suggests that
decision-makers (in this case Senators) are responsive to migrant groups when they
form a significant part of the constituency.
When interacting a group’s average turnout rate with the GDP p.c. measure (M58,
Figure 4.4), I find support for H3b: the results indicate that at low levels of GDP p.c.,
countries profit from a politically participating diaspora through increased aid flows,
while no such effect is found for countries at high levels of GDP p.c.23 H4b is tested in
M59 and M60 (Figure 4.5 & 4.6): With increasing household income at the diaspora
group level, less developed countries receive somewhat more aid. The effect, however,
is not particularly strong and confidence intervals are large, which is (at least partly)
due to the limited variance and restricted range of the income variable.24 A similar
pattern is found regarding education levels: the lower the level of GDP p.c., the more
likely increasing education levels are to positively affect aid. The evidence does further
suggest that for more affluent countries, a richer and better educated diaspora exerts a
negative effect on aid. On average, rich countries that are represented by an affluent
diaspora seem to signal a lower level of need to decision-makers. Together with the
unambiguous direct negative effect of education, I interpret this as evidence for the
linkage idea: the informative effect of a lower socioeconomic status appears to be more
relevant than the enhanced lobbying capabilities, and the home country’s actual level of
need does only partly offset this effect.
Regarding the control variables, some results deserve discussion: even with an
inclusive definition of aid, GDP p.c. is the single most important influence on the
amount of aid a country receives. The higher a country’s level of development, the less
aid it receives from the U.S., justifying the conceptualization of migrant lobbying as a
factor that causes deviations from the general need-orientation of U.S. aid. Commercial
and strategic considerations, however, appear to strongly affect American aid allocation
23 Be

aware that due to the limited availability of reliable data, the turnout measure is based on a rather small N.
While turnout might be perceived to be a spurious effect of concentration in swing states, I find no correlation
between the turnout measure and the share of a group located in swing states (see Appendix).
24 While all other variables are measured on the individual level and are then aggregated to the group level, income
is measured on the household level and is therefore based on fewer datapoints.
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as well (see Fleck and Kilby 2006). While defense allies receive significantly less aid
(indicating that aid and alliances may work as substitutes), major importers of
American goods experience substantively higher aid flows (see Berthélemy and Tichit
2004). Besides the absence of a direct migrant population effect, there is also little
evidence that the U.S. send more aid to the origin countries of the refugee populations
it hosts. The results do also not support the notion that more populous countries receive
more aid, as the coefficient is either insignificant or negatively signed (see Czaika and
Mayer 2011). Finally, while I find countries with a worse human rights score to receive
significantly more aid, I refrain from interpreting this finding causally, as a poor human
rights record may capture other factors that indicate a country’s need for aid.
To sum up, the relationship between a country’s level of development and the strength
of its diaspora lobby on the one hand and the amount of American aid on the other
hand appears to be multiplicative rather than additive. The evidence suggests that a
country’s need for assistance experiences a higher level of attention when there is a
relevant diaspora lobby in the U.S., while more developed countries do not
systematically profit from diaspora lobbying. Other than implied by Lahiri and
Raimondos-Møller’s (2000) political-economic model and the case study literature on
ethnic groups in the U.S., larger, mobilized, and resource-rich diaspora lobbies are not
found to systematically bias aid flows on behalf of their country. Results are more in
line with a nuanced view of diaspora influence (e.g. Vanderbush 2009, Paul and Paul
2008) as well as an informative effect of migrant groups: a group’s socioeconomic
status is negatively correlated with aid, and more affluent countries with a large, rich
and/or educated diaspora in the U.S. tend to receive less assistance. One of the central
issues of the case study literature is its bias due to selection on the dependent variable:
as only ‘successful’ cases are studied, diaspora groups appear as powerful actors with a
large sway on American foreign policy. Cases like AIPAC, however, seem to be the
exception rather than the rule when extending the focus to other, under-the-radar groups.

4.5. Conclusion

167

4.5 Conclusion
In their study of the ‘Israel lobby,’ Mearsheimer and Walt (2008) argue that a relatively
small diaspora as the Jewish-American “can have an impact far beyond its size,” since
“a small, cohesive force that is passionate on an issue to which most of the population is
indifferent” can change policy-makers decisions when they are “confident that the rest
of the population will not penalize them for doing so” (p.140). The analysis of migrant
group influence on U.S. foreign aid flows to 149 countries between 1994 and 2015
offers a more nuanced picture. Rather than systematically biasing U.S. aid to the
benefit of their home country, diaspora lobbies rather seem to enhance the salience of a
country’s need for assistance in the decision-making process. Of the interest group
criteria tested, only numerical significance in combination with geographical
concentration appears to unilaterally enhance a group’s influence on aid. Groups with a
higher socioeconomic status and a higher turnout rate only increase aid to less
developed homelands at the margins. Wealthier countries, in contrast, do not profit
from a strong diaspora lobby at the same rate, but actually receive less aid when the
diaspora is large, affluent, or educated. The relationship between a country’s need, the
strength of the diaspora lobby and U.S. aid therefore seems to be multiplicative rather
than additive: diaspora advocacy does not unilaterally increase aid, but the effect varies
with the home country’s level of development. A group’s socioeconomic status and size
further appear to exert an informative effect in line with the linkage approach.
While this finding might strike the reader as little surprising, cross-sectional studies
have found migrants to unilaterally increase aid (Bermeo and Leblang 2015,
Berthélemy et al. 2009), and the ethnic interest group literature has suggested that
diaspora organizations exert disproportionate influence on American foreign policy.
The main contributions of this study can be summarized as follows: First, I have
collected a detailed and informative dataset on various features of migrant communities
in the U.S., which has allowed me to compare the different groups by the factors
commonly associated with interest group influence. Second, by extending the focus
beyond the most prominent examples to ‘under-the-radar’ groups and putting the
criteria developed in the case study literature to an empirical test, I offer quantitative
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evidence on which factors make diasporas influential. Third, to my knowledge, this
study offers the first quantitative analysis of the relationship between migrant groups,
their features, and aggregate bilateral U.S. aid allocation.
This study, however, has also certain limitations: First, while aid is perceived to be
representative for many of foreign policy goals, issue-specific factors still limit the
generalizability of findings to other fields. AIPAC’s activism shows that aid can be an
important foreign policy outcome for the diaspora of a rather affluent country, but the
relevance of aid nevertheless varies across groups. Similarly, rather than assuming a
general preference for larger aid flows to the home country, future research would profit
from to directly measuring diaspora interests across policy fields or even address the
question how they are formed. Third, while correlating interest group features with a
policy outcome allows to test influence even if nothing visibly happens, this approach is
also susceptible to omitted variable bias, as there is a large number of factors that might
be correlated with both the independent variable and the outcome. This brings up the
issue of causality: on the one hand, migration is related to political, economic, cultural,
and historic ties between countries. Testing the effect of migrant group criteria rather
than simple size effects only partly addresses this issue. On the other hand, the
interaction effects are potentially endogenous, as GDP p.c. is a pull factor for aid and a
push factor for migration. Therefore, the results should be interpreted as descriptive
evidence for the relationship between migrant groups and aid rather than causal
evidence. Fourth, while I have tried to approximate the interest group criteria as best as
possible, other researchers may choose different operationalizations of key concepts.
For example, while I find a group’s geographic concentration at the state-level to
enhance its influence over aid, it would be interesting to see whether there is even
clearer evidence when taking into account a state’s political significance and the degree
of contest over votes. Future research might also engage in the effort to test the effect
of other interest group ways of influence, such as campaign contributions, descriptive
representation, or organizational strength.
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4.6 Appendix

Table 4.3: Summary Statistics
Variable
Bilateral Aid (AidData, Logged)
Aid per capita (Logged)
Bilateral Aid (ODA, Logged)
Diaspora Size (CPS, Logged)
Diaspora Size (IPUMS, Logged)
Concentration (State-Level, 66%)
Concentration Squared
Concentration (State-Level, 50%)
Concentration (State-Level, 75%)
Concentration (County-Level)
Concentration (Max. Share in State)
Weighted Share in Swings States
Turnout Rate
Turnout (Restricted)
Household Income (Logged)
Education Level
Number of Refugees (Logged)
Alliance
Affinity
Distance (Logged)
U.S. Imports (Logged)
U.S. Exports (Logged)
Population (Logged)
GDP p.c. (Logged)
Infant Mortality (Logged)
Human Rights
Democracy

Mean
13.018
1.326
3.049
7.818
8.606
-6.611
53.742
-3.938
-8.928
-12.15
0.278
0.87
0
0.523
11.038
10.009
4.554
0.269
-0.412
9.018
5.971
6.051
16.142
8.255
3.193
0.414
3.383

Std. Dev.
7.763
1.284
2.056
6.462
4.898
3.17
47.57
1.968
4.069
11.039
0.149
1.743
0.169
0.143
0.306
1.234
2.924
0.443
0.367
0.478
3.071
2.561
1.492
1.548
1.027
1.272
6.522

Min.
0
0
0
0
0
-17
1
-11
-21
-86
0.062
0
-0.315
0.037
9.907
5.100
0
0
-1
6.596
0
0
13.017
4.76
0.916
-2.703
-10

Max.
23.132
7.184
9.378
18.082
16.3
-1
289
-1
-1
-1
1
22.811
0.443
0.857
11.875
12.563
12.41
1
1
9.701
13.066
12.529
21.039
11.626
5.104
4.705
10

N
3161
3098
3028
3582
3497
2147
2147
2147
2147
1978
2147
2743
950
984
1202
1911
3570
3084
3311
3569
3357
3357
3476
3360
3489
3238
3401

Variables
Aid
Diaspora
Concentration
Turnout
Income
Education
Refugees
GDP p.c.
Human Rights
Democracy

Aid
1.00
-0.07
0.38
-0.64
-0.13
-0.20
0.39
-0.60
-0.50
-0.10

Concentration

1.00
-0.50
-0.23
-0.39
0.30
-0.45
-0.40
-0.28

Diaspora

1.00
-0.04
-0.07
-0.10
-0.29
0.20
0.37
0.06
0.36
1.00
0.13
0.40
-0.49
0.72
0.64
0.38

Turnout

1.00
0.68
0.03
0.16
0.04
0.03

Income

1.00
-0.10
0.23
0.12
0.05

Education

1.00
-0.43
-0.57
-0.26

Refugees

Table 4.4: Correlation of Selected Variables

1.00
0.61
0.32

GDP p.c.

