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Abstract: Despite the crucial importance of chief executives for the immigration policy of North America, no extended scholarly study seems to exist comparing the migration-related decision-making of American presidents with that of Canadian prime ministers. To begin to fill this gap in the literature, this essay conducts an exploratory analysis of the roots of the immigration policies of two key North American chief executives, Chester Arthur and John Macdonald.  Based on archival materials and the secondary literature, the investigation finds that plausible causes of their migration-related actions include electoral self-interest/rational choice, ethnicity, class, and racial ideology.
Summary of Project
Despite the crucial importance of chief executives for the immigration policy of North America, no book seems to exist comparing the migration-related decision-making of American presidents and Canadian prime ministers. To help fill this gap in the literature, this essay outlines what such a book manuscript would look like and conducts an exploratory analysis of two key cases.  The complete volume will fill in the details of these biographical case studies using more archival materials and personal interviews of any remaining chief executives or immigration ministers. The full text will also include two quantitative chapters testing the general hypotheses derived from the case studies on statistical data from all previously unexamined presidents and prime ministers. In particular, these two chapters will look at the determinants of immigration-related Executive Orders or Orders-in-Council and of Presidential approval or opposition to relevant bills in Congress or Parliament. Tentative book chapters are: Theoretical and Political Introduction; Libertarian Liberals: Lyndon Johnson and Pierre Trudeau; Restrictionist Conservatives: Chester Arthur and John Macdonald; Libertarian Conservatives: Ronald Reagan and John Diefenbaker; Restrictionist Liberals: Bill Clinton and William  Lyon Mackenzie King; Quantitative Analysis of Pro- or Anti-Immigration Behavior; Quantitative Analysis of Amount of Immigration Policy-Making; and Conclusion.
Literature Review


In the United States, a social-scientific literature already exists on the migration politics of the judiciary (Law 2010; Ocepek and Fetzer 2010), Congress (Gimpel and Edwards 1998), and the bureaucracy (e.g., Calavita 1992; Ellermann 2009), but very little research examines migration policy by the president. In Canada, a specific focus on the prime minister also missing; instead, Canadian scholars have mainly detailed the history of immigration policy without necessarily examining the mechanics of how key political actors arrived at their decisions in this arena (cf. Kelley and Trebilcock 1998). Previous investigators have compared politics, policies, or political institutions in the U.S. and Canada, but these studies rarely touch on immigration and rarely if ever look at how the chief executive in particular makes migration-related decisions (but see Monnot 2012).

No book-length study of immigration-related decision-making by American presidents or Canadian prime ministers thus appears to exist despite the crucial importance of the chief executive in formulating and implementing migration policy. Beasley’s edited volume (2006) looks only at presidents’ public pronouncements on immigration, neglecting these politicians’ arguably more politically important vetoes, legislative proposals, and executive orders. Calavita’s (1992) work explains the bureaucracy’s actions on migration, not those of the president himself. Kelley and Trebilcock (1998) represents the state of the art for the U.S.’s northern neighbor, yet the book contains few specific details about why Canadian prime ministers made the immigration-related decisions they did. Such general political comparisons as Samuels and Shugart (2010) have already appeared, but immigration policy—and Canada—receive little sustained attention. Similarly, Savoie (2013) explicates the behavior of Canadian PMs but has little to say about migration. Perhaps the previous study closest to what I am proposing is Campbell (1983). Campbell’s volume does closely compare the U.S. and Canada, but it focusses primarily on contemporary leaders and barely mentions immigration.

Comparing Canada and the United States serves a number of purposes. Both are affluent, liberal democracies and major destination countries for relatively similar streams of immigration. One major difference particularly relevant to my study, however, is the type of executive. While the American president is directly elected, the Canadian prime minister derives his or her position as chief executive from the collective strength of his or her party in the House of Commons. At least superficially, one would expect that the Canadian executive—whose legislative initiatives invariably command majority support in the lower house of parliament—would be more likely to engage in immigration policy-making and to be more libertarian in her or his immigration-related behavior. A U.S. president, in contrast, should be less apt to try to change migration policies since she or he fears defeat in the not-necessarily-friendly Congress. Because the president is directly elected by an almost universally anti-immigration mass public, moreover, the American chief executive’s policy preferences should be more restrictive that those of his or her Canadian counterpart.
