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Abstract

This thesis addresses the question of how visa-related policies restricting the interemployer mobility right of temporary migrant workers (TMWs) affect the labor market
outcomes of competing natives. My main argument is that such policies have the perverse
effect of increasing the desirability of TMWs to employers, leading to labor market
segmentation and a downwards shift in the labor demand curve for natives, depressing
both equilibrium wage and employment. Thus far, the migrant impact literature has not
sufficiently accounted for visa-related policy restrictions, an omission that might help
explain the contradictory results of this literature. Limiting myself to an investigation of
inter-employer mobility rights, I first developed a novel theoretical model for how
restricting these rights might affect migrants’ impact, from which I derived a set of
observable hypotheses. Next, to test these hypotheses, I employed the following two
distinct methods: (i) a qualitative cross-country comparison of inter-employer mobility
restrictions under various temporary migration programs (TMPs); and (ii) a quantitative
survey-based investigation of the preferences of employment decision makers in Saudi
Arabia (a country with a large and restrictive TMP). The quantitative portion utilized
Choice-Based Conjoint analysis as well as an ordered logistic regression model. The
results of both methods were generally supportive of my hypotheses; indeed, my findings
suggest the importance of accounting for inter-employer mobility rights when defining
analytical labor markets for the purpose of empirical impact investigations. Nevertheless,
further research is needed to validate the insights of this exploratory project.
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Chapter I.
Introduction

International labor migration has become a major, albeit poorly governed, force in
the World today, for better or for worse. In the absence of internationally agreed upon
and effectively propagated norms, policy responses by governments have also varied
widely. These responses to migration have usually represented a tension between a
practical need for labor and a fear of local political and economic backlash. Indeed,
policy makers often assume that the interaction between employers, natives, and migrants
is a zero-sum game; they assume that in this game native workers (often a large part of
the policy makers’ constituencies) are likely to be the losers. Some economists hold this
intuition to be fundamentally true (Borjas, 2014, Chapter 7, para. 1), including the
famous American economist and Nobel Laureate Paul Samuelson who stated in 1964 that
“[b]y keeping labor supply down, immigration policy tends to keep wages high” (as cited
in Borjas, 2003, p. 2).
Nevertheless, since the time of Samuelson’s statement, studies have returned
contradictory conclusions concerning the resulting impact of migrant influx upon local
labor markets; this has only complicated the task of policy development and governance.
Unfortunately, this confusion has delayed the arrival at an international consensus
regarding optimal temporary labor migration policy; in fact, it has led to yet another
manifestation of what renowned Harvard economist Lawrence Summers (2016) has
termed an “international race to the bottom,” due to a lack of “global minimum
standards.”

One likely source of the contradictory results and resulting confusion that has
plagued the migrant impact literature is a methodological failure to properly define labor
markets for the purpose of analysis. Traditionally, in defining labor markets, this
literature has focused on whom countries have admitted (i.e. age and skill categories) or
where the influx of workers has occurred (i.e. spatial boundaries). On the other hand, the
question of how countries admit migrant workers has not been sufficiently examined in
defining the analytical boundaries of labor markets. This failure has left much
heterogeneity within the data analyzed in the impact literature, perhaps leading to the
observed divergence in results.
Nevertheless, despite this analytical failure, policy makers find themselves faced
with the inevitable practical question of how to admit migrant workers (i.e. under what
visa regime and conditions). In order to address the tension described above and given
the relative ease of manipulating visa conditions, policy maker often resort to restricting
the economic rights of these workers, albeit in diverse ways. Indeed, it is this diversity of
policy manifestations that is the source of the analytically problematic heterogeneity
inevitably present in studies that fail to account for visa status when defining the
analytical labor market. To make matters worse, the underlying assumption that
restricting migrants’ rights is a form of protectionism to the benefit of the native workers
is deeply flawed; indeed, domestic restrictions on immigrants should be distinguished
from restrictions on entry at the border, as the prior might result in perverse consequences
for the native workforce.
Gaining a better understanding of this possible perversity of policies that restrict
the rights of migrant workers is of interest to many diverse groups; indeed, it carries
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practical implications for native and migrant workers, governments, rights activists, and
the international community (including development practitioners), alike. For workers
and governments, a clear understanding of the impact-related role of rights would help to
develop immigration policy that truly benefits the majority rather than specific interest
groups. Similarly, for rights activists and the international community, such a clear
understanding would legitimize subsequent universal policy on migrants’ rights. Indeed,
within the recent United Nations’ (UN) Sustainable Development Goals (SDG)
framework, and specifically under Goal 10, to “[r]educe inequality within and among
countries,” Target 10.7 explicitly deals with migration policy. It seeks to “[f]acilitate
orderly, safe, regular and responsible migration and mobility of people, including through
the implementation of planned and well-managed migration policies” (United Nations,
2017). Nonetheless, effective migration policy is “something that alas is still far from
being achieved” (Sachs, 2015, p. 488). More generally, development practitioners realize
that “[a] well-functioning labor market is critical to community economic development.
A labor market that allows mobility of workers from low to high value output jobs
increases community production and per worker income” (Shaffer, Deller, &
Marcouiller, 2004, p. 103).

Research Question and Main Argument
At the highest level, this thesis aims to address the suspicion, (which I have
articulated above), that accounting for how countries admit migrant workers might shed
light on apparent contradictions debated in the migrant impact literature. If true, this
would suggest the necessity of a methodological change to account for visa conditions
when defining analytical labor markets. To address this suspicion, for any given policy
3

restriction, the following two points require investigation: (i) the practical relevance of
the restriction (i.e. its international prevalence); and (ii) whether this restriction in fact
affects the impact of migrants on natives’ labor market outcomes.
Given the diverse nature of policy restrictions imposed on migrants’ rights, it is
not possible to address the impact of all of these restrictions within the scope of a single
project. Thus, for the purpose of the project at hand, I have chosen to focus on the subset
of rights termed “economic rights” by Martin Ruhs (2013, p. 44). This is because
restricting economic rights is theoretically more disruptive to the functioning of a labor
market (i.e. involves more spillover effects) than restricting other rights. For this reason,
renowned laissez-faire economist and Nobel laureate Milton Friedman favored a policy
of complete freedom from economic restrictions for migrants coupled with exclusion
from state welfare benefits (as cited in LibertyPen, 2009).
Furthermore, within economic rights, and more specifically within Ruhs’ (2013)
“right to free choice of employment” (p. 174), I limit the scope of this project to
examining restrictions placed on the inter-employer mobility right of migrant workers
(i.e. the right to free choice of specific employer vs. occupation, for example). First, this
is perhaps one of the most commonly restricted forms of economic rights. Second, from
an activist’s perspective, the right to inter-employer mobility is especially consequential;
as Milton Friedman has convincingly argued, the mere existence of alternative employers
among whom workers are free to move is the best guarantor of workers’ rights in general
(BasicEconomics, 2012). Nevertheless, despite this narrow focus, a thorough
examination of this specific right provides useful insights for understanding the effects of
restricting other types of migrants’ rights.
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Thus, from the discussion above, the following research question emerges: how
do policy restrictions that governments of receiving countries impose on the interemployer mobility of temporary migrant workers affect the labor market outcomes (i.e.
wage and employment levels) of competing native workers within the same aggregate
labor market, ceteris paribus? By “how,” I am referring to both (i) the directionality of
impact as well as (ii) the causal mechanism. As for the practical relevance (i.e.
international prevalence) of this form of restrictions, I address this point naturally in the
process of answering my research question.
I argue that introducing inter-employer mobility restrictions leads to labor market
segmentation into mobile natives and immobile migrants. The immobility of migrants
weakens their bargaining power. This weakness, in turn, leads to wage rigidity and delays
these migrants’ ability to fully capture their marginal revenue product (MRP), which
generates a policy rent accruing to employers. Additionally, the policy-induced
immobility of migrants increases the credibility of their signaled commitment to
employers, decreasing the expected turnover rate and associated turnover costs. Again, a
policy rent accrues to employers, this time in the form of savings on turnover costs.
Thus, taken together, the rents associated with policies restricting the interemployer mobility of temporary migrant workers generate a perverse incentive for
employers to prefer migrants across the board. This increased desirability of migrants in
the eyes of employers decreases demand for competing natives, depressing both the
equilibrium wage and employment level of natives. In this way, inter-employer mobility
restrictions increase imperfect substitution effects between migrants and natives, decrease
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complementarities, weaken the competitiveness of the labor market, and undermine the
effectiveness of positive market adjustment mechanisms.
From this theoretical argument, I derive a number of observable hypotheses.
Generally, these are divided into two categories: downstream hypotheses, related to the
observed effect of policies in real-World contexts; and upstream hypotheses, related to
the theoretical mechanism itself. The downstream hypotheses include various predicted
manifestations of inter-employer mobility restrictions negatively impacting natives’ labor
market outcomes; whereas the upstream hypotheses are related to the strength of visa
status as a commitment signal to employers and how strongly commitment preference
drives the decision making of these employers.