1.00
0.45

Human Rights

1.00

Democracy
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Table 4.4 displays a correlation matrix of selected variables. Interestingly, there is
basically no bivariate correlation between the number of a country’s emigrants to the
U.S. and the amount of aid it receives (-.07), while there is a positive correlation
between aid and the number of refugees (.39). As expected, a recipient country’s GDP
p.c. is highly correlated with U.S. aid (-.6). With regard to the migrant group features,
we observe that more developed countries tend to have U.S. diaspora communities that
are only slightly more educated (.23) and wealthy (.16) but have a significantly higher
turnout (.64) and are less concentrated (-.45). Interestingly, while more developed
countries send less refugees to the U.S. (-.43), they tend to send more migrants (.37).

Figure 4.7: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Squared Geographical Concentration
(Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.7 shows the interaction of the squared concentration index with the recipient’s
GDP p.c., finding the relationship to have the form of an inverted U: everything else
equal, with declining levels of homeland GDP p.c., a migrant’s group effect on aid
increases with stronger concentration, but decreases at very high levels of concentration.
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Figure 4.8: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size – Reversed (M56)

Figure 4.9: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate – Reversed (M58)
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Figure 4.10: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income – Reversed (M59)

Figure 4.11: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level – Reversed (M60)

Figure 4.8, 4.9, 4.10 and 4.11 are based on the same interaction models as in the
manuscript but plot the average marginal effect of declining recipient GDP p.c. over
diaspora group size (Figure 4.8), turnout rate (Figure 4.9), household income (Figure
4.10) and education level (Figure 4.11). The effect of declining levels of development
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on aid grows with each of the migrant group features.
Table 4.5: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Fixed Effects Models
Diaspora Size

M61

M62

M63

M64

M65

-0.061
(0.065)

1.104
(0.520)∗∗

2.463
(0.952)∗∗

1.994
(0.942)∗∗

1.396
(0.674)∗∗

Concentration

-0.292
(0.312)

Concentration Squared

-0.027
(0.019)

Turnout Rate

14.837
(8.362)∗

Household Income

-0.256
(1.694)

Education Level
Number of Refugees

-0.839
(0.386)∗∗
0.050
(0.140)

-0.157
(0.210)

-0.563
(0.314)∗

-0.615
(0.267)∗∗

-0.325
(0.206)

Alliance

-11.829
(0.703)∗∗∗

-10.337
(1.283)∗∗∗

-7.860
(1.876)∗∗∗

-9.025
(1.682)∗∗∗

-9.932
(1.404)∗∗∗

Affinity

-1.496
(0.757)∗∗

-1.445
(1.023)

1.117
(1.345)

0.114
(1.055)

-0.701
(1.072)

U.S. Imports

-0.095
(0.316)

-0.598
(0.529)

0.699
(0.685)

0.684
(0.667)

-0.118
(0.557)

U.S. Exports

0.624
(0.376)∗

0.815
(0.669)

1.695
(0.549)∗∗∗

1.440
(0.614)∗∗

1.422
(0.631)∗∗

Population

5.288
(2.833)∗

4.789
(5.422)

6.539
(8.927)

11.880
(11.288)

6.793
(6.166)

GDP p.c.

-3.541
(1.502)∗∗

-6.574
(2.069)∗∗∗

-13.550
(3.866)∗∗∗

-13.416
(3.677)∗∗∗

-8.751
(2.106)∗∗∗

Human Rights

-0.054
(0.424)

-0.392
(0.623)

-1.622
(0.915)∗

-0.989
(0.932)

-0.829
(0.631)

Democracy

0.118
(0.066)∗

-0.013
(0.068)

-0.171
(0.096)∗

-0.086
(0.176)

0.025
(0.079)

2641
148
0.25

1534
99
0.39

700
49
0.35

880
65
0.29

1347
94
0.37

Distance

Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.12: Squared Concentration Index (Fixed Effects, M62)

Figure 4.13: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (Fixed Effects,
Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.14: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Geographical Concentration
(Fixed Effects, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.15: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (Fixed
Effects, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.16: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (Fixed Effects, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.17: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (Fixed Effects, Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.5 I replicate the original analysis with fixed effects instead of random
effects. Results are very similar to the random effects-specification, albeit the effect of
group size turns significant once I control for the different migrant group features.
Figure 4.12, 4.13, 4.14, 4.15, 4.16 and 4.17 show the interaction effects of the original
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manuscript for the fixed effects-specification. The main findings are confirmed, albeit
confidence intervals are somewhat larger due to the additional variance absorbed by the
fixed effects.
Table 4.6: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Random Effects
Models – Census/ACS Data
Diaspora

M66

M67

M68

M69

M70

M71

-0.054
(0.088)

0.130
(0.140)

0.637
(0.230)∗∗∗

0.491
(0.162)∗∗∗

0.312
(0.353)

0.186
(0.257)

Concentration

0.216
(0.334)

Concentration Squared

-0.002
(0.021)

Eligibility

-0.341
(1.854)

Turnout

-6.543
(2.085)∗∗∗

Household Income

-3.113
(0.888)∗∗∗

Education

-0.544
(0.429)

Refugees

0.308
(0.083)∗∗∗

0.387
(0.088)∗∗∗

0.218
(0.098)∗∗

0.045
(0.187)

0.481
(0.096)∗∗∗

0.405
(0.097)∗∗∗

Alliance

-2.465
(1.304)∗

-2.309
(1.330)∗

-2.610
(1.338)∗

-3.202
(1.672)∗

-1.790
(1.329)

-1.928
(1.214)

Affinity

-2.539
(0.678)∗∗∗

-0.323
(0.716)

-2.370
(0.715)∗∗∗

-0.491
(1.169)

0.746
(0.937)

-0.509
(0.883)

Distance

-1.257
(0.994)

-0.068
(1.031)

-0.036
(0.996)

-1.256
(1.138)

0.150
(1.148)

0.209
(0.986)

U.S. Imports

-0.048
(0.168)

-0.003
(0.237)

-0.166
(0.195)

-0.362
(0.351)

-0.026
(0.273)

0.013
(0.246)

U.S. Exports

1.337
(0.296)∗∗∗

1.377
(0.372)∗∗∗

1.414
(0.357)∗∗∗

1.425
(0.406)∗∗∗

1.332
(0.433)∗∗∗

1.540
(0.397)∗∗∗

-0.255
(0.391)

-0.692
(0.464)

-0.785
(0.414)∗

-0.838
(0.401)∗∗

-0.632
(0.532)

-0.892
(0.516)∗

-3.558
(0.474)∗∗∗

-3.845
(0.569)∗∗∗

-3.900
(0.537)∗∗∗

-4.591
(0.515)∗∗∗

-4.046
(0.666)∗∗∗

-4.359
(0.609)∗∗∗

-0.444
(0.256)∗

-0.195
(0.315)

-0.345
(0.285)

-1.228
(0.332)∗∗∗

-0.273
(0.343)

-0.307
(0.335)

Democracy

0.209
(0.043)∗∗∗

0.169
(0.048)∗∗∗

0.182
(0.046)∗∗∗

0.100
(0.060)∗

0.134
(0.055)∗∗

0.166
(0.053)∗∗∗

Cold War

1.246
(0.436)∗∗∗

1.782
(0.457)∗∗∗

1.196
(0.408)∗∗∗

0.149
(0.560)

1.466
(0.536)∗∗∗

4475
149
0.39

3534
140
0.43

3906
140
0.39

2815
109
0.45

3158
114
0.45

Population
GDP p.c.
Human Rights

Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

1431
109
0.65

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.18: Squared Concentration Index (Census/ACS Data, M67)

Figure 4.19: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (Census/ACS
Data, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.20: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Concentration (Census/ACS
Data, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.21: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Eligibility (Census/ACS Data, Model
not Displayed)
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Figure 4.22: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Turnout Rate (Census/ACS Data,
Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.23: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Household Income (Census/ACS
Data, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.24: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Education Level (Census/ACS Data,
Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.6 I use alternative data on the foreign-born people provided by IPUMS.25
Information on the place of birth and the place of residence (state-level) is included in
the decennial federal censuses from 1960 to 2000 and the yearly American Community
Survey (ACS) from 2001 to 2016. In order to measure the absolute size of a migrant
group in the U.S., the state counts are summarized by year and linear interpolation is
used to substitute the missing values between census rounds, assuming that changes in
the migrant population between two measurements follow a linear trend. As the Census
and ACS data only include information on the respondent’s birthplace, this data only
covers first generation immigrants. With information on respondents’ age and
citizenship-status, I calculate the share of a migrant group that is eligible to vote (M68).
In the absence of alternatives, information on a group’s turnout rate, household income
and education level is obtained from the CPS, but only the data for first-generation
immigrants is included. Due to broader coverage (starting in 1976), the Census and
ACS data allow for a larger time series analysis. Results are similar to the original
analysis in the manuscript, though a higher turnout rate and household income are
negatively associated with aid to the homeland.
Figure 4.18, 4.19, 4.20, 4.21, 4.22, 4.23 and 4.24 show the interaction effects for the
25 https://usa.ipums.org/usa/
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Census- and ACS-sample: Other than in the CPS-sample, the evidence suggests a linear
rather than non-linear effect of geographic concentration on aid (Figure 4.18), but
confirms the original results for the effect of a group’s size over the squared
concentration (Figure 4.20). There is no significant interaction effect between a
group’s size and the home country’s GDP p.c. (Figure 4.19). Figure 4.21 finds no
significant association between a group’s eligibility rate and home country
development. As in the original analysis, a group’s turnout rate (Figure 4.22),
household income (Figure 4.23) and education level (Figure 4.24) are more likely to
be positively associated with aid flows at low levels of home country GDP p.c.

