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Although Singapore has one of the highest standards of living in Asia, the city-state suffers from a low birth rate, especially among highly educated ethnic Chinese, and from substantial brain drain as many of its highly skilled young natives emigrate to industrialized, English-speaking, countries such as Australia. Seeking both to compensate for these problems and to maintain the ethnic status quo, Singapore's PAP government has responded by encouraging immigration from other Chinese-speaking regions.  This policy, however, has come into conflict with natives' growing dislike of foreigners and has led to accusations that immigrants are widening the income gap and depressing wages by competing with native-born workers.  So prevalent has this challenge become that one prominent international affairs publication recently claimed that “resentment towards incomers” and “immigration [are] becoming the city-state’s dominant political issue.”  Our study thus examines the main determinants of xenophobia in Singapore by analyzing Singaporeans' immigration attitudes in the 2002 World Values Study, the 2004 AsiaBarometer, and the 2005 Gallup Voice of the People poll.  Regression analysis indicates that being Malay or Muslim reduces support for the current immigration policy, while, contrary to most other empirical literature on immigration views, being unemployed increases xenophobia, and education has no statistically significant effect.  These findings suggest that the government might profitably introduce more multicultural education in the schools, should perhaps consider adopting policies that compensate natives for any proven economic harm from economic competition with newcomers, and needs to spend more time trying to convince ethnic Malays that immigration benefits even their community.
In the global literature on the causes and effects of international migration, relatively few scholars have studied the conditions in East Asia.  Theoretically, however, it is important to look beyond the typically investigated areas of North America and Western Europe. Conditions that hold in Western, industrial societies are not necessarily the norm in Africa, Latin America, or Asia.  Within East Asia, one of the most important countries of immigration is Singapore, where foreign-born residents constitute ____ percentage of the population.  

Economic, Ethnicity, and Immigration Setting
As one of the four “Asian Tigers” (Kim, 1998), Singapore enjoys a diversified, financial services- and technology-based economy and a first-class infrastructure (Lee, 2000).  As of 2007, Singapore had a GDP per capita of US$35,597, making it the most affluent society in East Asia after Japan (World Bank, 2010).  Another reason to focus on Singapore is because its economy employs the highest proportion of immigrant workers in Asia, approximately one quarter of the labor force (Wong, 1997; Hui, 1998).  For Singapore’s economic prosperity to continue, moreover, the country must continue to import foreign workers to fill “the almost perennial shortages in labor supply in almost all levels of the skills spectrum” (Wong, 1997, quoting Gunasekaran, 1996)

At the upper-end of occupational prestige, highly educated professionals and managers migrate to Singapore to fill positions in finance and international trade.  These individuals usually receive “general work permits” or “employment passes” in order to facilitate Singapore’s acquisition of “human capital” and knowledge of advanced technology (Wong, 1997; Hui, 1998).  At the other end of the skilled continuum, Singaporean natives have also come to depend on various service workers and manual laborers to maintain their comfortable life-style and build their infrastructure.  Representative occupations include: construction and factory workers, domestic helpers, ship hands and dockworkers, sales clerks, and cooks (Cheng, 1996; Wong, 1996; 1997; Hui, 1998; Huang and Yeah, 2003).  These relatively low-skilled workers generally receive the more restrictive “work permits,” which allow them to stay in the country for a few years so long as they remain in the stated job with the same employer (Wong, 1997).