Contribution to the Literature
In this thesis, I examine the intersection of two major bodies of literature, namely
(i) literature on migrants’ impact on natives and (ii) literature on migrants’ rights. My
fundamental insight is that accounting for visa-related restrictions on migrants’ rights (as
determinants of the boundaries of analytical labor markets) is in fact important for
understanding the impact of these migrants upon natives’ labor market outcomes. Indeed,
I find that restricted rights (i) are internationally prevalent and (ii) can lead to market
segmentation, making visa regimes as important as (if not more important than) spatial or
skill-based determinants of labor market boundaries. This intersection of the impact and
rights literatures, though critical to the advancement of both areas of inquiry, has received
little attention in the past.
Furthermore, the resulting labor market segmentation suggests a relationship
characterized by imperfect substitution between migrants and natives, although I
6

challenge the traditional view of this imperfect substitution in impact literature as having
a positive effect on natives’ labor market outcomes. I argue that, far from creating
positive complementarities (as is the traditional view of imperfect substitution in the
impact literature), imperfect substitution and labor market segmentation that arise from
visa conditions restricting migrants’ economic rights lead to a situation where migrants
are preferred over natives even at the same wage level (similar to imperfect substitution
of products resulting from a consumer-preference-based differentiation in product
markets).

Methods and Results
To examine the two categories of hypotheses, which I have discussed above, I
employed two distinct methodologies. For the downstream hypotheses, I conducted a
qualitative cross-country comparison of various temporary migration programs (TMPs)
that restrict the inter-employer mobility of migrants. This allowed me to scrutinize
various real-World cases for evidence of the hypothesized relationships in action.
Additionally, it allowed a degree of exploratory research, which culminated in a typology
of mobility restrictions based on actual observed restrictions in various country contexts.
The country cases reviewed broadly supported the theorized negative relationship
between inter-employer mobility restrictions and natives’ labor market outcomes, with
many of the hypothesized relationships observed.
On the other hand, to examine the upstream hypotheses, I conducted a survey of
employment decision makers in Saudi Arabia, where inter-employer mobility restrictions
are a defining feature of the TMP. I used both choice-based conjoint analysis (CBC) as
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well as ordered logistic regression to examine the importance of time commitment to
employers and the relationship between this importance and the likelihood of selecting a
foreigner over a native, respectively. The results were generally supportive of the
hypothesized relationship; respondents placed 71.1 percent importance in their decisions
on time commitment (vs. wage), although this result is specific to the time commitment
and wage levels included in the survey; additionally, there was a positive relationship
between individual importance values and the likelihood of choosing a foreigner, with the
odds of being in a higher likelihood category being 2.68 times greater (in the baseline
Model 2) for an employer revealing 100 percent importance than for one revealing 0
percent. Although this relationship is statistically significant only at the 90 percent
confidence level in the baseline model (Model 2) and its significance is not robust to
changes in the model’s specification, the relationship is robust in terms of both magnitude
and direction.
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Chapter II.
Theoretical Background

This project builds on the valuable contributions of scholars in various areas of
research. Although I situate my study at the intersection of literature on migrant impact
and migrant rights, I tap two further bodies of literature (related to signaling and
turnover) to build and test my theory. Thus, I have divided this chapter into the following
three parts, respectively: the general literature review, situating my study; my theory and
hypotheses; and further literature whose relevance is suggested by my theory and
hypotheses.

Literature Review
The following two major bodies of migration literature are of special interest to
situate the project at hand: economic impact research relating migrant workforce volume
or influx to unemployment and wages among the native population; as well as human
rights policy work related to immigrants generally and the economic rights of temporary
migrant workers specifically. This study lies at the intersection of these two bodies of
literature (on impact and rights), as it tackles the under-studied question of how policy
limiting migrants’ right affects their impact on competing natives’ labor market
outcomes. In this section, I present the relevant aspects of these two bodies of literature
followed by their intersection.