The main dependent variables of interest are: 1. the total number of relevant decisions of the presidents or prime ministers; and 2. the extent to which their Executive Orders or Orders-in-Council, proposed or signed legislation, and vetoes support or oppose an overall policy of free migration. My preliminary research suggests that political party is the main determinant of the position of the prime minister or president about immigration, but several important exceptions deserve further intensive study. To prepare for the later quantitative analysis, then, the book will include four chapters on critical cases to help generate other hypotheses.

As stated earlier, my working assumption is that the most important variable predicting chief executives’ policies on immigration will be partisanship, broadly operationalized as left-of-center (i.e., U.S. Democratic and Canadian Liberals) versus right-of-center (i.e., U.S. Republican and Canadian Conservatives/Progressive Conservatives). A large historical and empirical literature shows that parties of the left tend both to be composed disproportionately of immigrant-origin voters and to support pro-immigration legislation (Nicholson and Segura 2006; Alonso and Claro da Fonseca 2011; Paperny 2015). Ideologically conservative political groupings, in contrast, are more likely both to be made up of old-stock “natives” (i.e., ethnic English in the United States or ethnic French, English, or Scottish in Canada) and to favor more restrictive policies (Higham 2002). 

Two Restrictionist Conservatives: Arthur and Macdonald
The pair of chief executives studied in this paper represents a “typical” case of the relationship between party and policy. As partisans of the right, American Republican Chester Arthur and Canadian Tory John A. Macdonald approved strongly restrictionist laws especially targeting East Asians. And both leaders’ positions on immigration generally received the assent of most rank-and-file and elite members of their right-of-center political parties. 

Taking office after the assassination of the directly elected President Garfield, Chester Arthur first vetoed but eventually signed into law the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act (Tichenor 2002:106-107). This piece of legislation and its successor statutes essentially criminalized all immigration of new Chinese laborers until World War II. In particular, the 1882 law barred the immigration of all Chinese manual workers (especially those “employed in mining”) for a decade, and Congress continued to renew this provision through 1943. Any ship captain landing a Chinese laborer from a foreign port was subject to a $500 fine (worth about $13,000 today [Webster 2020a]) or one year in jail for each such person brought into the United States. The act allowed for migration by “Chinese other than laborers” (e.g., merchants, diplomats, scientists, teachers, and students), but prospective entrants from these categories needed to provide certification of their status from the Qing government. Shipwrecked Chinese were allowed temporary entry, yet foreign-born Chinese could not be naturalized. Although the 1882 legislation did not force the removal of Chinese already in the U.S., they needed to obtain traveling papers from American immigration officials if they wished to leave the country for a visit to China and then later return. (U.S. Congress 1882; Sandmeyer 1991:94; Daniels 2004:11-20 & 91-93).
As early as 1875, Congress had targeted Chinese migrants by passing the Page Act, which barred the entry of “women for the purposes of prostitution” and of other “lewd and immoral” or unfree persons from “China, Japan, or any Oriental country” (U.S. Congress, 1875; Dehler 2007:135). In 1879, however, President Rutherford Hayes vetoed a more expansive piece of legislation, the “Fifteen Passenger Bill,” aimed at further excluding the Chinese. Yet in 1880 Hayes did initiate the renegotiation of the Burlingame Treaty so as to allow the U.S. government to “regulate, limit, or suspend” the immigration of Chinese laborers but “not absolutely prohibit it” (Bevans 1971:685-686; Dehler 2007:135).
When the two major political parties began campaigning for the presidential election of 1880, the Democrats calculated that they could win votes by painting the Republicans—accurately or not—as unreliable on the “Chinese question.” Despite resorting to actual forgery against GOP candidate James Garfield to advance this trope, the Democratic Party apparently gained from the tactic, especially in the anti-Chinese states of the West. In California, for example, all but one of the state’s electoral votes went to the vehemently Sinophobic Democrats instead of the (only slightly) less hostile Republicans (Gyory 1998:177-181; Dehler 2007:135).