The city-state likewise needs immigration to counter the significant emigration of highly skilled Singaporean natives. Singaporean emigrants primarily move to, in order of importance, Australia, Canada and the United States (Yap, 1994). Although Singapore does not provide exact figures on its emigrants (Low, 1994), the Australian government reports about 2,000 net Singaporean immigrants for 2009 (Department of Immigration and Citizenship, 2010).  Almost 1,400 Singaporeans became permanent residents of Canada in 2008 (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2009), and in 2009 the Canadian Embassy in Singapore issued 9,000 permanent-resident visas to prospective emigrants (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2010).  And the United States Department of Homeland Security registered approximately 800 new permanent resident from Singapore (Department of Homeland Security, 2010).  Such statistics raise fears that brain drain will “cream off” the most highly skilled, valuable workers (Yap, 1994).  Indeed, among members of the three major ethnic groups, men, the young, the university educated, managers and professional appear most open to emigrate (Tan, 2005).  Yap (1994) finds, for example, that emigrants are almost eight times as likely to be college educated and twice as likely to be professionals.  In perhaps the most reliable investigation of the question, Sullivan and Gunasekaran (1994) reported that Singaporean emigrants to Australia were most likely to mention the “government” (64.6%) as a push factor for leaving, followed by “Stress/Pressure” (58.2%).  Similarly, Low (1994) cites social factors such as a desire for less “pressured and more open social environment” as likely motivations for emigration.

Like other industrialized countries’, Singapore’s total fertility rate has gradually decreased to a point well below the crucial replacement level necessary for continued economic success (Skeldon, 1992; Nevile, 1996; Low, 2004; Teo and Piper, 2009).  In 2007, the average ethnic Chinese woman aged 15-44 delivered 0.041 children.  Malays and Indians had a higher fertility rate at 0.054 and 0.043 respectively (Tables 3.4 and 3.6 in Singstat 2008).  The number of live birth per total population of a given ethnic group shows an even stronger contrast.  While the Chinese community had 0.009 live births per individual member in 2007, Malays and Indians both had a rate that was 1.41 times higher at 0.0127 per community member (Tables 3.4 and 3.6 in Singstat 2008).

To compensate for this brain drain and low fertility (Low, 1994; Neville, 1996; Margolin, 2000; Tan, 2004; Lorente, et al, 2005; Ng, 2005; Teo, 2009), Singapore has an adopted an aggressive skills-based immigration policy.  In a nutshell, the PAP governments wants to bring into the country immigrants who are “useful to Singapore for economic gains as long as they do not bring on costs” (Iyer et al., 2004) via welfare or related social services (Bellows, 1970; Pang, 1992; Wong, 1997; Hui, 1998; Mauzy, 2002; Huang and Yeoh, 2003).  Or as Hui (1998) puts it, 

Special attention and preference have been focused at attracting skilled immigrants from selected countries such as Hong Kong, China and India.  This reflects the desire to maximize the benefits associated with the assimilation of the new migrants into the existing social environment.

In order to maintain the ethno-politcal status quo, the PAP government appears to be using ethnically selective immigration policy to (i.e. disproportionate large number of Chinese and comparatively small fraction of Malays) as a way to compensate for low Chinese birthrates, high Malay fertility, and high Chinese emigration (Chan, 1994; Neville, 1996; Lam et al., 2002; Kong, 2003; Cheng, 2005; Piper, 2006; Yeoh, 2007; Kwok, 2007; Yeoh, 2008).  Despite the political necessity of this policy, the government has noted with concern the rising levels of xenophobia among native Singaporeans (Pattana, 2005).  In his 2006 National Day Rally, for example, Prime Minister Lee Hsien-Loong remarked,

I know that some Singaporean agree with [PAP immigration policy] they have reservations, they worry about the competitions, they are unhappy that immigrants come, here don’t do National Service…I understand these concerns…because somebody new coming…[just because they] are different doesn’t mean we have to reject them.  We have to take a big-hearted approach.  So there are things which we can do as a governments in order to open our doors and bring immigrants in.  But more importantly as a society we as Singaporeans, each one of us, we have to welcome immigrants (Lee, 2006).

Isolating the main causes of xenophobia in Singapore could thus be useful for government and human rights activist concerned about ethnic tension and helpful in combating this significant threat to the city-state’s long-term economic success.