The Impact of Migrants on Natives
The first major body of literature is notable for its lack of definitive answers to the
central question: does migration produce a positive, negative, or neutral impact on labor
market outcomes for native workers? Indeed, although leading labor economists have
made significant contributions towards tackling this question, the “empirical literature is
full of contradictory results” (Borjas, 2014, Chapter 3, para. 1). This has fueled
continuing often partisan political divides with respect to proper policy responses to
immigration.
Despite agreeing on the same initial premises, the ultimate divergence has arisen
from the basic differences in the underlying research methods and assumptions; indeed,
researchers on both sides of the impact debate (the negative and the positive) have come
to agree that “different approaches lead to radically different results” (Borjas, 2014,
“Conclusion”, para. 4). Also, “[t]he ‘evidence’ depends entirely on how one chooses to
model immigration flows” (Card & Peri, 2016, p. 15).
From Agreement to Divergence
There are two premises that researchers have accepted on both sides of the impact
debate, but from which they have drawn opposite conclusions. These premises are the
following: first, that migrants’ impact (in both the short and long run) depends upon their
substitution relation with natives and the resulting competition or lack-thereof; and,
second, that migrants’ impact (especially in the long run) depends crucially upon the
adjustment mechanisms of the receiving labor market.
With regard to the first premise, economists in the negative-impact camp have
tended to lean towards perfect substitution within narrowly defined skill groups, whereas
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economists in the opposing camp have leaned towards imperfect substitution and the
resulting complementarities. For example, as Card and Peri (2016) have emphasized,
“[m]any analysts have noted that immigrants and natives with the same observed
characteristics are treated differently by the labor market” (p. 17). They have cited
language ability and legal status as two possible reasons for this imperfect substitution.
On the other hand, with regard to the second premise, economists in the negativeimpact camp have pointed to the complexity and limited empirical data on adjustment
mechanisms, whereas economists in the opposing camp have emphasized the importance
and intuitive nature of these adjustments. Nevertheless, even economists of the first camp
have recognized the potential importance of market adjustment mechanisms; Borjas
(2014) has expressed his suspicion that “many of the puzzles in our current understanding
of the economic impact of immigration will be resolved only when we have a fuller
accounting of how labor markets adjust to international migration” (“Conclusion”, para.
5). He has admitted that the measured wage elasticity given immigration is an “amalgam”
of the actual factor price elasticity and the rate of adjustments (Chapter 6, “Firm
Responses”, para. 19).
Scholars at the other end of the impact debate have pointed to adjustment
mechanisms that counteract negative wage impacts predicted by the law of supply and
demand. These include: increased demand for goods and services by migrants
themselves, increasing demand for labor (since it is a derived demand); physical capital
accumulation and increased investment as more workers become available (Ottaviano &
Peri, 2012); as well as “human capital externalities” and “productivity spillovers”
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(Borjas, 2014, Chapter 8, para. 3) due to high-skill immigration, as suggested by modern
growth theory.
Explaining the Divergence
One likely source of the literature’s divergence into negative- and positive-impact
findings (despite agreement on the two initial premises) is a failure to account for visa
regimes when defining labor markets for analysis, leaving a high degree of heterogeneity
in the resulting analytical markets. Indeed, there is no consensus concerning the optimal
way to define labor markets, although impact scholars have developed and refined
various approaches since the early 1980s. Grossman (1982) published the pioneering
study in this literature; in this paper, she compared wages in various metropolitan labor
markets impacted differently by immigration. Her study established the first (spatial)
approach, focused on metropolitan areas. It was “structural” in nature, starting with a
theoretical economic model; however, following studies especially in the 1990s tended to
be purely empirical in nature, utilizing a data-mining approach with little theory.
Retaining the spatial paradigm of labor markets, these studies “simply regressed native
wages in a locality (or the change in the wages) on the relative quantity of immigrants in
that locality (or the change in the relative number)” (Borjas, 2014, Chapter 4, “Spatial
Correlations”, para. 3).
There are two critical milestone papers, which shaped subsequent research in the
migrant impact literature. They are: Card’s (1990) study of the 1980 Mariel Boatlift,
which used a natural experiment to gauge the impact of a large influx of migrants upon a
spatially defined labor market; and Borjas’ 2003 paper, which firmly promoted the
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aggregate time series method, amended to define labor markets as education-experience
(skill) categories at the national level rather than geographic areas.
In his milestone 2003 paper, Harvard’s George Borjas synthesized a number of
ideas on methods into a novel approach. Various previous researchers had developed the
skill groups approach “(e.g., Jaeger, 1996; Card, 2001)” (Card, 2005, p. 4), and the idea
of aggregation to the national level had been suggested by Borjas himself and his coauthors, Freeman, Katz, DiNardo and Abowd (1997). Borjas’ 2003 approach also drew
on the previous wage structure literature developed during the 1990s, which dealt with
wage disparities as a function of relative supply of workers in various skill groups
(Borjas, 2014, Chapter 4, “The National Labor Market”, para. 6).
Borjas, a leading figure in the migrant impact literature, has leaned heavily
towards the negative-impact side of the debate. In his 2003 paper referred to above, he
found that an immigration-induced increase of 10 percent in the labor supply decreased
competing natives’ wages by between 3 and 4 percent (p. 1). He argued that the native
workforce most similar in terms of skills to incoming immigrants incurs a loss due to
their influx, which accrues to the capital owners (as savings on wages), producing an
overall redistribution of wealth and leading to more inequality.
As discussed above, Borjas has preferred to define labor markets in his work in
terms of skill-based categories. Spatially defined labor markets, he has argued, suffer
from the following weaknesses: the possibility of out-migration of natives; the possibility
of selection bias, since immigrants will tend to concentrate in booming areas to begin
with (2014, Chapter 4, “The National Labor Market”, para. 3); and the fact that the
observed impact depends on the specific size of the spatial area identified as the labor
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market, with larger areas revealing a more negative effect (2014, Chapter 4, “Spatial
Correlations”, para. 15).
At the other end of the debate is UC Berkley’s David Card (referred to above),
another leading scholar of the impact literature; he and his co-author Giovanni Peri (a
similarly leading figure in the debate) (2016) have argued that Borjas’ views are
fundamentally Malthusian in nature, embracing a “fixed slots paradigm” (p. 21); this
paradigm assumes a purely substitutive effect of immigrants upon natives as well as fixed
resources. Card, on the other hand, has argued that a “capital adjustment” (i.e. increased
investment) tends to occur to absorb new entrants to the labor market, mitigating any
negative effects (Uthink The Student Think Tank, 2016).

Immigrants’ Rights
The second large and well-established relevant body of literature is that related to
the human and economic rights of migrants from a social, policy, and advocacy
perspective. This topic has been the subject of most migrant-worker-related debates
within relevant organizations. These include the International Labor Organization (ILO)
as well as specialized centers like the Migration Observatory at the University of Oxford
and numerous rights advocacy groups. Also, sources of data on migrants’ rights and
policy exist, such as the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) and The Global
Knowledge Partnership on Migration and Development (KNOMAD).
Despite international interest, progress on migrants’ rights has been slow due to
the fears addressed (inconclusively) by the migrant impact literature summarized above.
Published in 2005, the Report of the Global Commission on International Migration “fell
short of recommending establishment of a new, WTO-like, international organization
14

within the UN system with responsibility for international migration. It recommends,
instead, steps to be taken toward an Inter-agency Global Migration Facility” (Report of
the Global Commission, 2005, pp. 787-788).
Major international institutions have made some progress towards codifying and
protecting migrants’ rights. In its 1998 Declaration on Fundamental Principles and Rights
at Work, the International Labor Organization (ILO) outlined core labor standards,
including: “freedom of association, the right to collective bargaining, the abolition of
forced labor, prevention of discrimination in employment” (Oatley, 2012, p. 355). It even
gave “special attention to the problems of persons with special needs, particularly the
unemployed and migrant workers” (International Labor Conference, 2000, para. 4).
Nevertheless, it fell short of defining these generalities.
Perhaps the most pertinent international effort in this context is the International
Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of
Their Families. The UN General Assembly adopted this convention in 1990, and it
entered into force as a multilateral treaty in 2003. However, the limited number of major
immigrant-receiving countries who have signed this treaty as well as its focus on human
rather than economic rights diminish its relevance within the current context.
As for scholars in the area of migrants’ rights, one of the most relevant figures to
the project at hand is Martin Ruhs, the previous Director of Oxford University’s
Migration Observatory (between 2009 and 2012). Ruhs has come the closest to bridging
the gap between migrants’ rights and the migrant impact literature. In his book The Price
of Rights: Regulating International Labor Migration, Ruhs (2013) presented an
innovative set of “Migrant Rights Indicators” (p. 219). This set includes the following
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subsets: “Civil and Political Rights;” “Economic Rights;” “Social Rights;” “Residency
Rights and Access to Citizenship;” and “Family Reunion for Migrant Workers and
Employment Rights of Family Members/Dependents” (pp. 219-225).
Of specific interest to the project at hand is the set of “economic rights,” which
Ruhs (2013) identified, and specifically the first of its indicators, “R6” (p. 221). This
indicator, labeled “Free choice of employment,” asks the following question: “What
restrictions, if any, are there on migrant workers’ rights to free choice of employment?” It
then uses a scale from 0 to 3 to assign a score, where 0 is most restrictive (no mobility
allowed) and 3 is total freedom to change employer. Furthermore, having developed a set
of “Openness Indicators,” Ruhs (2013) showed that countries that afford migrants fewer
rights also tended to be more open to accepting migrant workers (a conundrum in itself).
My project (and similar future projects dealing with other rights) could suggest ways to
optimize this tradeoff, by helping to identify which rights have the least negative
consequences when restricted. Considering the apparent distortive nature and adverse
consequences of limiting “Economic Rights” generally and inter-employer mobility
rights particularly, these rights would not be preferred candidates for restriction.