Since both parties recognized the vote-getting allure of anti-Chinese policies, no one was surprised that the newly elected Congress crafted and passed a corresponding exclusion bill in early 1882. The legislation aimed to stop the immigration of Chinese manual laborers for two decades and end the naturalization of China-born residents of the U.S. It also required the American government to certify Chinese professionals before they were allowed to enter American territory for the first time or to return to it. Despite dissent by principled Republican egalitarians such as Connecticut Senator Joseph R. Hawley, around two thirds of each chamber voted yes on the measure (Hawley 1882; New York Times 1882; Reeves 1978:278).
Given the electorally treacherous background to Chinese exclusion, Arthur appears to have proceeded cautiously when asked to sign this first version of this bill. Although the legislation’s sponsors had of course considered economic competition from Chinese workers, much of the debate in Congress revolved around Asian immigrants’ supposed racial, cultural, and political threats to the country (Dehler 2007:135-136). These rank appeals to prejudice perhaps troubled the abolitionist’s son and made him less likely to support the proposal. More ardent, ideologically egalitarian Republicans such as Arthur’s mentor Edwin D. Morgan and the President’s secret confidante Julia Sand urged a veto (Sand 1882; Reeves 1975:278). In the end, Arthur acquiesced to their request, vetoing the bill and attaching a lengthy rationale for his opposition. In his view, the proposed legislation violated the revised Burlingame Treaty (Dehler 2007:136) because the bill’s twenty-year “suspension” of Chinese immigration amounted to an “absolut[e] prohibit[ion].” Instead, he recommended a “shorter experiment” of something like a decade, which he believed would not necessarily violate the intentions of the American and Chinese negotiators. Although “deeply convinced of the necessity of some legislation on this subject,” Arthur contended that the particular Congressional text represented “a breach of our national faith.” Certain provisions, moreover, conflicted with liberal democracy; for example, the President felt that “the system of personal registration and passports is undemocratic and hostile to the spirit of our institutions.” Finally, Arthur extolled the economic contributions of Chinese immigrants in the United States and warned that the bill was likely to “repel Oriental nations from us and to drive their trade and commerce into more friendly hands” (Arthur 1882; Reeves 1975:278-279).
Opponents of the Chinese were apoplectic. Denis Kearney, leader of the anti-Chinese “Workingmen’s Party of California” and himself an immigrant from Ireland, raged that Arthur’s veto was “an insult to the working men of this country” (Shumsky 1991:3; Dehler 2007:136). Other labor organizations on the East Coast held massive protest meetings, while some residents and businesses in San Francisco displayed flags at half-mast or decorated their establishments in black. Even in the Midwest the Chicago Tribune condemned the veto as an “echo” of the “pistol of Charles J. Guiteau,” Garfield’s assassin (Reeves 1975:279). 
Arthur was admittedly in an extremely delicate, even dangerous political position since some of the most powerful Republicans in the country, such as Senator John Sherman (Republican of Ohio) and James Blaine (Secretary of State under Garfield and, for a few weeks, under Arthur), were champions of exclusion (Gyory 1998:3-6, 233 & 238). Sherman had previously served as Secretary of the Treasury under Republican President Hayes, during whose term Hayes and Sherman had worked together to remove Arthur from his post as Collector of the Port of New York; Haye’s goal was to reform the civil service and eliminate Roscoe Conkling’s notoriously corrupt New York political machine (Greenberger 2017:75-112). At the 1880 Republican Convention, Blaine and his delegates had ensured the nomination of Garfield as President (Reeves 1975:180), meaning that Arthur would have never become President without Blaine’s earlier help. Sherman had also nearly won the nomination in 1880, and Blaine remained a possible future presidential candidate (Reeves 1975:163-164, 176-177 & 183; Gyory 1998:303n9). Finally, the assassin Guiteau apparently was motivated by the belief that the supposedly more patronage-friendly Arthur would give him more favorable treatment than Garfield had; this motive in turn suggesting to many of Arthur’s critics that the new chief executive was implicated in the murder (Greenberger 2017:151-158 & 225-226).