Figure 4.25: Squared Concentration Index (Tobit Analysis, M73)
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Table 4.7: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, Tobit Random Effects
Models
Diaspora Size

M72

M73

M74

M75

M76

-0.042
(0.038)

0.991
(0.293)∗∗∗

2.599
(0.710)∗∗∗

1.993
(0.604)∗∗∗

1.574
(0.387)∗∗∗

Concentration

-0.882
(0.235)∗∗∗

Concentration Squared

-0.076
(0.016)∗∗∗

Turnout Rate

12.896
(3.909)∗∗∗

Household Income

-1.799
(1.009)∗

Education Level

-0.965
(0.239)∗∗∗

Number of Refugees

0.179
(0.076)∗∗

-0.103
(0.098)

-0.544
(0.153)∗∗∗

-0.425
(0.150)∗∗∗

-0.270
(0.097)∗∗∗

Alliance

-5.965
(1.023)∗∗∗

-5.254
(0.987)∗∗∗

-5.242
(1.360)∗∗∗

-5.640
(1.148)∗∗∗

-5.836
(0.975)∗∗∗

Affinity

-2.427
(0.482)∗∗∗

-1.316
(0.645)∗∗

1.080
(0.950)

-0.137
(0.929)

-0.617
(0.639)

Distance

-3.370
(0.998)∗∗∗

-2.073
(1.112)∗

-0.379
(1.756)

-0.155
(1.475)

-0.451
(1.242)

U.S. Imports

-0.030
(0.117)

-0.290
(0.157)∗

0.467
(0.297)

0.347
(0.238)

-0.071
(0.171)

U.S. Exports

0.985
(0.171)∗∗∗

1.178
(0.238)∗∗∗

1.409
(0.318)∗∗∗

1.317
(0.292)∗∗∗

1.420
(0.232)∗∗∗

0.277
(0.364)

-0.686
(0.482)

-2.190
(0.780)∗∗∗

-1.951
(0.642)∗∗∗

-1.082
(0.530)∗∗

-4.052
(0.323)∗∗∗

-5.361
(0.423)∗∗∗

-8.862
(0.850)∗∗∗

-7.020
(0.665)∗∗∗

-6.211
(0.485)∗∗∗

-0.433
(0.255)∗

-0.910
(0.350)∗∗∗

-2.071
(0.557)∗∗∗

-1.334
(0.506)∗∗∗

-0.985
(0.351)∗∗∗

0.156
(0.040)∗∗∗

0.035
(0.050)

-0.130
(0.083)

0.018
(0.092)

0.058
(0.053)

2641
148

1534
99

700
49

880
65

1347
94

Population
GDP p.c.
Human Rights
Democracy
Observations
Countries

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Reported are marginal effects calculated as the effect on the latent variable multiplied
by the probability of being uncensored. Standard errors in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.26: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (Tobit Analysis,
Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.27: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Geographical Concentration
(Tobit Analysis, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.28: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (Tobit
Analysis, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.29: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (Tobit Analysis, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.30: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (Tobit Analysis, Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.7 I replicate the original analysis with a Random Effects Tobit model. The
Tobit model is used as a robustness check for two main reasons: On the one hand, the
truncated dependent aid variable is not fully continuous with a substantial number of
zeroes. On the other hand, aid allocation can be described as a two-step process in
which the donor first decides whether a country is eligible for aid and then determines
the amount. The nonlinear Tobit model is designed to deal with both aspects of the data
by jointly estimating the probability that the dependent variable equals zero and the
observed values, assuming that the same set of variables determines both whether a
country is selected as aid recipient and how much aid is being allocated. Unfortunately,
as models could not be estimated with standard errors clustered by recipient, ordinary
standard errors are estimated, which reduced the comparability to the original analysis.
Keeping in mind that the standard errors are likely to be smaller than in the original
analysis, results are similar to the original analysis. The diaspora size effect is positive
and statistically significant once we control for other group criteria. The evidence for a
group’s level of geographical concentration (M73) suggests that there is a non-linear
effect of concentration on aid. Turnout is found to have a positive effect (M74), while
the average household income and education level have a negative effect (M75 & M76).
Figure 4.25, 4.26, 4.27, 4.28, 4.29 and 4.30 show the interaction effects for the Tobit
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models. The results mostly confirm the findings of the original analysis.
Table 4.8: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Random Effects
Models (Region Dummies)
Diaspora Size

M77

M78

M79

M80

M81

-0.067
(0.053)

0.553
(0.372)

0.773
(0.669)

0.247
(0.433)

0.608
(0.481)

Concentration

-0.478
(0.281)∗

Concentration Squared

-0.036
(0.020)∗

Turnout Rate

12.812
(6.758)∗

Household Income

-2.589
(1.643)

Education Level
Number of Refugees

-0.765
(0.333)∗∗
0.166
(0.116)

-0.182
(0.160)

-0.614
(0.258)∗∗

-0.356
(0.225)

-0.312
(0.168)∗

Alliance

-4.911
(1.637)∗∗∗

-4.960
(1.613)∗∗∗

-3.717
(1.498)∗∗

-3.860
(1.292)∗∗∗

-5.545
(1.562)∗∗∗

Affinity

-1.578
(0.705)∗∗

-0.375
(1.123)

1.150
(1.776)

-0.346
(1.283)

0.089
(1.186)

Distance

1.143
(0.658)∗

1.771
(1.009)∗

2.540
(1.245)∗∗

2.212
(0.927)∗∗

2.535
(1.206)∗∗

U.S. Imports

-0.044
(0.222)

-0.296
(0.359)

0.095
(0.443)

-0.034
(0.515)

-0.219
(0.403)

U.S. Exports

0.923
(0.274)∗∗∗

1.238
(0.440)∗∗∗

1.483
(0.352)∗∗∗

1.573
(0.394)∗∗∗

1.453
(0.435)∗∗∗

0.564
(0.365)

0.183
(0.497)

-0.068
(0.797)

-0.329
(0.583)

0.141
(0.547)

-3.195
(0.568)∗∗∗

-4.753
(0.740)∗∗∗

-6.898
(1.286)∗∗∗

-5.158
(0.745)∗∗∗

-5.170
(0.628)∗∗∗

-0.142
(0.323)

-0.652
(0.411)

-0.563
(0.520)

-0.225
(0.492)

-0.666
(0.418)

0.172
(0.051)∗∗∗

0.057
(0.061)

-0.134
(0.100)

-0.006
(0.123)

0.098
(0.078)

Region Dummies

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

2640
148
0.57

1533
99
0.69

700
49
0.74

879
64
0.75

1346
94
0.71

Population
GDP p.c.
Human Rights
Democracy

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.31: Squared Diaspora Index (With Regional Dummies, M78)

Figure 4.32: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (With Regional
Dummies, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.33: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Concentration (With Regional Dummies, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.34: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (With
Regional Dummies, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.35: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (With Regional Dummies, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.36: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (With Regional Dummies, Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.8 I replicate the original analysis with regional dummy variables to control
for regional patterns in U.S. aid allocation (see Kim 2017, Kuziemko and Werker 2006).
The regions are Eastern Europe and the post-Soviet Union, Latin America, North Africa
& the Middle East, Sub-Saharan Africa, Western Europe and North America, East Asia,
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South-East Asia, South Asia, the Pacific and the Caribbean. Controlling for regional
effects does not significantly affect the main findings regarding the direct effects.
Figure 4.31, 4.32, 4.33, 4.34, 4.35 and 4.36 display the marginal effects plots for the
interactions. The main effect of including the regional dummies is to widen the
confidence intervals, while the main findings of the original analysis appear to be
mostly robust.
Table 4.9: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid per capita, GLS Random
Effects Models
Diaspora Size

M82

M83

M84

M85

M86

0.002
(0.010)

0.057
(0.056)

-0.013
(0.143)

0.032
(0.089)

-0.004
(0.081)

Concentration

-0.050
(0.044)

Concentration Squared

-0.003
(0.003)

Turnout Rate

1.104
(0.975)

Household Income

-0.521
(0.183)∗∗∗

Education Level
Number of Refugees

-0.106
(0.052)∗∗
0.012
(0.025)

-0.062
(0.033)∗

-0.062
(0.052)

-0.011
(0.038)

-0.075
(0.034)∗∗

Alliance

-0.549
(0.215)∗∗

-0.519
(0.213)∗∗

-0.122
(0.222)

-0.373
(0.193)∗

-0.570
(0.203)∗∗∗

Affinity

-0.054
(0.153)

0.251
(0.175)

0.274
(0.213)

0.124
(0.188)

0.279
(0.185)

Distance

-0.389
(0.177)∗∗

-0.323
(0.184)∗

-0.161
(0.248)

0.066
(0.176)

-0.275
(0.197)

U.S. Imports

-0.050
(0.042)

-0.090
(0.047)∗

-0.045
(0.057)

-0.037
(0.053)

-0.035
(0.043)

U.S. Exports

0.251
(0.041)∗∗∗

0.271
(0.056)∗∗∗

0.233
(0.068)∗∗∗

0.264
(0.070)∗∗∗

0.260
(0.053)∗∗∗

Population

-0.277
(0.073)∗∗∗

-0.453
(0.089)∗∗∗

-0.442
(0.119)∗∗∗

-0.540
(0.100)∗∗∗

-0.454
(0.099)∗∗∗

GDP p.c.