The Intersection of Migrants’ Rights and their Impact
The intersection of the two major bodies of literature identified above is not well
understood. In fact, studies of migrant workers’ impacts on locals’ labor market outcomes
have not accounted for the level of rights afforded to migrant workers. Only rare and
passing explicit mention of the effect of migrants’ rights has been made in this literature;
in his book The Price of Rights, mentioned above, Ruhs (2013) recognized that “[r]ights
not only have intrinsic value, as emphasized by the human rights approach to migration,
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but they also play an important instrumental part in shaping the effects of migration” (p.
19). He further explained that “some employment-related rights can create costs for
employers. Therefore, all else being equal, migrant workers who can be employed under
restricted rights will be preferred by employers to resident workers with full employment
rights” (p. 61). Finally, he explicitly identified the “gap” in the literature that my study
targets, pointing out that “... the dearth of scrutiny about the consequences of specific
migrant rights for receiving countries... suggests that this is an important gap in analysis
and debates that needs to be urgently addressed" (p. 22).

Theory and Hypotheses
I build on the literature discussed above to propose a theoretical mechanism with
observable hypotheses to address the fundamental research question of this study. The
question is: how do policy restrictions that governments of receiving countries impose on
the inter-employer mobility of temporary migrant workers affect the wages of competing
native workers within the same aggregate labor market, ceteris paribus? By “how,” I am
referring to both the causal mechanism as well as the directionality of impact.

Theory
I present a theoretical mechanism that hinges on policy-induced labor market
segmentation, resulting in perverse policy outcomes that disadvantage native workers
(the very population the policy is assumed to protect). A summary of my argument is as
follows: Introducing inter-employer mobility restrictions leads to labor market
segmentation into mobile natives and immobile migrants. The immobility of migrants
weakens their bargaining power. This leads to wage rigidity and delays these migrants’
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ability to fully capture their marginal revenue product (MRP), which generates a policy
rent accruing to employers. Additionally, the signaling effect of policy restricting
mobility allows migrant workers to credibly commit to their employers, who prefer time
commitment due to savings on the costs associated with turnover – another form of
policy rent. Thus, policies limiting the inter-employer mobility of foreign workers not
only increase the stickiness of their wages but also allow them to credibly signal their
commitment to employers. Together, these two effects increase the expected rent
accruing to employers via savings on wages and the transaction costs associated with
employee turnover. This expectation creates a preference for foreigners, which, in turn,
decreases demand for competing natives, depressing their equilibrium wage. This
theoretical mechanism is summarized in Figure 1, below.

Figure 1. Theoretical Mechanism for the Impact of Limiting Inter-Employer Mobility.
The impact of policy limiting inter-employer mobility of migrant workers follows two
theoretical tracks.
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Although the logic of Track 2 outlined in Figure 1 above is relatively straight
forward, founded on literature concerning employee turnover and retention (discussed
below) as well as literature on signaling, Track 1 requires deeper articulation. For Track
1, the logic begins as follows: upon entering into the host country, a new temporary
migrant worker’s initial visa wage (Wv) is lower than the true equilibrium wage (We) that
this worker would demand in the market. This is due to initial asymmetries of
information, need and power favoring the employer. I assume that this is usually true,
despite common policies stipulating that wages must not be less than those for
“comparable” natives (Matloff, 2013, p. 212), due to many difficult-to-measure
differentiating skills in addition to the asymmetries listed above.
This low initial wage is a critical oversight of temporary migration policy that
deserves some attention and is crucial to the following discussion. Despite policy
stipulations, “the legal prevailing wage [of comparable natives] does not take into
account special technical skills or other special qualifications, and is thus typically well
below what the given worker's qualifications would command in the open market. This
enables employers to legally underpay the foreign workers” (Matloff, 2013, p. 220).
Furthermore, lower initial wages are also true for low-skilled laborers who have less
information and find it more difficult to pay the high price of moving (e.g. exiting and reentering). Figure 2 below shows the difference between Wv and We. It represents the very
short run within a hypothetical labor market that has just received its first quantity (Qv) of
migrant workers. Within this time frame, barriers and delays to obtaining visas as well as
inter-employer mobility restrictions mean that the supply of migrant labor is fixed.
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Figure 2. Migrants’ Labor Market in the Short Run.
In the short run, the supply of migrant labor is fixed and the initial visa wage is well
below the equilibrium wage.

When combined with immobility upon arrival, these low initial wages lead in the
medium to long run to a long-lived state of disequilibrium at some lower disequilibrium
wage level (Wde), such that Wv<Wde<We. Figure 3 below describes this relationship. As
this figure shows, within this time frame, barriers and delays to visas and inter-employer
mobility restrictions still mean the supply of migrant labor is relatively inelastic. In fact,
even where the migrant does change jobs, mobility restrictions (such as high cost and risk
of movement) would mean less frequent job changes, delaying the incremental rise to
reach equilibrium wage. Furthermore, in cases where the frictional transaction cost
associated with changing employers is higher than the anticipated gain from the increase
in wage, these natural differential increases (that would otherwise accumulate over time)
either never or infrequently occur.
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Figure 3. Migrants’ Labor Market in the Long Run.
In the medium to long run, the supply of migrant labor is still relatively inelastic, but
wages rise to some long-lived disequilibrium wage (Wde) such that (Wv<Wde<We).