Hypotheses
A rational choice perspective on immigration attitudes would suggest that natives who fear some sort of economic harm from actual or potential immigrants would be disproportionately xenophobic.  However, empirical literature rarely finds any effect for being unemployed (Citrin et al., 1997).  We would thus expect no effect for individual unemployment in Singapore.  Despite mixed results for income in the literature (Citrin et al., 1997; Fetzer, 2000), we would also hypothesize that the well off in Singapore would be more likely to support migration given the city-states highly skill-based immigration policy and minimal welfare programs (Iyer, et al., 2004).

The main effect of Singaporean immigration policy seems to be to maintain ethnic Chinese dominance.  Although detailed immigration statistics by nationality do not appear to be available (Kwok, 1999), we can infer which groups are given more immigration slots based on the cumulative number of permanent residents compared with citizens.  According to 2000 statistics computed by (Yeoh and Yap, 2008) 76.8 percent of Singaporean citizens were ethnically Chinese and almost the same percentage of permanent residents belonged to that ethnic group.  Although 14.9 percent of citizens are Malay, only 4.1 percent of permanent residents are also indigenous to the Malaysian peninsula.   In contrast, the percentage of permanent residents who are Indian (14.9 percent) is more than two times that of the proportion of citizens who are Indian (7.2 percent).  Because immigration policy seems to maintain the ethnic hegemony of the Chinese, we would hypothesize that the Chinese respondents would support the status quo immigration policy.  Malays on the other hand, who appear to be disadvantaged by the current policy, would be more likely to oppose it.  Indians, meanwhile, should have a greater tendency of favoring the policy because it appears to be doubling their population.

Because religious values have been used to justify campaigns for immigrant rights, the authors would hypothesize that religiousity would cause greater support for immigrants and their political interest.  Due to religious institutions activism in Singapore (Piper, 2006) we would expect religious respondents to be more pro-immigration.  Although we would expect nationalism to correlate positively with xenophobia (Chen, and Yu, 2005; Ceobanu and Escandell, 2008) the only data set witch contains a nationalism measure operationalizes immigration attitudes as support for the PAP’s policy.  Singaporean nationalism should therefore boost enthusiasm for the status quo immigration policy.

Perhaps because respondents whose family members reside outside of the country are more exposed to international cultures, these interviewees would be more likely to view immigration favorably. Because previous studies on immigration attitudes overwhelmingly find that education increase one’s support for immigration (Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2007), we hypothesize that highly educated Singaporeans will support immigration.  The existing literature on gender and public opinion on immigration remains divided (Givens, 2004; Binder et al., 1997).  We therefore believe that being a woman will have no effect.

Data and Methods
To test these hypotheses about the causes of support for the current Singaporean immigration policy, this article analyzes data from the World Values Study 2002 (ICPSR see ICPSR 3975), AsiaBarometer 2004 (ICPSR 20420), and Voice of the People 2005 (ICPSR 4636).
In the Voice of the People 2005 principal investigator Gallup International Association conducted from May 18 to August 2 of 2005 telephone interviews of 502 apparently quota sampled persons aged 18 and over in Singapore.  The principal investigator weighted the population represented by the Singapore sample of this dataset.  In the World Values Study 2002 principal investigator Dr. Tan Ern Ser conducted from March 14 to August 7 of 2002 face-to-face interviews of 1512 stratified randomly sampled citizens of Singapore age 18 and over.  The sample was weighted by ethnicity and age, which resulted in the majority group being under sampled, and minority groups over sampled.  In the AsiaBarometer 2004 principal investigator Takashi Inoguchi conducted face-to-face interviews from October 11, 2004to April 28, 2005, which resulted in 800 usable respondents.

In Table 1, we used logistic regression to estimate the determinants of the interviewee’s perception that immigration was good for the country.  In Model 1, responses for the dependent variable were either “good” or “bad.”  For Model 2, however, we included all of the same independent variables as in Model 1 but substituted a trichotomous dependent variable ranging from “good” to “don’t know” to “bad.” Although Table 1 uses religious identity instead of ethnicity, we believe the two are so closely related as to be almost substitutable. Of Singaporean Muslims, 84 percent were ethnically Malaysian in 2000 data the remaining were ethnically Indian. Virtually all (99.4 percent) of the Hindus were ethnically Indian (Leow 2001: 112).