-0.513
(0.071)∗∗∗

-0.737
(0.098)∗∗∗

-0.964
(0.158)∗∗∗

-0.773
(0.110)∗∗∗

-0.750
(0.092)∗∗∗

Human Rights

-0.150
(0.070)∗∗

-0.278
(0.083)∗∗∗

-0.172
(0.138)

-0.179
(0.089)∗∗

-0.304
(0.088)∗∗∗

Democracy

0.040
(0.010)∗∗∗

0.025
(0.014)∗

-0.002
(0.011)

0.024
(0.016)

0.026
(0.015)∗

2640
148
0.28

1533
99
0.44

700
49
0.53

880
65
0.54

1346
94
0.48

Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments per capita.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.37: Squared Concentration Index (Aid p.c., M83)

Figure 4.38: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (Aid p.c., Model
not Displayed)
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Figure 4.39: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Geographical Concentration
(Aid p.c., Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.40: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (Aid
p.c., Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.41: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (Aid p.c., Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.42: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (Aid p.c., Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.9 I replicate the original analysis with (logged) aid per recipient capita
instead of overall aid levels as the dependent variable. Again, the results of the original
analysis are mostly confirmed. There is little evidence for direct effects of diaspora
group features, except for household income (M85) and education level (M86), which
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exert negative significant effects on aid to the homeland.
Figure 4.37, 4.38, 4.39, 4.40, 4.41 and 4.42 display the marginal effects plots for the
interactions. Again, the results of the original analysis are mostly confirmed, albeit
confidence intervals are larger.
Table 4.10: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Random Effects
Models (Infant Mortality)
Diaspora Size

M87

M88

M89

M90

M91

-0.019
(0.055)

0.917
(0.407)∗∗

1.843
(0.745)∗∗

1.250
(0.654)∗

0.907
(0.543)∗

Concentration

-0.481
(0.275)∗

Concentration Squared

-0.040
(0.018)∗∗

Turnout Rate

2.634
(5.330)

Household Income

-0.270
(1.473)

Education Level

-0.776
(0.395)∗∗

Number of Refugees

0.325
(0.123)∗∗∗

-0.002
(0.171)

-0.109
(0.249)

-0.067
(0.214)

-0.105
(0.178)

Alliance

-4.567
(1.496)∗∗∗

-4.626
(1.552)∗∗∗

-3.340
(1.577)∗∗

-3.730
(1.539)∗∗

-5.086
(1.536)∗∗∗

Affinity

-2.522
(0.715)∗∗∗

-2.099
(1.097)∗

-0.841
(1.498)

-1.187
(1.353)

-1.687
(1.141)

Distance

-2.448
(1.269)∗

-1.660
(1.364)

0.769
(1.266)

0.068
(1.281)

-0.853
(1.432)

U.S. Imports

-0.158
(0.243)

-0.316
(0.357)

-0.424
(0.622)

-0.267
(0.707)

-0.261
(0.445)

U.S. Exports

0.913
(0.267)∗∗∗

0.785
(0.465)∗

1.425
(0.352)∗∗∗

1.155
(0.494)∗∗

0.902
(0.498)∗

0.575
(0.382)

-0.269
(0.520)

-1.451
(0.746)∗

-1.312
(0.711)∗

-0.374
(0.547)

4.565
(0.704)∗∗∗

5.607
(0.961)∗∗∗

7.816
(1.343)∗∗∗

7.199
(1.152)∗∗∗

5.564
(1.029)∗∗∗

-0.383
(0.404)

-0.844
(0.561)

-0.944
(0.645)

-0.942
(0.634)

-1.174
(0.613)∗

0.242
(0.058)∗∗∗

0.075
(0.067)

-0.203
(0.126)

-0.054
(0.149)

0.096
(0.083)

2733
152
0.43

1565
102
0.55

701
50
0.63

881
66
0.62

1375
97
0.57

Population
Infant Mortality
Human Rights
Democracy
Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.43: Squared Concentration Index (Infant Mortality, M88)

Figure 4.44: Interaction between Recipient Infant Mortality and Diaspora Group Size (Model
not Displayed)
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Figure 4.45: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Geographical Concentration
(Infant Mortality, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.46: Interaction between Recipient Infant Mortality and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate
(Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.47: Interaction between Recipient Infant Mortality and Diaspora Group Average Household Income (Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.48: Interaction between Recipient Infant Mortality and Diaspora Group Average Education Level (Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.10 I substitute GDP p.c. as a measure for recipient need with a country’s
(logged) rate of infant mortality (per 1,000 live births).26 Results are basically the same
as in the original analysis.
26 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/sp.dyn.imrt.in
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Figure 4.43, 4.44, 4.45, 4.46, 4.47 and 4.48 show the marginal effects plots for the
interactions. Again, the main results of the original analysis are confirmed.
Table 4.11: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Official Development Assistance (ODA),
GLS Random Effects Models
Diaspora Size

M92

M93

M94

M95

M96

-0.003
(0.017)

0.241
(0.081)∗∗∗

0.045
(0.271)

0.004
(0.158)

0.259
(0.140)∗

Concentration

-0.057
(0.031)∗

Turnout Rate

1.980
(1.573)

Household Income

-0.551
(0.544)

Education Level

-0.138
(0.095)

Number of Refugees

0.109
(0.035)∗∗∗

0.119
(0.057)∗∗

0.048
(0.130)

0.156
(0.092)∗

0.125
(0.061)∗∗

Alliance

-1.421
(0.455)∗∗∗

-1.161
(0.483)∗∗

-0.918
(0.681)

-1.184
(0.524)∗∗

-1.186
(0.502)∗∗

Affinity

-0.355
(0.213)∗

-0.371
(0.396)

-0.017
(0.652)

-0.055
(0.570)

-0.271
(0.445)

Distance

-0.924
(0.347)∗∗∗

-0.498
(0.429)

-0.573
(0.641)

-0.119
(0.389)

-0.243
(0.460)

U.S. Imports

-0.006
(0.071)

-0.157
(0.095)∗

0.035
(0.131)

-0.011
(0.120)

-0.061
(0.086)

U.S. Exports

0.262
(0.069)∗∗∗

0.387
(0.119)∗∗∗

0.360
(0.148)∗∗

0.477
(0.120)∗∗∗

0.403
(0.120)∗∗∗

Population

0.379
(0.132)∗∗∗

-0.015
(0.190)

-0.184
(0.278)

-0.328
(0.202)

-0.068
(0.206)

GDP p.c.

-0.717
(0.184)∗∗∗

-1.080
(0.237)∗∗∗

-1.561
(0.471)∗∗∗

-1.399
(0.287)∗∗∗

-1.176
(0.230)∗∗∗

-0.101
(0.107)

-0.280
(0.143)∗∗

-0.670
(0.207)∗∗∗

-0.550
(0.164)∗∗∗

-0.273
(0.149)∗

0.050
(0.016)∗∗∗

0.033
(0.024)

0.014
(0.030)

0.097
(0.037)∗∗∗

0.038
(0.031)

2289
129
0.44

1220
82
0.49

506
37
0.48

613
49
0.55

1035
77
0.48

Human Rights
Democracy
Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral ODA commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.49: Squared Diaspora Index (ODA, M93)

Figure 4.50: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (ODA, Model
not Displayed)

4.6. Appendix

202

Figure 4.51: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Geographical Concentration
(ODA, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.52: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (ODA,
Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.53: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (ODA, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.54: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (ODA, Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.11 I measure aid as Official Development Assistance (ODA).27 As ODA
defines aid more restrictively and limits the potential number of recipients to the
countries on the DAC-list, the sample size is smaller than in the original analysis. With
27 https://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/idsonline.htm
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the exception of concentration, however, there is again little evidence for direct effects
of migrant groups and their features.
Figure 4.49, 4.50, 4.51, 4.52, 4.53 and 4.54 display the marginal effects plots for the
interactions. Results are basically the same as with the more encompassing AidData
measure.
Table 4.12: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid (3-year-average), GLS
Random Effects Models
Diaspora Size

M97

M98

M99

M100

M101

-0.045
(0.051)

0.401
(0.448)

-0.038
(0.910)

-0.352
(0.555)

0.052
(0.535)

Concentration

-0.595
(0.364)

Concentration Squared

-0.051
(0.025)∗∗

Turnout

3.833
(5.386)

Income

-3.121
(1.682)∗

Education

-0.811
(0.398)∗∗

Refugees

0.242
(0.105)∗∗

-0.037
(0.150)

-0.177
(0.257)

0.032
(0.201)

-0.089
(0.169)

Alliance

-3.347
(1.553)∗∗

-2.995
(1.484)∗∗

-2.945
(1.623)∗

-2.457
(1.149)∗∗

-3.671
(1.513)∗∗

Affinity

-3.205
(0.919)∗∗∗

-1.626
(1.320)

-1.466
(1.551)

-2.446
(1.207)∗∗

-1.171
(1.275)

Distance

-1.312
(1.095)

-0.922
(1.077)

-0.084
(1.103)

0.572
(0.792)

-0.449
(1.147)

U.S. Imports

-0.073
(0.243)

-0.329
(0.362)

-0.258
(0.445)

-0.234
(0.553)

-0.273
(0.390)

U.S. Exports

1.645
(0.334)∗∗∗

1.748
(0.530)∗∗∗

2.223
(0.510)∗∗∗

2.188
(0.656)∗∗∗

1.913
(0.569)∗∗∗

-0.598
(0.379)

-1.144
(0.422)∗∗∗

-1.803
(0.583)∗∗∗

-1.760
(0.383)∗∗∗

-1.117
(0.465)∗∗

GDP p.c.