During this prolonged period that a migrant worker spends at disequilibrium wage
(Wde), his or her wage does not reflect the true Marginal Revenue Product (MRP) of the
migrant’s labor, and part of this MRP accrues as a policy rent to beneficiary employers.
As a result, the employer expects to capture a lifetime policy rent in savings on migrant
wages. Figure 4 below and the following derivations (Equations 1 through 9) show how
at disequilibrium, the surplus to employers increases. Additionally, the following
derivations show the inefficiency of the market at disequilibrium (i.e. deadweight loss >
0) and the high demand for migrant workers (Qde, demanded > Qde):


At equilibrium (where wage = We):
Surplus to employers = Area (𝐼𝑑 , 𝐵, 𝑊𝑒 )

(1)

Surplus to labor = Area (𝑊𝑒 , 𝐵, 𝐼𝑠 )

(2)
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Deadweight loss = 0 (efficient)


(3)

At disequilibrium (where wage = Wde):
Surplus to employers = Area (𝐼𝑑 , 𝐴, 𝐶, 𝑊𝑑𝑒 )

(4)

Surplus to labor = Area (𝑊𝑑𝑒 , 𝐶, 𝐼𝑠 )

(5)

Deadweight loss = Area (𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶) (inefficient)

(6)

Area (𝐼𝑑 , 𝐴, 𝐶, 𝑊𝑑𝑒 ) > Area (𝐼𝑑 , 𝐵, 𝑊𝑒 )

(7)

So, surplus to employers increases at disequilibrium, which is the net policy rent
accruing to employers, given by the following formula:
𝑁𝑒𝑡 𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦 𝑅𝑒𝑛𝑡 = Area (𝑊𝑒 , 𝐷, 𝐶, 𝑊𝑑𝑒 ) – Area (𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐷) > 0

(8)

Finally, the constant thirst of employers for migrant workers is represented by the
following observed relationship:
𝑄𝑑𝑒 , 𝑑𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑑 > 𝑄𝑑𝑒

(9)

Figure 4. Migrants’ Labor Market Inefficiency and Rents in the Long Run.
At disequilibrium, migrants’ labor markets are inefficient and the surplus (rent) accruing
to employers increases, as Area (Id, A, C, Wde) > Area (Id, B, We).
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Both Track 1 and Track 2 of the theoretical mechanism outlined in Figure 1 above
ultimately lead to labor market segmentation that disadvantages natives. Here, we can
speak of two distinct labor markets (sub-groups) for migrants and natives within the same
aggregate labor market. Absent the policy restrictions on mobility that artificially induce
this segmentation, the migrants and natives are considered perfect substitutes. The
sustained lower wage of migrants at Wde (Track 1) and migrants’ credible signaling of
commitment to employers (Track 2) are exogenous factors to the natives’ labor market,
which lead to a downwards shift in the demand for natives’ labor (a perfect substitute) as
employers prefer migrants. This decreases both mid- to long-term wages and employment
levels for natives, as Figure 5 shows below.

Figure 5. The Impact of Restrictive Policies on Natives’ Labor Market.
Policies limiting migrants’ inter-employer mobility lead employers to prefer migrants,
shifting the demand curve for natives downwards, thus lowering equilibrium wages and
employment levels for natives.
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Hypotheses:
From the theory detailed above, I derive a number of hypotheses. I divide these
into the following two categories: downstream hypotheses related to observable outcomes
of actual policies; and upstream hypotheses related to the role of signaled commitment in
my theoretical mechanism. I present these hypotheses in Table 1, below.
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Table 1. Hypotheses.
Ref. Category
1.a Downstream, outcome-related
(income)

Statement
Increased restrictions on inter-employer mobility have the following income-related effects:
i.
↓ rate of growth in both migrants’ and competing natives’ wages
ii.
↓ median real wage/real wage index of competing natives
iii.
↑ unemployment rate among competing natives
iv.
↑ income inequality (e.g. Gini Coefficient)
v.
↑ gap between productivity and wages (decoupling)
vi.
↓ labor share of income/percent of gross value added accruing to labor

1.b

Downstream, outcome-related
(employers)

Increased restrictions on inter-employer mobility have the following employer-related effects:
i.
↑ rate of growth in the number of visa applications submitted by employers of affected migrants, controlling
for changes in the size of output
ii.
↑ employers’ qualitative expression of need for visas (citing shortages of able and willing natives, for
example)
iii.
↑ number of cases of immigrant abuse, controlling for changes in the proportion of immigrants in the
population
iv.
↑ entrenched business interests’ opposition to proposed reforms to restrictive systems

1.c

Downstream, outcome-related
(competing natives)

Increased restrictions on inter-employer mobility have the following competing natives-related effects:
i.
↑ anti-immigrant sentiment, controlling for changes in the proportion of immigrants in the population
ii.
↑ mature labor unions’ support for proposed reforms to restrictive systems, to allow more mobility within
the same industry

2.a
2.b

Upstream, commitment-related Employers place a high degree of importance on signaled commitment when making employment decisions.
Upstream, commitment-related Within a TMP that limits inter-employer mobility, an employer placing high importance on commitment will have a
higher preference for foreigners.

↑ = “Upwards pressure on”; ↓ = “Downwards pressure on”

Further Relevant Literature
Two more bodies of literature become relevant in the context of examining my
proposed theory and hypotheses. Since these bodies of literature relate to specific
hypotheses (2.a and 2.b) rather than the overall study, I present a brief overview of their
major ideas. These two bodies of literature are the following: literature on employee
retention and turnover as well as literature on signaling theory. I combine these two
strands of research to tackle Hypotheses 2.a and 2.b, presented above; specifically, I
examine the role of visa-related restrictions on temporary migrant workers (TMWs) in
signaling commitment to employers, influencing employment decisions by boosting
expected future retention.
As for employee retention and turnover, a very recent and comprehensive survey
of this literature was published in 2017 under the title, “One Hundred Years of Employee
Turnover Theory and Research” (Hom, Lee, Shaw, & Hausknekht, 2017). This survey
identified various “epochs” of this research, the most relevant of which to the study at
hand was in fact the earliest, which included “recognition of turnover costs.” (p. 532). As
early as 1917, Fisher launched this field of inquiry by examining these costs incurred by
employers. Despite this early start, however, this line of inquiry has continued over the
past 100 years, with a recent estimate (in 2010) of the cost of employee turnover to an
employer by Allen, Bryant and Vardaman having placing it at between 90 and 200
percent of annual salary (as cited by Hom et al., 2017). In producing these estimates,
“[m]ost formulas include separation costs, replacement costs, training costs, and an
estimate of lost productivity” (Hinkin & Tracey, 2000, p. 17). Furthermore, another topic
relevant to the study at hand also has its roots in the earliest turnover literature. Hom et
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al. (2017) described how as early as 1925, Bills established the “predictive” study of
turnover, which began to examine determinants of high turnover at the level of
individuals’ profiles, with potential screening implications for recruitment. Again, they
explained that this strand continued and evolved into the “standard research design” for
much of the subsequent turnover literature (p. 530). Finally, with an eye to the future, the
authors of this survey of turnover literature emphasized the importance of more locally
contextualized turnover research.
The other relevant body of literature relates to signaling theory. Again, here, a
relatively recent survey of signaling research was published under the title “Silver
Signals: Twenty-Five Years of Screening and Signaling” (Riley, 2001). Of specific
interest to the study at hand is work that has applied screening and signaling to the labor
market. Within this line of research, Spence published his seminal paper in 1973 (Riley,
2001). Here, he discussed the signaling effect of costly actions on the part of players in
the labor market (such as academic qualifications for employees) in bridging the
information gap and overcoming information asymmetry between two sides of an
exchange in a market (e.g. between employers and employees concerning employees’
real competence). Whereas much of the work on signaling in the labor market focuses on
signaling “quality” (e.g. competence and productivity, as is the case for educational
achievement), other work exists on signaling “intent” (often as related to ethical
behavior). As part of his work on “information asymmetry,” Nobel Laureate Joseph
Stiglitz has crystallized this distinction (as cited in Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel,
2011, p. 42). Furthermore, some limited reference to “immigrant status as a signal for
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loyalty” exists in the literature (Bonoli & Liechti, 2014, p. 6), although this reference has
focused on immigrants’ motivations to remain loyal that are unrelated to visa policy.
The study at hand draws upon and combines these two strands of literature, as it
looks at predicting retention via signaling. It looks at labor’s supply-side signals, namely
the signaling power of visa status. As the choice to leave one’s home country, committing
to a certain employer under a TMP, is often cumbersome and costly (as is the choice to
move between employers within a TMP), such choices (as indicated by visa status) act as
signals of intent to commit to the employer. Employers recognize and seek to capitalize
on these signals, preferring to avoid the high costs associated with employee turnover. As
the costliness of this venture and of joining employers for the foreign employees varies
depending on the specific visa restrictions associated with the TMP, the effect of visa
status is highly context specific.
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Chapter III.
Methodology