Anti-Chinese members of Congress nonetheless continued to press the issue and were able to pass a revised version overwhelmingly. The most important difference with the first incarnation was a reduction in the period of Chinese exclusion from two decades to “only” one. Senators voted 32 to 15 for the new bill, as did 201 versus 37 Representatives. Facing veto-proof Congressional support, Arthur signed the Chinese Exclusion Act into law on May 6, 1882 (Reeves 1975:279). Although he probably continued to harbor reservations about this legislation, the President lacked the principled temperament of an abolitionist firebrand such as Charles Sumner (Donald 1996). Rather, Arthur was a man of compromise given to worldly pleasures who had been thrust into power after decades climbing the rungs of the New York State Republican machine. Such a personality and background did not increase the likelihood of his making futile gestures on behalf of abstract justice or racial equality.
Historical evidence does not suggest, however, that Arthur signed off on Chinese exclusion out of racial animus.  In fact, the future president was born into a staunchly abolitionist family and as a young man had himself successfully defended in court an African-American women from New York who wished to fight racial segregation in the city’s public transit system (Dehler 2007:1-2 & 5). His Ulster-born father, Rev. William Arthur, spread the evangelical and anti-slavery gospel as a virtually itinerant Baptist pastor in rural New England and probably suffered occupational instability because of his political views (Reeves 1975:4-8; Karabell 2004:11-13). Arthur had married into a Southern, slave-owning family from Virginia, but he appears to have done so out of love for his wife rather than commitment to the Confederate cause. In fact, during the early days of the Civil War he served as a general in Lincoln’s Union Army, managing provisions (Reeves 1975:19-34; Karabell 2004:14-16).
Instead of a feeling of racial superiority, political realities appear to have mainly motivated Arthur’s final decision to sign the Exclusion Act once his opponents in Congress had reduced the nominal duration of “suspension” (Doennecke 1981:81-84). Ever the consensus-seeking “gentleman,” Chester Arthur also seems constitutionally unsuited to engaging in strident battles with a Congressional majority not to mention the anti-Chinese nation at large (Reeves 1975). Expending political capital on a just but hopeless cause à la Charles Sumner (Daniels 2004:13-16) was not his style. 
Class background might have similarly influenced Arthur’s immigration policies. Although he grew up in economically restrained, if not deprived, circumstances, in adulthood the future president rapidly ascended to near the top of the economic hierarchy of his day. His new-found wealth—much of which originated in various forms of graft connected to the Conkling machine—allowed him to indulge many of his cravings (Greenberger 2017:79-85). His luxurious lifestyle became filled with costly cigars, fine liquors, and fancy hats (Receipts; Dehler 2007:118-119; Greenberger 2017:55, 80 & 171). If one includes all revenue streams during his time as head of the New York Custom House, Arthur’s income exceeded that of even President Grant. Much to the chagrin of his wife, Arthur and his New York political cronies would regularly discuss “operations,” drink, and party at some of New York City’s finest “concert saloons,” essentially high-class brothels, until almost dawn (Greenberger 2017:79-82). By the time he became president, Arthur was therefore arguably out of touch with what working-class or poor white Americans were experiencing. His understanding of the plight of ordinary Chinese immigrants, whose status fell well below that of even destitute whites, must have been vanishingly small since he had no personal connection with the individuals he was hurting by signing the Exclusion Act.