-3.634
(0.470)∗∗∗

-4.585
(0.572)∗∗∗

-5.882
(0.927)∗∗∗

-5.012
(0.552)∗∗∗

-4.841
(0.563)∗∗∗

Human Rights

-0.788
(0.331)∗∗

-1.530
(0.407)∗∗∗

-1.983
(0.556)∗∗∗

-1.895
(0.462)∗∗∗

-1.724
(0.423)∗∗∗

Democracy

0.198
(0.058)∗∗∗

0.109
(0.073)

-0.036
(0.137)

0.133
(0.107)

0.160
(0.081)∗∗

989
148
0.52

539
99
0.68

253
49
0.74

324
65
0.73

487
94
0.69

Population

Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.55: Squared Diaspora Concentration Index (3-Year Averages, M98)

Figure 4.56: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Size (3-Year Averages,
Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.57: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and Squared Geographical Concentration
(3-Year Averages, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.58: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (3-Year
Averages, Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.59: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Household
Income (3-Year Averages, Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.60: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Average Education
Level (3-Year Averages, Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.12 I replicate the original analysis with 3-year averages of both the
dependent variable and the independent variables. Averages are often used in the
literature to smooth the data and cope with the volatility of aid flows (see Alesina and
Dollar 2000, Easterly 2003). Averaging the data over 3-year periods does not
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significantly affect the main findings of the original analysis. There is still little
evidence that diaspora groups directly affect the amount of aid the home country
receives.
Figure 4.55, 4.56, 4.57, 4.58, 4.59 and 4.60 show the marginal effects plots for the
interactions. Again, the averaging over 3-year periods does not change the main
findings.

Figure 4.61: Squared Effect of Concentration at the State-Level (50%) (Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.62: Squared Effect of Concentration at the State-Level (75%) (Model not Displayed)
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Table 4.13: Impact of Migrant Groups on Bilateral U.S. Foreign Aid, GLS Random Effects
Models
M102

M103

M104

M105

M106

Diaspora Size

0.691
(0.415)∗

0.540
(0.403)

0.835
(0.403)∗∗

0.028
(0.055)

0.902
(0.752)

Number of Refugees

-0.108
(0.156)

-0.082
(0.150)

-0.140
(0.158)

0.206
(0.128)

-0.443
(0.275)

Concentration (50%)

-0.382
(0.396)

Concentration Squared (50%)

-0.052
(0.040)

Concentration (75%)

-0.524
(0.252)∗∗

Concentration Squared (75%)

-0.033
(0.014)∗∗

Concentration (County)

0.149
(0.079)∗

Squared Concentration (County)

0.001
(0.001)

Share Swing States

0.296
(0.104)∗∗∗

Share Swing States (Squared)

-0.012
(0.008)

Turnout (Restricted Universe)

1.972
(1.930)

Alliance

-3.495
(1.722)∗∗

-3.415
(1.695)∗∗

-2.456
(1.466)∗

-3.431
(1.773)∗

-2.144
(1.528)

Affinity

-0.989
(1.094)

-1.072
(1.096)

-1.624
(0.823)∗∗

-0.874
(0.860)

0.664
(1.576)

Distance

-1.429
(1.277)

-1.571
(1.216)

-1.225
(1.015)

-1.749
(1.254)

0.355
(1.002)

U.S. Imports

-0.375
(0.350)

-0.366
(0.352)

-0.444
(0.270)∗

-0.366
(0.291)

-0.691
(0.613)

U.S. Exports

1.331
(0.428)∗∗∗

1.342
(0.428)∗∗∗

1.599
(0.283)∗∗∗

1.348
(0.331)∗∗∗

1.951
(0.388)∗∗∗

-0.675
(0.459)

-0.593
(0.454)

-0.484
(0.425)

0.097
(0.390)

-1.387
(0.619)∗∗

GDP p.c.

-4.868
(0.617)∗∗∗

-4.755
(0.596)∗∗∗

-4.865
(0.521)∗∗∗

-3.728
(0.490)∗∗∗

-6.662
(0.787)∗∗∗

Human Rights

-1.129
(0.406)∗∗∗

-1.041
(0.403)∗∗∗

-1.224
(0.406)∗∗∗

-0.742
(0.370)∗∗

-1.346
(0.545)∗∗

0.059
(0.060)

0.062
(0.060)

0.074
(0.066)

0.154
(0.060)∗∗

-0.086
(0.121)

1534
99
0.62

1534
99
0.63

1388
99
0.66

2034
136
0.50

693
49
0.69

Population

Democracy
Observations
Countries
R2 (overall)

The dependent variable is the log of (1 plus) U.S. bilateral aid commitments.
Robust standard errors clustered by recipient in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Figure 4.63: Squared Effect of Concentration at the County-Level (Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.64: Squared Effect of (Weighted) Diaspora Share in Swing States (Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.65: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and the Squared Effect of Concentration
at the State-Level (50%) (Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.66: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and the Squared Effect of Concentration
at the State-Level (75%) (Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.67: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and the Squared Effect of Geographical
Concentration at the County-Level (Model not Displayed)

Figure 4.68: Interaction between Diaspora Group Size and the Squared Effect of Diaspora Share
in Swing States (Model not Displayed)
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Figure 4.69: Interaction between Recipient GDP p.c. and Diaspora Group Turnout Rate (Excluding Not-in-Universe Cases, Model not Displayed)

In Table 4.13, I substitute the original concentration measure with a count of states
hosting 50% (M102) and 75% (M103) of the diaspora, a count of the number of
counties that host 66% of the diaspora (M104) and a measure of the share of the
diaspora located in a presidential swing state, weighted by a state’s number of electoral
votes (M105). I define a swing state by identifying the 5% most contested votes in the
electoral college for every presidential election. In M56, I use an alternative measure of
a group’s turnout rate that does exclude the ‘not in universe’-cases of the original
survey from the universe of cases. As in the original analysis, there is no significant
direct effect on aid to the homeland.
Figure 4.61, 4.62, and 4.64 provide robust support for the non-linear effect of
concentration on aid. Figure 4.63, finds the effect between concentration at the
county-level and aid to be linear. Figure 4.65 and 4.66 find the original results for the
interaction between a group’s size and the squared concentration to be robust, while
Figure 4.67 and 4.68, however, provide only little support for the original finding.
Figure 4.69 shows the marginal effect of the interaction between recipient GDP p.c.
and the restricted turnout measure, finding a positive interaction effect with large
confidence intervals.
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5.1 Summary
The research on the role of diasporas in international relations has produced a diverse
range of studies that include case studies of single groups (Haney and Vanderbush
1999), theoretical works (Shain and Barth 2003), limited comparative studies
(Mirilovic 2018) and cross-sectional time series analyses (Bermeo and Leblang 2015).
This thesis set out to contribute to this burgeoning literature by testing how migrant
groups affect their host country’s foreign policy towards their home country. I have
relied on quantitative empirical analyses to show how migrants influence emergency
aid in the wake of natural disasters (Chapter 2), the sanction policy of the host country
towards the home country (Chapter 3) and U.S. foreign aid allocation (Chapter 4).
Together, these studies enhance our understanding of the ways in which migrants shape
the political relations between their home and their host country, if and when this
influence will be of a positive or negative nature for the homeland and how this
influence comes about.
Both in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 I use dyadic data to analyze the diaspora effect across
host countries and home countries. In Chapter 2, I isolate the diaspora effect by
applying donor, recipient, year, and disaster-type specific effects and adjusting for a
range of bilateral confounders. When the home country experiences a natural disaster,
the size of a migrant group is found to be positively correlated with the host country’s
decision to send aid and the amount that is transferred. While previous research
suggests that migrants exert influence primarily by operating as lobby groups, the
variance of the diaspora effect across distance, disaster impact and especially the host
country’s regime type is more in line with the idea that migrants represent a form of
linkage between countries. The information effect of migrant ties is found to be more
relevant for the host country’s aid decision-making for more distant and less severe
disasters, as well as when the host country is an autocracy.
In Chapter 3, I pursue a very similar empirical strategy, but approximate the set of
sanction-relevant observations by setting a bilateral trade threshold and excluding
countries that never sanction on the sender side and countries that never are sanctioned
on the target side. The finding that migrant ties are positively correlated with the
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probability that the host country sanctions the home country is again difficult to explain
with the lobbying approach, but more easily reconciled with the linkage idea. Actively
or passively, diaspora networks indicate and increase interactions between countries,
drawing the host country’s attention to the home country. By this, they enhance the
chances of sanction onset, and especially (but not exclusively) when the home country
is non-democratic and/or violates human rights. The lobbying approach has no
coherent explanation for why the majority of migrants should advocate sanctions
against the homeland.
In Chapter 4, I adapt the research design to focus on the migrant group level: based on
the case study literature on ethnic interest groups, I test which migrant group features
increase a group’s influence on U.S. aid decisions. In contrast to Chapter 2 and 3, the
evidence does not support the idea that U.S. aid policies are unilaterally influenced by
the size of a migrant group, but there is also only limited evidence for the notion of a
disproportionate diaspora interest group influence. With the exception of groups that
combine size with geographical concentration, the effect of migrants as lobbyists seems
to be strongly conditioned by the home country’s need for assistance. Overall, the
findings of Chapter 4 are consistent with the linkage approach: migrants do exert
influence partly by lobbying, but a group’s socioeconomic status appears to have an
informative rather than influence-enhancing effect. Richer and better educated
diasporas reduce aid to the homeland (especially when they are from a more affluent
country), suggesting that migrants serve as information-shortcuts for decision-makers.
Similarly, the size of a migrant group seems to draw attention to the home country’s
level of need, as poorer countries profit from a larger diaspora, while richer countries
receive less aid when the diaspora is large.