The implementation of this research project consisted of two distinct parts, each
with its own methodology. The first part was a cross-country comparison of interemployer mobility restrictions in various temporary migration programs (TMPs). The
second part was an empirical study designed as a choice-based conjoint (CBC)
experiment targeting employment decision makers. In the first part, simple but structured
desk-based research was carried out, whereas the second part involved fielding a survey.
I present the rationale for these two methods as well as a detailed description of each
separately, below.
Each of the two parts tackled a specific subset of my Hypotheses. Part 1,
involving real country cases, focused on the downstream hypotheses related to policy
outcomes (Hypothesis groups 1.a through 1.c). This part was anecdotal and indicative in
its evidence, given its qualitative, exploratory nature; corroborated outcomes of similar
policies in various countries served a triangulation purpose. On the other hand, Part 2,
involving the CBC survey, focused on the upstream hypotheses related to the role of
signaled commitment in employers’ decision making (Hypotheses 2.a and 2.b). This part
was the more rigorous and quantitative in nature. The following Table 2 summarizes the
mapping of methods and measures to hypotheses.

Table 2. Mapping of Hypotheses with Methods and Measures.
Hypotheses

Method

Measure

1.a to 1.c

Part 1: Cross-country
comparison of inter-employer
mobility restrictions in various
TMPs

Policies and their outcomes

2.a

Part 2: CBC Survey of
Employment Decision Makers

Importance values of time
commitment to employers

2.b

Part 2: CBC Survey of
Employment Decision Makers

Effect of preference for
commitment on likelihood of
choosing foreigners over
natives

Hypotheses 1.a to 1.c are only partially addressed in this study.

Part 1: Cross-country comparison of inter-employer mobility restrictions in various TMPs
The first part of the study involved structured desk research. Here, I reviewed and
compared temporary migration programs across a number of countries, focusing on how
these programs limit the ability of foreigners to change jobs. I reviewed primary sources
(such as government websites, blogs, and news articles), as well as secondary sources
(primarily journal articles and books) addressing both these limitations as well as their
possible impact (primarily on the labor market outcomes of the foreign workers).
Generally, all steps in this section were in practice highly iterative, due to the
exploratory nature of my initial review of countries. I made multiple passes, each
becoming more focused and structured. In this way, the ultimate structure reflected in the
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results and discussion sections was emergent from my preliminary research. Most
notably, my typology of mobility restrictions (that I used to structure Table 2 in the
Results chapter) was itself an intermediate output of my research that I then used to
further focus and structure subsequent inquiry. This typology, thus, represents a
contribution in itself.

Rationale
This cross-country review was both necessary to understand the prevalence and
nuances of inter-employer mobility restrictions within real contexts as well as a useful
method to tackle (albeit most often anecdotally) a portion of the hypotheses emanating
from my theory (hypothesis groups 1.a through 1.c). Thus, in reviewing various
countries, I focused on the following two aspects: identifying the wide variety of policies
that could lead (directly or indirectly) to limited inter-employer mobility (in line with my
typology); and collecting anecdotal reports of associated phenomena predicted by my
hypotheses or rigorous academic studies where these were available.

Sampling
In the interest of keeping my cross-country review manageable and efficient,
while allowing for reasonable depth of examination, I started by applying a rough filter to
identify my countries of interest. For this, I used data from the World Bank for the period
from 1990 to 2015 to apply the following criteria to narrow my list of countries:


Average population > 500,000



Average stock of immigrants as a percentage of the total population > 10%



Average nominal per capita GDP > USD 25,000
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The rationale for these criteria was to identify those countries that were important
immigrant destination countries (i.e. relatively large in terms of population and migrant
stock and wealthy). This was admittedly an imperfect filter, since the stock of migrants
did not consider whether or not these migrants were part of temporary migrant worker
programs. Nevertheless, I used this criterion for simplicity and practicality. This filtration
process produced a list of 12 countries. Of these, I reviewed 9 countries (although I
included entries for all countries in Table 3 of the Results chapter). I added Saudi Arabia
to this list, due to my own intimate knowledge of this country’s temporary migrant
workers program. Finally, in line with the exploratory nature of this part of my project, I
allowed the scope of countries to snowball as my research advanced, collecting another 9
countries that presented interesting cases for examination, for a total of 19 countries
reviewed.

Procedure
For each of these countries, I identified a specific TMP or guest-worker visa type
and conducted a desk review of it, collecting relevant information from primary and
secondary sources. I attempted to collect the following information as best possible using
desk research: skill levels, industries, dates of important changes in policies concerning
restrictiveness (which I term “critical junctures”), observed impacts related to my
hypotheses, as well as the various forms of restrictions to inter-employer mobility (in line
with my typology).
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Limitations
The breadth of my cross-county study (covering regimes in 19 countries) coupled
with my limitations in terms of time and ability to travel, severely limited my ability to
achieve a deep and full understanding of each case. Thus, my results in this section are
not necessarily comprehensive; restrictions not flagged in my results table cannot be
assumed to be absent. Also, the results do not necessarily reflect the most up-to-date
policy situation, but rather they are indicative of recent policy practice. Future research
might use surveys based on my typology to target HR professionals in the various
countries of interest. Furthermore, on-the-ground interviews with the migrant workers
themselves could ultimately be necessary to gain a more comprehensive understanding.
A further limitation when interpreting anecdotal evidence for my hypotheses
using country cases relates to endogeneity. Specifically, engdogeneity due to reverse
causality or omitted variable bias are major concerns in this context. For example,
countries with restrictive policies that also show a high level of demand for visas by
employers (hypothesis 1.b.i) might have adopted these policies as a reaction to this high
demand, so that demand actually drives restrictions rather than my hypothesized reverse
relationship. Alternatively, both demand for visas and restrictions might be driven by
some third (omitted) variable such as an industrial structure heavily dependent on lowskilled workers. Whereas I do not attempt to tackle these issues, I do make an effort to
identify important points of discontinuity (or “critical junctures”). These junctures can act
as natural experiments, controlling for some of the variability (although even this
approach does not entirely solve the problem of endogeneity, since policy changes tend to
be endogenous in nature and no perfect counterfactual exists). Thus, most evidence from
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my cross-country analysis remains indicative and anecdotal, although the corroboration
and triangulation of multiple country cases provides some degree of confidence in this
analysis.