The Conservative founder of Canadian federation, John A. Macdonald, likewise came to support measures designed to discourage entries from China and make life difficult for ethnic Chinese living in Canada. Though the Chinese Immigration Act of 1885 did not explicitly bar such immigration, it and its successor acts imposed increasingly prohibitive taxes on any Chinese who might consider entering Canada (Kelley and Trebilcock 1998:97-99). According to the initial Act of 1885, for example, all Chinese migrants except for those in a few special categories (e.g., government officials and merchants) needed to pay a CAN$50 head tax (Kelley and Trebilcock 1998:98), which equals about US$1,400 today (Powell 2005:33; Webster 2020b). Ships were likewise prohibited from bringing into Canada more than one Chinese immigrant per fifty tons of goods as opposed to one white person for only every two tons of cargo (Kelley and Trebilcock 1998:98). Captains who violated this and related provisions faced fines of at least $500 or imprisonment for up to a year, not to mention confiscation of their vessel. Other barred groups included prostitutes, lepers, and those carrying similarly contagious diseases (Parliament of Canada 1885). Also in 1885, Macdonald’s government passed the Electoral Franchise Act, which stripped all ethnic Chinese—even the Canadian-born—of the right to vote in federal elections. In his “justification” of this second statute, the Prime Minister compared Chinese workers to “a threshing machine or any other agricultural implement” and asserted that they have “no British instincts or British feelings or aspirations, and therefore ought not to have a vote” (Kelley and Trebilcock 1998:98).
The late 19th century was not renowned for its racial tolerance, but Macdonald appears even more likely than his contemporaries to have subscribed to some form of what we would today call white supremacy, “biological racism,” or “scientific racism” (Stanley 2014b; but see Gwyn 2011:528-532). In terms that liberal-democratic Canadians should find profoundly troubling, Macdonald maintained that Asians and Europeans were distinct species and that, “like the cross of the dog and the fox,” the “Aryan races” could not successfully “amalgamate with the Africans or the Asiatics.” If the government allowed Chinese immigrate into Canada, the “Aryan character of the future of British America should be destroyed” (Stanley 2014a; 2014b). It is of course anachronistic to associate Macdonald’s use of the term “Aryan” with Hitler’s later murder of “non-Aryan [nichtarische]” Jews and Roma during the Holocaust (Dwork and van Pelt 2002) and Porajmos (Weiss-Wendt 2013) or with even more recent attacks on racial minorities by hate groups such as the U.S.-based Aryan Nations (Balch 2006). Nonetheless, both Macdonald and these other racist political actors appear to have adopted the demographic framework of Joseph Arthur, Comte de Gobineau (1853; 1855), the influential but notorious 19th-Century French theorist of the “Aryan race” (Stanley 2014b) whose writings were available in English translation in North America by the mid-1850s (Gobineau 1856). Arguably, then, Canada’s first prime minister based his immigration policy at least partially on his broadly based racial ideology. 
One of Macdonald’s primary intellectual influences, especially on matters of ethnicity, appears to have been British journalist and historian Goldwin Smith, who helped lead the faculty at the newly established Cornell University in upstate New York until 1871 and then spent the remainder of his life in Toronto. Both very public figures, Macdonald and Smith seem to have enjoyed a robust friendship from the academic’s arrival in Canada until a dispute in 1891 over likely false allegations of Smith’s political disloyalty (McMullen 1892:501-503; Smith 1911:432-433; Creighton 1955:191); Wallace (1957:83-86) even speaks of Smith as Macdonald’s “unofficial mentor.” On the occasion of son Hugh John Macdonald’s wedding in 1876 (Guest 2003), the Prime Minister thus stayed at Smith’s new home in Toronto, the Grange, and the two friends attended the festivities together (Smith 1911:432; Gwyn 2011:271). In a “private” note to Smith in 1880, Macdonald proposes “drop[ping] you a confidential line” and gives his “kindest regard to Mrs. Smith,” Goldwin’s wife Harriet (Haultain 1913:89). Arnold Haultain’s (1913) non-exhaustive collection of Goldwin Smith’s correspondence reprints five letters from Macdonald in the years 1878-1882. 
Smith’s relevant views, moreover, seem to be an extension of Gobineau’s systematic bigotry. During a discussion with his colleague Haultain in 1898 (1914:28-29), for example, Smith opined that the Chinese in Asia were not likely to achieve “great things” because they had been colonized. When Haultain responded that “all [of] Europe” was an “Aryan colonization,” the former Cornell professor simply repeated his claim that early Europeans reached greatness because they were “wild stocks” instead of colonized subjects (such as the Chinese). Besides his racist views of the Chinese and other Asian victims of imperialism, Smith commonly expressed extreme anti-Semitism; in a journal article from the 1890s, for instance, he referred to Jews as “a parasitic race” who “absorb[ ]the national wealth” and “eat[ ]out the core of nationality” (Bendavid 1891). This essay was hardly the only time Smith voiced such prejudice (Holmes 1972; Rome 1983:129-194; Tulchinsky 1992; Phillips 2002:127-144; Mendelson 2008:11-54). And Smith likewise denigrated women, resigning his post at Cornell in protest over coeducation (Phillips 2002:97-98).