Table 2 employs ordinary least-squares regression to isolate the causes of the respondents support for a liberal immigration policy in general.  Options on the four-point scale for the dependent variable ranged from “[admitting] into Singapore anyone who wants to come in” to “[prohibiting] people coming [to Singapore] from other countries.”  In Model 1, we included two regressors for religion, Muslim and Hindu, while in Model 2 we substituted the ethnic equivalents.

Table 3 employs ordinary least-squares regression to examine a more specific immigration policy, “how well” respondents feel the “Singaporean government is dealing with…immigration.”  While Model 1 looks only at exogenous regressors, Model 2 adds the arguably intervening variable of Singaporean nationalism (“How proud are you of being Singaporean?”).

***TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE***
Results
Table 1 presents the results for the determinants of respondents seeing immigration as having a good effect on Singaporean society.  Perhaps the most economic result is that, contrary to most empirical literature on immigration attitudes, being unemployed (in the dichotomous Model 1) produces a more negative evaluation of migration.  In the trichotomous Model 2, higher income seems to boost positive views of immigration.  Being on the verge of absolute poverty (“Eat Well” and “Out of Labor Force”) seemed not to have any statistically significant effect.  The most important ethno-cultural variables appear to confirm our hypotheses; in Model 2, Muslims are significantly more pessimistic about an immigration impact.  Religiosity by itself, however, does not achieve statistical significance.  Although among the demographic variables, gender has no effect, education and age perform as hypothesized.

***TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE***
Table 2 summarizes the results for the determinants of respondents’ likely support for immigration into Singapore.  As in Model 2 of Table 1, being unemployed has no statistically significant effect.  Likewise, greater income appears to increase a respondents’ support for immigration in general.  Being a woman, in contrast, seems to reduce enthusiasm for foreign labor.  Although executives show no occupational effects, interviewees in low-status professions are more likely to oppose immigration after controlling for other variables.  Students, retirees, and homemakers, on the other hand, are more welcoming of the foreign-born.  In both models, belonging to either the Malay or Muslim minority increased hostility towards the immigration population.  Perhaps the most surprising result in that education has no effect in either model.

***TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE***
Table 3 lists the results for the determinants of respondents’ support for the PAP immigration policy. Though no other economic variable has a statistically significant effect, unemployment produces hostility to the status quo policy in both models.  While religiosity itself seems to foster opposition to PAP policy, belonging to the Hindu or Muslim religious minorities produces the opposite effect.  Finally, no demographic variable is significant, but in Model 2, Singaporean nationalism and support for the government’s immigration position go hand-in-hand.

Discussion

The first anomalous finding is that education does not seem to produce pro-immigration sentiments of Singaporeans.  Although the broader literature of immigration attitudes repeatedly reports positives correlations between education and tolerance, (Hainmueler and Hiscox, 2007; Fezter, forthcoming), Tables 2 and 3 contain no statistically significant estimate for the effect of education, and only the dichotomous model in Table 1 yields significant results.  We would hypothesize that the education stem in Singapore does not teach broad multi-culturalism the way that North American universities do.
 Instead, Singapore appears to favor Confucian values in is curriculum (Tremewan, 1996; Lele, 2004).  Mauzy’s (2006) argument that education is not necessarily producing a more pro-liberal-democratic middle-class in Singapore may well support our assumption that the schools our not teaching the kind of ethnic tolerance that would lead to greater support for immigration.  Similarly, Coenders documents that education is most likely to have a pro-immigration effect in countries that have been politically liberalized for many years.  