5.2 Linkage vs. Lobbying
The results of the three Chapters provide several conclusions for the research on
migrants in international relations. Most generally, my findings suggest a more cautious
interpretation of migrants’ effects on the relation between their host and their home
country. While previous research routinely interprets migrant effects in cross-sectional
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time series settings as lobbying effects, the fact that the unconditional diaspora effect is
found to have both positive (Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Chapter 2) and negative
consequences (Bove and Böhmelt 2019, Chapter 3) for the homeland regime is easier
to explain with the linkage idea then the lobbying approach. As suggested by anecdotal
and case study evidence, diaspora communities sometimes do organize successfully and
exert influence as lobby groups (see e.g. Rubenzer 2011). I do not deny the existence of
this channel of influence, and the evidence of Chapter 4 suggests that some features of
migrant communities are indeed correlated with their success as lobby groups. The
results, however, show that only geographic concentration in combination with
numerical significance unilaterally enhances a group’s sway over U.S. aid allocation,
while migrants’ influence as lobby groups otherwise appears to be strongly conditioned
by the home country’s need for assistance. In combination with the evidence of Chapter
2 and 3, I believe that migrant ties matter for the relations between the home and the
host country, but they do so in a more nuanced way than has been argued so far. There
is, of course, migrant lobbying, and it might have a disproportionate effect under
favorable circumstances. Cases like the Cuban- or Israeli-Americans, however, seem to
be the exception rather than the rule (even in the U.S.).
As I discuss in Chapter 1.8.2 and 3, migrant groups face several hurdles in organizing
successfully and exerting influence as lobby groups: diaspora communities are not
unitary actors, but often heterogeneous entities whose political engagement is plagued
by the same political and ethnic cleavages as in the homeland. Autocratic governments
sometimes are able to impede opposition activities abroad by extending repression to
the host countries of the diaspora. While sentiments of long-distance nationalism and
rally-around-the-flag effects entail that autocratic rulers can mobilize support by the
diaspora, the results of Chapter 3 contradict these claims. Migrants’ political influence
is further constrained by the host country’s regime type and the degree of access the
political system allows for interest groups. Other than suggested by the lobbying
approach, however, Chapter 2 finds no evidence for a stronger migrant effect in
democracies, while Chapter 4 provides only conditional support for the effect of
migrant groups on U.S. aid allocation. Finally, even case studies of textbook examples
of migrant interest group influence suggest that successful diaspora lobbying is
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dependent on favorable circumstances (Mistry 2013, Vanderbush 2009).
Chapter 2 and 3 of this thesis introduce the linkage approach as an alternative to the
dominant interest group approach in diaspora research. As the theoretical development
of the field is primarily shaped by the ethnic interest group literature of the U.S., it is
worthwhile to extend the focus to other host countries as well as diasporas outside the
focus of public attention. The roots of the linkage approach lie in the democratization
literature of the post-Cold War period (Levitsky and Way 2005a): countries with
extensive cultural, economic, political, social, or communicative linkages to the West
were found to be more likely to democratize, because autocratic misbehavior and
democratic infringements were more likely to become news in Western countries and
spur a response. My adaption of the linkage idea to the field of diaspora studies holds
that the presence of migrant communities draws the attention of the host country to the
migrants’ home country, which increases the likelihood that the host country reacts to
events in the home country. Rather than through their lobbying power, diasporas
influence the host county’s policies by increasing the familiarity with the homeland.
While immigrants’ political leverage is often restricted, diaspora links to the homeland
work as communication channels that transmit information. Because this information is
transmitted and communicated via direct, person-to-person interactions, diaspora
networks build an especially important form of linkage. Homeland news and political
developments that would otherwise go unnoticed experience a higher salience in the
host country. Migrant activities and higher levels of public attention enhance the
probability that host country policy-makers react to the events in the home country.
In contrast to the lobbying approach, the linkage idea predicts that migrants exert
influence also when they have no political leverage and/or rights. They draw attention
to the home country, and this attention can be for the better or worse from the
homeland government’s perspective: after natural disasters, migrant linkages increase
aid flows by their host countries (Chapter 2), but they also increase the probability of
being targeted with economic sanctions, especially when the home country is
non-democratic and violates human rights (Chapter 3). The conclusion that migrant
networks can have positive or negative effects for the homeland may seem trivial, but
so far has lacked an empirical validation and theoretical explanation. While migrant

5.3. Mechanism of Influence

219

lobbying works in both ways as well, the interest group approach has failed to bring up
a theoretically-grounded prediction for when and why influence will be exerted either
way and of what nature aggregate effects are likely to be. If migrant ties constitute a
channel for communication between states, leading to the diffusion of news across
borders, then it is easier to reconcile the diverging findings of the previous literature
(Bermeo and Leblang 2015, Bove and Böhmelt 2019). The nature of migrants’
influence in bilateral relations therefore seems to be located somewhere between the
notion that diaspora communities build powerful lobbies that possess excessive power
beyond their numbers (Smith 2000) and the point of view that migrant groups do not
matter at all because they are too small and fail to organize successfully.

5.3 Mechanism of Influence
By analyzing aggregate effects at the dyadic level, this thesis has adopted a
macro-perspective on the role of migrants in international relations. The linkage
approach appears to be well-suited to explain the diverse nature of these aggregate
effects, as it is consistent with both passive and active roles of migrants as well as
intentional and unintentional effects. The case of the U.S. aid allocation patterns
(Chapter 4) shows that linkage effects under certain circumstances are augmented by
lobbying effects. The evidence of Chapter 4 further suggests that U.S. aid policies are
driven by a strong need orientation (though rather affluent countries receive significant
sums as well), while at the same time promoting American commercial interests (as
shown by the strong correlation with export flows). In this context, migrant
communities appear to affect aid primarily when they combine numerical significance
with geographical concentration, or exert an informative effect concerning the home
country’s need for assistance. This gives rise to the question of the underlying
mechanisms of the observed migrant effects. As Chapter 2 and 3 differ in their focus
from Chapter 4, drawing an overall conclusion on this point is difficult.
Chapter 2 shows that migrants exert influence after (mostly) short-term events in the
home country, and Chapter 3 indicates that diaspora communities shape the host
country’s response after both short- and long-term developments (as sanction causes
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are very diverse). Chapter 4 suggests that they shape the perception of the home
country’s long-term development need by lobbying activities and linkage effects. While
the short-term and event character of natural disasters seems to be in contrast with the
presumed passive and structural forces of the linkage approach, the linkage idea is
consistent with migrant activities outside the classical lobbying channels, as for
example fundraising or generating of public and media attention. Enhancing the host
country’s attention to the home country appears to be the unifying channel of influence
in all three cases, but how these enhanced attention levels translate into actual influence
is likely to differ in the case of the U.S. While I name the media as a kind of mediating
variable in the disaster and the sanction case, decision-making on foreign aid is rather a
continuous process, within which it is difficult to maintain high levels of attention to
the long-term need of the home country. Instead, the findings of Chapter 4 are evidence
for an effect of migrants’ more direct access to decision-makers, especially in their
function as voting constituents (as indicated by the geographical concentration effects).
Whether the same is true for other countries as well is an interesting question for future
research.

5.4 Core Contributions and Policy Implications
The main contributions of the thesis can be summarized as follows: the three studies
show that migrant influence ranges from development aid over emergency assistance to
the host country’s sanction policy. Diaspora networks affect a diverse range of foreign
policy outcomes, but – as I show by contrasting the lobbying approach with the linkage
approach – they do so in more nuanced ways then previously argued. Diaspora
communities can be both an asset and a liability for the homeland regime, but whether
they become either seems to be mostly beyond the control of the home country
government. While I do not directly test to which degree migrants abroad can be
mobilized as lobbyists of the homeland, the linkage idea suggests that the attention
effects of migrant ties are difficult to be manipulated by governments. I have further
contributed to the ethnic interest group literature by offering quantitative evidence for
some of the most often named criteria for influence in the previous case studies. Finally,
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I add to the literature by making a series of empirical advancements: in Chapter 2, I
offer a rigorous test of diaspora influence across two dataset of emergency aid with
donor, recipient, year and disaster-type specific effects, while Chapter 3 offers a new
way of identifying sanction-relevant cases with a trade threshold in combination with
sender and target fixed effects.
Regarding the policy implications of my thesis, maybe the most important contribution
is the more cautious interpretation of migrants’ role in the bilateral relations of their
home and their host country. Scholars like Collier (2013), but also Huntington (1997)
and Smith (2000) emphasize the negative consequences of large-scale international
migration and diaspora influence over their host country’s foreign policies. Similarly,
the conflict literature predominantly sees the dark side of diaspora politics,
emphasizing their role in prolonging conflicts (Collier and Hoeffler 2004) and
sabotaging peace-building. Many people have moral and ethical concerns about the
political consequences of migrants as a political force, bringing forth notions of
‘foreign agents’ and ‘fifth columns.’ The work on diasporas’ role in the home country’s
development (Newland and Plaza 2013), however, indicates that diasporas are
“Janus-faced” (Kapur 2007, 99) in the sense that they can be both good and bad in the
eyes of the homeland. My research adds to our further understanding of their role by
showing that on average, diasporas affect bilateral relations rather at the margins, and
more in their role as linkage than as interest groups. Prominent examples like the
Israeli- and Cuban-Americans appear to be rather misleading regarding migrants’
aggregate effects, as migrant groups are neither found to drive their host countries’
emergency aid, sanction, or foreign assistance policy.
As discussed above, the evidence for the linkage approach further contrasts notions of
home countries ‘harnessing’ their diaspora as advocates abroad. Home countries try to
engage their emigrants primarily to tap them as a financial resource (see e.g. Délano
and Gamlen 2014, Ragazzi 2014, Leblang 2017) and the transnational repression
literature shows that the long arm of autocratic regimes can reach out to exiles (Moss
2016b). Whether diaspora institutions, dual citizenship or oversea voting rights can
indeed be of advantage for home countries by mobilizing migrants as a political force
abroad is an interesting research question (Jones-Correa 2001). Due to the often limited
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availability of information, however, it is usually very difficult for governments to know
where their people are living and to actively tap them (Fullilove 2008, 13). Still, as
diasporas such as those of China, Russia, India, or Mexico are already big, and
international migration flows show few signs of significantly slowing down, diasporas
continue to be a highly relevant research subject to scholars of international relations.