Part 2: Choice-Based Conjoint Survey of Employment Decision Makers
The second part of the study involved a survey targeting employment decision
makers (e.g. HR professionals, business owners, etc.). I structured my survey (which can
be found in Appendix 2) using a Choice-Based Conjoint (CBC) design, presenting these
participants with a series of choices among candidate employees. The goal of this
conjoint design was to examine employers’ preferences, by measuring the importance of
candidates’ time commitment (i.e. contract length) vs. wage in determining employment
decisions. Additionally, the survey collected demographic information on the employer
as well as a straightforward ranking of the likelihood of choosing a foreigner over a
native.

Rationale
This survey was necessary to check the core idea at the center of the theoretical
model I suggested. Fundamentally, it is employer preference for long-term commitment
that would induce the kind of labor market segmentation that is critical to my theory.
Thus, I devised this survey as a method to test the existence and strength of this
hypothesized preference (immediately before gauging the likelihood of choosing a
foreigner for the same employer), using a conjoint design to simulate a real decisionmaking environment and reveal true, unbiased preferences. As such, the first hypothesis
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that I test in Part 2 is Hypothesis 2.a. Next, I tackle Hypothesis 2.b, albeit imperfectly, by
adding the question about the likelihood of choosing foreigners over natives.

Sampling and Participants
The sampling procedure used in this survey was targeted snowball sampling via
social media. I started by tapping my own network of contacts in the HR and business
communities within Saudi Arabia, asking them to complete the survey and forward it to
their own relevant contacts. This way, I attempted to reach a large number of individuals
who were likely to have made employment decision within the Saudi labor market. One
of my contacts, Mr. Haitham Banawi, of the Saudi Human Resources Development Fund
(HRDF) added me to two relevant WhatsApp groups, including a large number of HR
professionals in the Kingdom. WhatsApp is a social media and instant messaging
platform which has unrivaled popularity in Saudi Arabia. This was especially effective in
generating a high level of relevant responses from experienced individuals. Other
contacts facilitated response from the business community.
Online platforms for professional networks also provided a useful tool to sample
my target population of employment decision makers. Dr. Emet Laboone of the Islamic
Development Bank suggested that I reach-out to HR practitioners via the Society for
Human Resource Management (SHRM). I contacted the society’s MENA chapter and
learned that they do not circulate third-party surveys. However, I learned that members
could direct-message other members via SHRM Connect. Towards this end, I joined the
society through a student membership, and direct-messaged individual members who
were based in Saudi Arabia. I received a reasonable response rate as well as a number of
messages of support from the respondents.
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Despite its well-known weaknesses in terms of representativeness of the
underlying population of interest, this snowball sampling method was appropriate for the
scope of this study. This targeted snowball sampling method allowed me to reach a large
number of relevant potential participants within the strict time and budgetary constraints
of the project at hand. Furthermore, to mitigate the effect of the bias introduced by
snowball sampling, I collected extensive demographic information on the respondents to
frame and contextualize my interpretation of the results. In addition to an initial question
asking whether the respondent has ever made an employment decision, I also collect data
concerning size of business, industry, role of the respondent, etc. Additionally, one
reassurance of the practical relevance of the studied sample is that most respondents were
from large enterprises, which are also the most attractive to native employees.
I provided no material compensation to the participants, but I did emphasize that
an ultimate outcome of the project might include recommendations to solve the problem
of high unemployment. This was a societal benefit that many participants valued and I
reasoned was likely to motivate some of the respondents’ participation. In fact, some
respondents reached out to me via email, to indicate their support and enthusiasm for
tackling this difficult issue.
Actual Sample and Demographics
Using the sampling method described above, I collected a total of 152 completed
surveys. I used a simple formula developed by Johnson for Choice-Based Conjoint
(CBC) analysis (as cited by Orme, 2010, p. 64), to calculate my target sample size. It is as
follows:
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𝑛𝑡𝑎
≥ 500
𝑐
:

(10)

𝑛 = 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑝𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠, 𝑡 = 𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘𝑠, 𝑎 = 𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑠 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑡𝑎𝑠𝑘,
𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑖𝑚𝑢𝑚 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑛𝑦 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑒

My actual sample size was nearly double the minimum threshold of 83 respondents,
which the above formula (Equation 10) identifies. Geographically, I focused my study on
Saudi Arabia. In fact, in addition to targeting employment decision makers in Saudi
Arabia when distributing my survey, I used the following two questions to provide
additional controls at the analysis phase: (i) “Have you ever been involved in making an
employment decision between two or more applicants?”; and (ii) “In which country do
you have most work experience?”. Temporally, I fielded my survey during the months of
April and May, 2018.
Given the nature of snowball sampling, in which the number of persons receiving
invitations to participate cannot be accurately determined, it is not possible to calculate a
rate of participation. In the end, however, the number of completions was 152. Some
demographic information of the sample is presented in Table 3, below. Additionally, the
wide representation of industries among sample respondents is shown in Figure 6.
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Table 3. Summary of Survey Sample Demographics.
Trait
Gender*

Subgroup

Proportion of
Sample (Percent)

Male

77.0

Female

20.4

Nationality

Saudi

85.5

Profession*

Business owner

15.1

Executive/Director/Manager

35.5

HR Professional

26.3

Employment Decision

Has made an employment
decision

81.6

Experience

≤ 5 years

27.6

6-20 years

53.3

≥ 21 years

19.1

Country of Most
Experience

Saudi Arabia

96.1

Industry*†

Manufacturing

9.9

Management of Companies
and Enterprises

10.5

Retail Trade

11.2

Micro and small (≤ 49
employees)

19.8

Medium (50-249
employees)

15.1

Large (≥ 250 employees)

65.1

Business Size of Most
Experience

*The remaining proportion out of 100 percent is “Other,” “Undisclosed,” or “Selfdescribed.” †Industry distribution is shown in Figure 6, below.
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Figure 6. Industry Distribution of Survey Respondents.
The sample obtained during the survey process contains individuals from a wide variety
of industries.

Procedure
I implemented this part of the study as an online survey, which consisted of
multiple parts presented to a given participant. The design and steps of this survey (as
presented in Appendix 2) were as follows for any given participant: first, the participant
was presented with the consent page, and consent was proven via choosing “Accept” at
the end of the page; next, the survey began. First, some demographic questions were
presented, including the two preliminary questions (discussed above) concerning countryof-work and employment-decision-making experience. Nevertheless, these questions
were not used to terminate the survey, since extra completions imposed no marginal cost
due to the online format, whereas they could be easily excluded during the analysis stage.
Next, the core of the study was a block of ten slides using a Choice-Based
Conjoint (CBC) experimental design. CBC is a discrete choice method traditionally used
by market researchers to identify the utility values consumers place on various levels of
product attributes (features), as well as the relative importance of these features to
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consumers’ ultimate purchasing decisions. For my study, to simulate choices faced by
employers among various employees, CBC as a research tool provided “enhanced
realism” and (as Wallander has observed) “limit[ed] concerns about social desirability”
(Hainmueller, Hopkins, & Yamamoto, 2014, p. 3; as cited in Hainmueller et al., 2014, p.
3). Towards this end, I used an “Academic Grant” version of the Discover online
platform produced by Sawtooth Software, an industry leader in CBC, to setup my survey.
I presented the respondent (business owner or employment decision maker) with the
following case:
Key Information
You are an employer. You need to choose among 3 equally qualified
candidates for 1 job position. Each is willing to sign a different contract,
varying in 2 dimensions: wage and time commitment.
You will be presented with a series of 10 different combinations of
employees (and the contracts they have agreed to sign). Please choose
your most likely pick from each combination.
Further Details
Assume that the employment contract has the following properties:


It is perfectly enforceable.