Of course, it was more than hypocritical for Macdonald to attack Chinese immigrants to Canada when he himself had been born in Europe. Though scholars dispute some fine details surrounding his birth, authoritative sources agree that the future Prime Minister entered this life in 1815 in Glasgow, Scotland (Gwyn 2007:709). During a depression in the British Isles five years later, Macdonald’s parents decided to move the family to British North America to join their relatives in Kingston, Ontario (Creighton 1952:1-7). Though before at least 1867, Macdonald’s birthplace was technically still within the same “country” as Canada, the British Empire, sociologically he was a first-generation Scottish Canadian, and his mother Helen even preferred to speak Gaelic (Gwyn 2007:12). To denigrate and attempt to exclude Chinese immigrants having an all-too-similar migratory and linguistic background hardly demonstrates noble character in the founder of Canada.

Although Macdonald seems to have harbored no respect for Chinese immigrants as human beings, he did view them as economically and politically essential during the building of the Canadian Pacific Railway. In turn, the CPR was itself critical to an even more grandiose venture: Macdonald’s dream of a Canadian nation stretching from the Atlantic to the Pacific Oceans. Indeed, one of the most important conditions that the new Canadian Confederation laid down for the admission of British Columbia was that the province help initiate and finish construction on the railway within a decade (Chow 2014:3-9). Despite popular calls for the exclusion of Chinese even before 1885, Macdonald therefore held back on passing anti-Chinese legislation until the Railway’s completion in that year. Canada’s founder himself saw the Chinese as an “inferior race” (Gorter 1995:11), an “alien race in every sense that would not and could not be expected to assimilate with our Aryan population.” After “there was a railway stretching across the continent,” Macdonald claimed in 1882, he would be willing to “preven[t] the permanent settlement in the country of Mongolians or Chinese immigrants” (Morton 1974:92).

But as Macdonald knew, the Chinese were indispensable for the task; in his own words, “either you must have this labor [meaning Chinese workers] or you cannot have the railway” (Roy 1984). American engineer and contractor Andrew Onderdonk (Eagle 2015), for example, first attempted to recruit white workers from British Columbia and California to complete the especially challenging stretch of track from Yale to Kamloops Lake, BC. Onderdonk eventually gave up, however, and instead hired thousands of Chinese immigrants; at their peak in this region, the Chinese workers outnumbered Europeans three to one (Morton 1974:84-87Lamb 1977:65 & 121-122).

The conditions for the many Chinese workers completing this cross-Canadian rail link were appalling. Chinese received at least 30 percent less in wages than whites, and the effective difference in earnings after deductions for obligatory purchases at the company store and mandatory fees demanded by labor brokers and travel agents might have been much greater (Berton 1972:374-376; Gorter 1995; Chow 2014:14-15). Hundreds, if not thousands, of workers from Canton died in various ways during construction. Perhaps 1,500 Chinese toiling for Onderdonk succumbed to diseases caused or exacerbated by extreme cold, unsanitary living and traveling conditions, poor nutrition, and inadequate or nonexistent medical care. Accidents claimed the lives of many more Asian workers; after one was blown up by explosives, a local newspaper remarked, “Of course there will be no investigation—only another Chinaman gone—that’s all. Another of the same sort fills the gap and the work goes on as usual” (Berton 1972:378-380; Roy 1984; Chow 2014:16-29 & 53-63). Chinese workers probably died in such accidents at a greater rate than did whites; within one month in 1880, the diary of engineer Henry Cambie recorded five fatalities among Chinese, yet a local newspaper asserted that “there have been no deaths [of whites]” in the previous two months (Berton 1972:378).