5.5 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
This thesis has some specific limitations that should be kept in mind for making
generalizations from the findings presented. Apart from being relevant for judging the
findings of this thesis, these limitations can also be seen as avenues or starting points
for future studies. Limits on all cross-sectional time series research on the role of
diasporas are imposed by the lack of more fine-grained migration data. Evidence
suggests that diaspora communities are multifaceted regarding migrants’ ethnic,
political, or regional backgrounds. As different segments of a population decide to
emigrate at different points in time and for various reasons, diasporas are not
monolithic and different members will relate very differently to the homeland
government then others (Fullilove 2008, 15). However, we lack the necessary
information on diaspora composition, as the available data is restricted to pure counts
of the number of migrants and refugees between countries. Unlike trade or other
financial statistics, which are recorded by both transacting states, migration data is
based solely on the census data of the host country (Özden et al. 2011, 16).
Collecting better and more detailed migration data would therefore mean a major
contribution to future studies of diaspora influence. Such data would also open up new
possibilities to analyze what drives migrants into lobbying either in favor of or against
the homeland government. Information on the timing and background of emigration
decisions would be useful to understand whether conflict- and politically-generated
diasporas are more likely to become active in exile. More generally, quantitative (and in
other ways also qualitative) research is limited by what can be measured. In
comparison to the economic literature, there are rather few quantitative studies of the
political relevance of diasporas, which is in no small part due to the fact that political
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influence is much more difficult to measure than economic influence. A few exceptions
concern issues for which policy is easier to measure, such as the allocation of aid, the
imposition of sanctions, or sending troops. As measurability drives the selection of
policy fields in which migrant influence is analyzed, we should be aware that other
issues may be subject to more or less migrant influence.
A major issue for any study of migration is the question of causality: the same factors
that drive migration flows – anything subsumed under the broader label of cultural
proximity – are also likely to drive the bilateral relations between countries. As migrant
stocks change only slowly over time,1 applying dyad-specific effects is not a viable
option. In addition to controlling for a range of bilateral measures, Chapter 2 and 3 rely
on home and host country (as well as year) fixed effects to isolate the diaspora effect.
Due to data limitations, I use random effects in Chapter 4, but find results to be mostly
robust to applying fixed effects. I further vary the diaspora effect over other dyadic
measures (see Chapter 2 and 3), and test the effect of migrant group features rather than
pure size effects (Chapter 4). Still, I cannot rule out the possibility that the results are
driven by unobserved cultural, economic, or political proximity between countries (aka
omitted variable bias), reverse causality (Chapter 2 and 4), or selection bias (sample
selection in all three Chapters).
Paul and Paul (2008, 15) get to the heart of the matter when stating that as “we cannot
reverse time, remove AIPAC from the policy-making process, and see if US policy
towards Israel is the same, we cannot tell the true power of AIPAC.” Whether a
country’s foreign policy towards the home country would look different without the
presence of a diaspora is difficult to measure. Besides the regression approach I follow
here, future studies may engage in efforts to exploit some source of exogenous
variation in bilateral migrant populations. One possible avenue in this vein is the
approach by Parsons and Vézina (2018), who have used the random allocation of
Vietnamese refugees to U.S. states to instrument for the effect of migration on trade
levels at the sub-national level. Similarly, disaster-induced migration may be used to
causally approximate short-term political effects of migration.
Hopefully, this thesis will inspire further research on migrants’ role in foreign policy.
1 Especially

as the World Bank data used in Chapter 2 and 3 is available only at 10-year intervals.

5.5. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

224

Theoretically, it has attempted to demonstrate how a broader and more inclusive
understanding of diapora effects might ultimately enhance our understanding of how
migrant ties affect the relations between their host and their home country. Empirically,
it has strived to put the diaspora effect to a rigorous statistical test and isolate it from
other, connected factors. Concerning the policy implications, the three studies of the
thesis may add to the debate on the political influence of migrant communities by
showing that on aggregate, the nature of the diaspora effect is very diverse: migrants
may exert influence as lobbyists, but more often migrant ties have rather indirect,
passive, and informative effects.