The second unexpected result is that in Singapore, being unemployed increases one’s hostility to immigration.  Although the economic self-interest theory of public opinion predicts such a finding, the broader empirical literature on immigration attitudes almost never documents such a relationship (Citrin, 1997; Fetzer, 2000).  We would propose several explanations for this deviate outcome in Singapore.  One possibility is that the unemployed are disproportionately opposed to the PAP in general and therefore more likely to criticize the governments handling of immigration.  Arguably, the question is partly a barometer of support form immigration policy, but also partly an indicator of loyalty to the PAP.  Unemployed respondents seem especially hostile to the PAP, however; being unemployed correlates positively with believing that the government is corrupt (r=.092, p=.017), it is mishandling the unemployment issue (r=.130, p=.000), and “the political party” is not “operating in the best interest of society” (r=.074, p=.049).

Policy Implications and Recommendations
What these findings suggest about the best way to combat anti-immigrant is that multi-cultural education is key.  Instead of de facto emphasizing the superiority of Chinese culture, Singapore’s educators should embrace a more liberal arts, spirit-of inquiry, and egalitarian approach that would value the cultural contributions of all major ethnic groups in society, including the traditions of the foreign-born.  Outside the classroom, the government should continue to emphasize via the media and public statements that Singapore’s rapidly aging native population requires a complement of younger immigrants for demographic and perhaps social stability.  

PAP leaders should also be concerned about possible ethnic division over immigration policy.  Our regression analysis shoes that Muslims or Malays are more likely to oppose immigration and believe it has negative effects on society.  Perhaps many Singaporean Malays view the current policy as primarily a way to maintain ethnic Chinese dominance in the country.  Although native Chinese ethnics have a relatively low birth rate, Malays might reason, the PAP compensates for this disparity by replacing the “missing Chinese babies” with young, highly educated immigrants from the ethnically Chinese societies of Taiwan, Hong Kong, and China.  To the extent that these perceptions reflect reality, Singapore’s leaders should modify their immigration to select migrants in a more ethnically neutral fashion.
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Table 1

Logistic Regression Coefficients of Immigration Effect, Gallup 2005
	                                                                      Model 1                                     Model 2

	  Variables
	                 b
	 
	   SE
	                 b
	 
	   SE
	 

	Economic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Unemployed
	-2.067
	**
	0.805
	-1.323
	
	0.597
	

	    Income
	0.211
	
	0.2
	0.308
	**
	0.145
	

	    Out of Labor Force
	-0.015
	
	0.303
	0.062
	
	0.232
	

	    Eat Well
	0.274
	
	0.316
	0.290
	
	0.241
	

	Ethno-Cultural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Muslim
	-0.074
	
	0.403
	-0.108
	**
	0.294
	

	    Hindu
	-0.152
	
	0.513
	0.106
	
	0.407
	

	    Religious
	0.104
	
	0.292
	0.061
	
	0.213
	

	Demographic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Education
	0.532
	**
	0.297
	0.277
	
	0.204
	

	    Woman
	-0.196
	
	0.285
	-0.033
	
	0.211
	

	    Age
	-0.464
	**
	0.192
	-0.508
	***
	0.144
	

	Constant 1
	-0.419
	
	1.38
	-0.262
	
	1.039
	

	Constant 2
	
	
	
	0.911
	
	1.04
	

	Log Likelihood
	-163.9
	**
	
	-258.3
	***
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R-square
	
	0.105
	
	
	0.094
	
	

	Number of cases
	 
	316
	 
	 
	406
	 
	 


Note: All variables are dummies except for Income (range 1-3), Eat Well (range 1-4), Education (range 1-3), and Age (range 1-4).
*p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.001

Table 2
OLS Regression of Support for Immigration, WVS 2002
	                                                                     Model 1                                      Model 2