Macdonald’s scientific racism also appears to have affected his attitudes toward First Nations, resulting in probably even more lethal policies than for the Chinese. As Prime Minister forcing through the Canadian Pacific Railroad at all costs, he oversaw the starvation of thousands of First Nations members who stood in the way of settler-colonial Canada’s east-west unity (Daschuk 2013). Ethnically cleansing the Cree and other First Nations from lands south of the railway in Saskatchewan, Macdonald intentionally withheld food from already-famished indigenous peoples as a way to, according to his speech in the legislature, “reduce the expense” of forcing them from their homes (Daschuk 2013:123). Although Asian-Indian economist Amartya Sen (1981) would recognized such tactics as a classic case of a politically driven famine, some of Macdonald’s contemporaries in the Canadian parliament viewed even the Prime Minister as excessively generous, responding to his remarks with complaints about his “indulging the Indians” who “loung[e ] about when they might have been providing for themselves” (House of Commons 1882).  Illustrating his low regard for indigenous culture, Macdonald justified the notorious “Indian Residential Schools” to even literate First Nations children as “savages who can read and write” (Hopper 2018). Like the Chinese, then, Canada’s indigenous peoples were tools that Macdonald exploited in his quest to form a new nation-state. They certainly did not have the inherent rights as citizens that even francophone Canadian “Aryans” possessed.
Generalized Causal Hypotheses

This intensive study of the policies and lives of these two chief executives thus suggests that the quantitative, second section of the book should examine the effects of several important independent variables. In particular, it will look at the influence of partisanship (that presidents and prime ministers affiliated with parties of the left will be more libertarian on immigration), electoral self-interest/rational choice (that executives will tend to adopt the immigration policy most likely to help them win elections or maintain political influence in the legislature, suggested by Anthony Downs and David Mayhew), ethnicity (that ethnic-minority executives will be more pro-immigration), class (that upper-class political leaders will be less sympathetic to immigrants), and racial ideology (that adherents of scientific racism or white supremacy will oppose immigration more). The model for the amount of relevant policy making will also rely on political time/structuralism (that chief executives will be more active in implementing their preferred policy when they are affiliated with a party at the height of its political power, formulated by Skowronek 1997; 2011; see also Tichenor 2002). My statistical models will likewise control for contemporaneous economic conditions and the proportion of foreign-born in the population. Overall, the quantitative chapters will try to predict the extent to which all U.S. presidents and Canadian prime ministers have supported immigration when issuing or approving immigration-related Executive Orders or Orders-in-Council and proposing, signing, or vetoing immigration legislation. These data would then be analyzed in STATA with some form of multivariate regression. 

The three main sources of “data” for testing these hypotheses will be official Canadian and American statistics and publications (many of them reprinted in the online “Parlinfo” and “Orders in Council” databases for Canada and “The American Presidency Project” for the U.S.), autobiographies by and biographies about the chief executives and their immigration secretaries or ministers, and the personal papers of these same individuals. For the Canadian leaders, I have conducted research at Library and Archives Canada in the Trudeau, Macdonald, and Mackenzie King Fonds and have likewise examined the LAC’s microfilmed copies of most of Diefenbaker’s relevant personal papers. The remaining relevant materials exist only as originals at the Diefenbaker Canada Centre of the University of Saskatchewan, which I visited in 2015. For U.S. presidents, I have viewed Reagan’s, Clinton’s, and Johnson’s papers at their respective presidential libraries; the Library of Congress, meanwhile, has microfilmed Arthur’s few surviving writings. I have already interviewed Bill Clinton’s commissioner of immigration, Doris Meissner, as well as two American legislators who worked closely with Ronald Reagan on immigration policy: Alan Simpson and Ron Mazzoli. Unfortunately, Bill Clinton himself did not respond to my requests to speak with him about his immigration policies, and the other seven political leaders and their main migration assistants are now dead. Finally, in 2018 I followed up on relevant details of various chief executives’ immigration policies by visiting the Canadian Immigration Museum at Pier 21 in Halifax, the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library in Boston, and the Mudd manuscript collection at Princeton University. 
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