5.6. Zusammenfassung der Dissertation

225

5.6 Zusammenfassung der Dissertation
Diese Arbeit untersucht die Rolle von Migrantengruppen in den bilateralen
Beziehungen zwischen ihrem Gast- und ihrem Heimatland. Eine große Zahl an Studien
hat sich im Laufe der Jahre auf vielfältige Weise mit diesem Thema befasst: die Art der
Studien reicht von Einzelfalluntersuchungen (Haney und Vanderbush 1999), über
theoretische (Shain und Barth 2003) und vergleichende Arbeiten (Mirilovic 2018) bis
zu Querschnitts- und Zeitreihenanalysen (Bermeo und Leblang 2015). Die theoretische
Entwicklung in diesem Forschungsbereich wird geprägt von der Fallstudienliteratur zu
‘ethnischen’ Interessensgruppen in den U.S.A. (siehe z.B. Rubenzer 2008). Die
Autoren in diesem Strang der Literatur behandeln Migrantengruppen als politische
Interessensgruppen, die durch Lobbyaktivitäten die Außenpolitik ihres Gastlandes
gegenüber ihrem Heimatland zu beeinflussen versuchen. Diese Arbeit leistet einen
Beitrag zur Diasporaforschung indem sie der dominierenden Konzeptualisierung von
Migranten als Interessensgruppen eine nuanciertere Sicht gegenüberstellt: Der
theoretische Teil der Dissertation entwickelt das Argument, dass Migrantennetzwerke
zwischen Ländern hauptsächlich dadurch Wirkung entfalten, dass sie als
Informationskanäle fungieren und die Aufmerksamkeit des Gastlandes auf das
Heimatland lenken.
Quantitative Analysen über verschiedene Politikfelder liefern empirische Unterstützung
für dieses Argument: der Lobbyingansatz berücksichtigt zwar das Migranten sich
sowohl für als auch gegen die Regierung ihres Heimatlandes engagieren können, tut
sich aber schwer damit allgemeingültige Aussagen über den generellen Einfluss von
Migranten zu treffen. Der ‘Verflechtungsansatz’ hingegen sieht Migranten als einen
wichtigen Faktor im bilateralen Austausch zwischen zwei Ländern. Aus Sicht der
Regierung des Heimatlands können Migrantennetzwerke sowohl positive als auch
negative Folgen haben, da sie die Aufmerksamkeit des Gastlandes auf das Heimatland
ziehen – im Guten wie im Schlechten. Die erste Studie dieser Arbeit zeigt einen
positiven Zusammenhang zwischen der Größe einer Diaspora im Gastland und der
Höhe der Hilfszahlungen nach einer Naturkatastrophe im Heimatland auf. In der
zweiten Studie zeigt sich hingegen ein ähnlicher Effekt für die Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass
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das Gastland das Heimatland sanktioniert. Die dritte Studie analysiert den Einfluss von
Migrantengruppen auf die Verteilung US-Amerikanischer Auslandshilfszahlungen. Die
Ergebnisse legen nahe, dass die Höhe der Hilfszahlungen mit einzelnen Eigenschaften
von Migrantengruppen als Interessensgruppen korreliert. Diese Effekte sind allerdings
stark von der Bedürftigkeit des Heimatlandes konditioniert: mit Ausnahme von
Gruppen, die ein hohes Maß an geographischer Konzentration mit nummerischer
Größe verbinden, profitieren ärmere Heimatländer weitaus stärker von einer starken
Migrantenlobby in den USA als reichere Länder. Da Migrantengruppen einen
‘informierenden’ Effekt im Hinblick auf den Entwicklungsstand des Heimatlandes
haben, sind diese Ergebnisse mit dem Verflechtungsansatz vereinbar.
Die erste Studie erweitert die Arbeit von Bermeo und Leblang (2015) zum Einfluss von
Migranten auf Entwicklungshilfe auf das Feld der Katastrophenhilfe. Die Querschnittsund Zeitreihenanalyse zeigt, dass Migrantengruppen im Falle einer Naturkatastrophe
im Heimatland die Hilfszahlungen ihrer Gastgeberländer positiv beeinflussen. Während
man aus Sicht des Interessengsruppenansatzes erwarten würde, dass Emigranten durch
schwerere Katastrophen stärker mobilisiert werden, zeigt die empirische Analyse, dass
der Diasporaeffekt für weniger schwere Katastrophen besonders relevant ist. Darüber
hinaus nimmt der Effekt mit größeren Distanzen zwischen dem Geber- und
Empfängerland zu. Ereignisse, die anderenfalls wenig Aufmerksamkeit im Ausland
erregen würden, erfahren durch die Präsenz von Migrantengruppen eine größere
Dringlichkeit im Gastgeberland. Die erhöhte Aufmerksamkeit führt durch
entsprechende Medienberichterstattung und entstehenden öffentlichen Druck zu
höheren Hilfszahlungen.
Die stärkste Evidenz für den Verflechtungsansatz liefert die Varianz des
Migranteneffekts über den Grad der Demokratie des Gastegeberlandes: autokratische
Geberländer reagieren stärker auf die Präsenz von Migrantengruppen als demokratische
Geberländer. Während dieses Ergebnis schwer mit dem Lobbyansatz zu vereinbaren ist,
können Migrantennetzwerke in autokratischen Ländern ein wichtiger
Kommunikationskanal sein. Beispiele zeigen, dass Gastarbeiter in autokratischen
Ländern private Hilfsgelder für die Katastrophenopfer im Heimatland sammeln, was
wiederum zu verstärkten Anstrengungen des Gastlandes führen kann. Darüber hinaus
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scheinen Geberländer wie Saudi-Arabien sich stärker in den Heimatländern ihrer
Gastarbeiter zu engagieren, um Unruhen vorzubeugen und das eigene Image
aufzupolieren (Al-Yahya und Fustier 2011). Zusammengenommen deuten diese
Ergebnisse darauf hin, dass Migranten die Außenpolitik ihres Gastlandes gegenüber
ihrem Heimatland nicht zwangsläufig als politisch einflussreiche Interessensgruppen
beeinflussen. Stattdessen haben Migrantennetzwerke vielmehr passive Effekte oder
üben Einfluss indirekt durch nicht-politische Handlungen aus.
Die zweite Studie der Dissertation setzt sich mit der Rolle von Migranten in der
Sanktionspolitik ihres Gastgeberlandes gegenüber ihrem Heimatland auseinander. Eine
ähnlich aufgebaute Studie von Bove und Böhmelt (2019) findet einen positiven
Zusammenhang zwischen der Größe der Diaspora und der Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass das
Gastgeberland militärisch im Heimatland interveniert. Während die Autoren eine
leichte Evidenz für einen stärkeren Diasporaeffekt in Demokratien präsentieren,
bleiben sie eine theoretische Begründung für den gefundenen, aggregiert positiven
Effekt schuldig. Der Verflechtungsansatz setzt dem die Idee von Migrantennetzwerken
als Kommunikations- und Informationskanäle entgegen, durch die Informationen aus
dem Heimat- in das Gastland transportiert werden. Aus Sicht der Regierung des
Heimatlandes kann die daraus entstehende Aufmerksamkeit sowohl positiver als auch
negativer Natur sein. Die Ergebnisse der statistischen Analyse eines umfangreichen
Datensatzes zu bi- und multilateralen Sanktionen zeigen, dass die Präsenz von
Migrantengruppen die Wahrscheinlichkeit erhöht, dass das Heimat- vom Gastland
sanktioniert wird. Während die Auslöser für Sanktionen sehr vielfältig sind, wird die
Varianz des Diasporaeffekts über zwei ‘strukturelle’ Sanktionsgründe getestet: die
Regierungsform sowie die Menschenrechtsbilanz des Heimatlandes.
Den Erwartungen entsprechend erhöhen Diasporagruppen insbesondere dann die
Wahrscheinlichkeit von Sanktionen, wenn das Heimatland nicht demokratisch regiert
wird und Menschenrechte verletzt. Im Gegensatz zu den Erwartungen des
Lobbyansatzes gibt es jedoch keinerlei Evidenz dafür, dass Emigranten aus
demokratischen und die Menschenrechte achtendenden Staaten die Wahrscheinlichkeit
von Sanktionen verringern. Weitergehende Analysen zeigen, dass der Diasporaeffekt
zwar dann am stärksten ist, wenn das Gastland demokratisch und das Heimatland
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autokratisch ist, Migranten aber auch in allen anderen Regierungsform-Kombinationen
die Wahrscheinlichkeit von Sanktionen erhöhen. Zusammengenommen legen die
Ergebnisse nahe, dass Migranten die Sanktionspolitik ihres Gastlandes eher im Sinne
des Verflechtungs- als des Interessensgruppenansatzes beeinflussen:
Migrantennetzwerke sind ein Indikator für bilaterale Interaktionen und sorgen für einen
Informationsaustausch. Die Wahrscheinlichkeit, dass potentiell Sanktionen-auslösende
Ereignisse tatsächlich zur Verhängung von Sanktionen führen ist deshalb größer, wenn
zwei Länder durch die Diaspora verbunden sind.
Die dritte Studie der Dissertation analysiert den Einfluss von Migrantengruppen auf die
Verteilung von Auslandshilfe der Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika. Basierend auf den
theoretischen Modellen endogener Politikgestaltung und Public-Choice-Ansätzen
(Grossman und Helpman 1994) adaptiert diese Studie den Lobbyansatz der
Fallstudien-Literatur zu ethnischen Interessensgruppen. Ein formales Model von Lahiri
und Raimondos-Møller (2000) legt nahe, dass eine organisatorisch und finanziell besser
aufgestellte Diaspora-Lobby Auslandshilfen zu Gunsten eines im Verhältnis weniger
hilfsbedürftigen Landes beeinflussen kann. Die Studie testet einige der in der Literatur
am häufigsten genannten Interessensgruppen-Eigenschaften: die Größe, geographische
Konzentration, die durchschnittliche Wahlbeteiligung sowie das durchschnittliche
Haushaltseinkommen und der Bildungsgrad der Migrantengruppen werden mit der
Höhe der US-Hilfsgelder für das Heimatland korreliert.
Im Gegensatz zu den Vorhersagen von Lahiri und Raimondos-Møller und Forschern,
die vor einem überproportionalen Diaspora-Einfluss warnen (siehe z.B. Smith 2000),
findet sich nur wenig Evidenz für einen direkten und unabhängigen Einfluss von
Migrantengruppen auf die Verteilung von amerikanischen Auslandshilfen. Vielmehr
sprechen die Ergebnisse dafür, dass in erster Linie Länder mit einem niedrigeren
Entwicklungsstand von einer starken Diaspora-Lobby in den USA profitieren: je
stärker der Bedarf nach Hilfsgeldern aus dem Ausland, desto stärker korrellieren die
Größe einer Gruppe, ihre Wahlbeteiligungsrate, sowie das Haushaltseinkommen und
der Bildungsgrad mit den Hilfssummen für das Heimatland. Die Ausnahme stellt die
geographische Konzentration einer Gruppe dar: Migrantengruppen, die Gruppengröße
mit einer geographischen Konzentration in wenigen Staaten kombinieren korrelieren
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auch unabhängig vom Hilfsbedürfnis des Heimatlandes mit höheren Hilfszahlungen.
Neben der eingeschränkten Evidenz für den Lobby-Ansatz liefern die Daten auch nur
bedingte Unterstützung für das Prinzip der gezielten Entwicklung (der Versuch, weitere
Migration zu unterbinden; siehe Bermeo und Leblang 2015). Länder mit einer größeren
Anzahl an Emigranten in den USA erhalten nur dann mehr Hilfszahlungen, wenn sie
auf einem niedrigeren Entwicklungsstand sind. Allerdings sind die Ergebnisse
weitestgehend im Einklang mit dem Verflechtungsansatz: Migrantengruppen scheinen
einen informierenden Effekt im Hinblick auf das Hilfsbedürfnis des Heimtalandes zu
haben. Dieser Informationseffekt findet insebesondere darin seinen Ausdruck, dass
Gruppen mit einem niedrigen sozioökonomischen Status einen positiven Effekt auf
Hilfszahlungen ausüben, während Gruppen aus armen Ländern mit einem höheren
Status Hilfszahlungen nur bedingt erhöhen. Darüber hinaus profitieren ärmere Länder
von einer größeren Diaspora in den USA, während reichere Länder weniger Hilfe
erhalten. Insgesamt sprechen die Ergebnisse dafür, dass die Politik der amerikanischen
Auslandshilfen sich in erster Linie an der Bedürftigkeit der Empfängerländer und den
kommerziellen Exportinteressen der USA orientiert. Faktoren wie Lobbying durch
Migranten, die durch die Migranten erhöhte Salienz der Bedürftigkeit eines Landes
oder der Versuch, weitere Migration aus den Heimatländern der Migranten zu
unterbinden beeinflussen Hilfszahlungen zwar ebenfalls, scheinen aber weitestgehend
Zahhlungsströme in die Länder zu verstärken, die ohnehin auf Hilfe angewiesen sind.
Die wichtigsten Beiträge dieser Doktorarbeit lassen sich wie folgt zusammenfassen:
Erstens liefert die Arbeit einen theoretischen Beitrag zur Literatur, indem sie dem
dominierenden Lobby-Ansatz den Verflechtungsansatz gegenüberstellt. Dieser bietet
eine breitere und inklusivere Perspektive auf die Rolle von Migranten in den
Beziehungen zwischen ihrem Gast- und ihrem Heimatland. Lobbyaktivitäten als
politische Interessensgruppen sind lediglich ein möglicher Weg, Einfluss zu nehmen.
Darüber hinaus beeinflussen Migranten Außenpolitik auch als passive Elemente und
durch nicht-politische Aktivitäten, hauptsächlich indem sie die Aufmerksamkeit auf das
Heimatland lenken und als Informationskanäle dienen. Dadurch leistet die Arbeit auch
einen Beitrag zur normativen Debatte über den Einfluss von Migranten auf die
Außenpolitik des Gastlandes: im Gensatz zu Stimmen, die einen überproportionalen
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und negativen Einfluss beklagen (Collier 2013, Mearsheimer und Walt 2008)
erscheinen Diaspora-Effekte hier vielmehr indirekt, ambivalent, oft nicht intendiert und
in ihrem Ausmaß begrenzt. Zweitens trägt die Arbeit zur empirischen
Weiterentwicklung des Forschungsbereichs bei: die erste Studie unterwirft den
Diaspora-Effekt einem rigorosen empirischen Test unter Berücksichtigung von Geber-,
Empfänger-, Zeit- und Katastrophentyp-spezifischen Effekten. Die zweite Studie
adressiert darüber hinaus die Frage, für welche Länderpaare die Verhängung von
Sanktionen überhaupt ein realistisches Szenario ist. Der Hauptbeitrag der dritten Studie
liegt in der Erhebung einer Vielzahl deskreptiver Daten zu den Eigenschaften der
verschiedenen Migrantengruppen in den USA, welche die vergleichende Analyse
überhaupt erst ermöglichen. Nicht zuletzt zeigt die Arbeit, dass Migranten die
Beziehungen zwischen ihrem Gast- und ihrem Heimatland in vielfältiger Weise
beeinflussen, prominente Beispiele wie die US-Kubaner oder -Israelis aber nicht
repräsentativ für die Art des Einflusses sind.

5.7. Author Contributions

5.7 Author Contributions
All three studies of this thesis are single-authored.
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