	  Variables
	                 b
	 
	   SE
	                 b
	 
	   SE
	 

	Economic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Unemployed
	0.107
	
	0.076
	0.106
	
	0.077
	

	    Income
	0.014
	*
	0.008
	0.014
	*
	0.008
	

	    Executive
	-0.053
	
	0.081
	-0.049
	
	0.081
	

	    Worker
	-0.117
	**
	0.046
	-0.116
	**
	0.047
	

	    Out of Labor Force
	0.086
	**
	0.038
	0.086
	**
	0.038
	

	Ethno-Cultural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Muslim
	-0.111
	**
	0.044
	
	
	
	

	    Hindu
	-0.047
	
	0.086
	
	
	
	

	    Malay
	
	
	
	-0.128
	**
	0.047
	

	    Indian
	
	
	
	0.002
	
	0.064
	

	    Religiosity
	0.000
	
	0.007
	0.000
	
	0.007
	

	Demographic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Education
	0.000
	
	0.01
	0.000
	
	0.010
	

	    Woman
	-0.088
	**
	0.032
	-0.089
	**
	0.032
	

	    Age
	-0.001
	
	0.001
	0.000
	
	0.001
	

	Constant
	2.325
	***
	0.077
	2.323
	***
	0.077
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	
	0.030
	
	
	0.031
	
	

	Number of cases
	 
	1,370
	 
	 
	1,357
	 
	 


Note: All variables are dummies except for Income (range 1-10), Religiosity (range 1-7), Education (range 1-8), and Age (range 15-84).
*p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.001

Table 3
OLS Regression Coefficients of Support for PAP Immigration Policy 

AsiaBarometer 2004
	                                                                      Model 1                                     Model 2

	  Variables
	                 b
	 
	   SE
	                 b
	 
	   SE
	 

	Economic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Unemployed
	-0.268
	**
	0.130
	-0.222
	*
	0.133
	

	    Income
	-0.010
	
	0.012
	-0.015
	
	0.012
	

	    Executive
	0.780
	
	0.168
	0.068
	
	0.168
	

	    Worker
	-0.078
	
	0.070
	-0.072
	
	0.072
	

	    Out of Labor Force
	-0.023
	
	0.076
	0.015
	
	0.078
	

	Ethno-Cultural
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Muslim
	0.309
	***
	0.075
	0.284
	***
	0.078
	

	    Hindu
	0.254
	**
	0.101
	0.211
	**
	0.103
	

	    Religiosity
	-0.029
	**
	0.014
	-0.033
	**
	0.014
	

	    Out of Country
	0.028
	
	0.051
	0.011
	
	0.052
	

	    Nationalism
	
	
	
	0.136
	***
	0.037
	

	Demographic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    Education
	0.000
	
	0.023
	0.012
	
	0.024
	

	    Woman
	0.010
	
	0.054
	0.007
	
	0.055
	

	    Age
	0.002
	
	0.003
	0.003
	
	0.003
	

	    Married
	-0.078
	
	0.060
	-0.055
	
	0.062
	

	Constant
	3.200
	***
	0.177
	2.685
	***
	0.209
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R2
	
	0.045
	
	
	0.070
	
	

	Number of cases
	 
	634
	 
	 
	595
	 
	 


Note: All variables are dummies except for Income (range 1-12), Religiosity (range 1-7), Nationalism (range 1-4), Education (range 1-6), and Age (range 20-59).
*p<.1, **p<.05, ***p<.001







( Joel S. Fetzer is Professor of Political Science at Pepperdine University and specializes in comparative migration politics. Brandon Alexander Millan studied East Asian and immigration politics under Joel Fetzer at Pepperdine University.


� The analysis and interpretations in this article in no way reflect the opinions of the World Values Survey Association, Gallup International Association, AsiaBarometer, Voice of the People, or the producers or collectors of these data.





� Alternatively, Mayda (2006; but see Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2010) would suggest that highly educated natives in Singapore are not disproportionately supportive of immigration because foreign workers are at least as well educated as Singaporean natives.   Fearing for their jobs, the highly educated oppose the admission of additional competitors for their jobs.  Unfortunately, because of the paucity of demographic data on immigrants to Singapore, we cannot test this hypothesis directly.