It is binding only for the employee; you can terminate it at any
time without providing notice, a reason, or compensation.



The termination penalty for the employee is very high, so the
employee will never choose to terminate.

I then presented the participant with ten screens, each including three candidate
employees to select from. The employees were described by two attributes of five
potential levels each (wages ranging from market wage to 20 percent below, and
contractual commitment from “none” to 4 years). An example of these choice screens is
presented in Figure 7 below. Finally, I presented the survey participant with one more
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simple case where he/she was asked to rank the likelihood of choosing a foreign
employee over an equally qualified native. The full survey is in Appendix 2.

Figure 7. Example of CBC Choice Task/Screen.
As part of the CBC analysis, I asked the participant to choose among the three employees
with different wage and time commitment attribute levels. I presented 10 variations of
this screen (i.e. 10 choice tasks) to the participant.

In terms of the CBC questionnaire design, Sawtooth Software’s Discover
platform uses “a near-orthogonal” CBC design that “avoid[s] dominated concepts” with
“high relative D-efficiency” (Sawtooth Software, 2018). I adopted the suggested number
of tasks (CBC questions) generated by Discover of 10 but I used a smaller number of
concepts per task than suggested (3 vs. the suggested 4) in the interest of ease and focus
for the respondent. As both commitment and wage level have intuitive a priori preference
rating (i.e. all employers are expected to prefer longer commitment and lower wage), I
removed rating questions for the two attributes. I defined no prohibitions, as any level of
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one attribute could potentially be combined with any level of the other attribute. In the
interest of simplicity, I used the “main-effects” design (Huber, 2005), although future
work could consider interactions.
After the survey was complete, the participant was redirected to another Discover
survey, containing only two steps (and a final “Thank You”). In the first step, I provided
full debriefing information. If the participant so wished, after learning fuller details, the
record of his/her participation could be deleted. In the second step of this follow-up
survey (and the final overall substantive page for the participant), I asked for contact
information on an optional basis. I also gave the participant the option of being
acknowledged in my study, if this was of interest to him/her. The request for contact
information was the last step (even after debriefing), to provide maximum disclosure to
the participant before collecting identifying contact information.
The survey part of this study (as has become clear from the above steps) included
various portions required by Harvard’s Institutional Review Board (IRB), the Committee
on the Use of Human Subjects (CUHS). These parts were: the initial consent and the final
debriefing portions of the survey. The CUHS approved this study, with the following
exceptions granted: (i) waiver of signed consent (due to the online format of the survey);
and (ii) permission to provide incomplete disclosure at the time of consent (to avoid
biasing participants), conditional on providing disclosure in a debriefing at the end of the
survey. The CUHS determined that the research carried “[n]o more than minimal risk”
and classified it, “using Harvard’s Data Security Policy, as Level 2 Data” (Committee on
the Use of Human Subjects, 2018), which indicates “Benign information to be held
confidentially” (Harvard Research Data, n.d., para. 3). Finally, I fielded two versions of
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this study – in Arabic and in English. In fact, most participants chose to use the Arabic
version, which included 125 completes, 168 incompletes, and 8 disqualified
participations (where the participants rejected the consent form). On the other hand, the
English version included 27 completes, 39 incompletes, and 1 disqualified participation.
Aside from language, both versions were identical. Later, I submitted one modification to
my approved study to the CUHS that included an interview about a specific experience
with the H1-B visa in the US (relevant to my country case review). The CUHS approved
my modification.
Finally, despite the low level of risk involved to survey participants, I took some
measures to protect their confidentiality. The only risk I identified was that some
participants might not wish to have their true preference for foreigners over natives
disclosed. To mitigate any risk of disclosure, I kept responses confidential; I did not link
individual responses to identities of participants in this study. As for the technical design
of the survey itself, I placed the contact information collection in a separate survey (with
the debriefing), which only appeared after the participant had submitted the first survey.
This was an effort to decouple the identifying contact information from the responses, so
that they were captured in completely separate surveys and stored in separate databases.
After downloading the survey results, I deleted the IP addresses and all metadata (e.g.
date and time) from both survey results, completely severing any link between the two
databases that remained stored with me.

Measures and Statistical Analysis
As described in the Procedure subsection above, Choice-Based Conjoint (CBC)
analysis is a discrete choice method used to identify the utility values placed on various
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levels of attributes (features) by a participant presented with a succession of different
options as well as the relative importance of these features to the ultimate choice
decision. Thus, two important measures resulting from CBC analysis are utility and
importance values. Utilities, also known as “part-worths,” describe the “relative
desirability” of various levels of a certain attribute (Estimating Utilities, n.d.). They are
closely related to the relative count/tally of the number of times this attribute was selected
during the conjoint experiment. They are normalized, by scaling them to sum to zero (so
that some utilities are negative and some are positive). Utilities cannot be interpreted nor
compared to the value of utilities of other attributes in absolute terms, but rather they
should only be interpreted and compared as intervals between utility values within a
single attribute. Interval length between levels of a single attribute can be compared
across attributes.
Although utility values are themselves of some interest to this study (e.g. in
comparing the relative utility of various lengths of commitment), their main function here
was as inputs to derive importance values. Since the mid-1990s, it has become possible to
estimate individual-level utility (part-worth) values, which Discover achieves using
“empirical Bayes” estimation (Discover-CBC, 2018). Using these individual-level
utilities, individual-level importance values for each attribute can be calculated. As
suggested by their name, importance values indicate the weight (or importance) that the
decision maker places on a certain attribute in making his or her decision, given the
identified levels of the attribute. Discover calculates these importance values by first
finding the range or spread of utility scores for the attribute and then finding the
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proportion of an attribute’s range over the sum of all attributes’ ranges. It uses the
following formula:
max( 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑎 ) − min( 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑎 )
𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑎 =

𝑙

𝑙

∑𝑎 [max( 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑎 ) − min( 𝑈𝑡𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑎 )]
𝑙

𝑙

(11)

∶ 𝑎 = 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑒, 𝑙 = 𝑙𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑙 𝑜𝑓 𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑏𝑢𝑡𝑒
Thus, the importance values always sum to 100. Also, they are highly dependent on the
choice of levels of the attribute, which must be considered when interpreting importance
values. In other words, importance values are always specific to the levels included in the
study.
The General Model and Initial Variables
It was the importance value described above that I then used to test Hypothesis
2.a and as the critical independent variable to test Hypothesis 2.b. A comparison of the
average importance values for the two attributes (time commitment and wage level)
helped tackle the question of whether and to what degree employers value signaled
commitment when making employment decisions (Hypothesis 2.a). Furthermore, I
combined this importance variable with the ranking of the likelihood (or probability) of
choosing a foreigner over a native (resulting from the final survey question following the
CBC question block) to tackle Hypothesis 2.b. Also, I used data from other questions to
add control variables to my model. Using these inputs, I ran a number of ordered logistic
regression (OLR) models using the ranked likelihood of choosing a foreigner as the
dependent variable and including importance as one of the independent variables (in
addition to the control variables). I also plotted my data to observe the relationship
between the likelihood of choosing a foreigner over a Saudi and the importance of time
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commitment to employment decision makers. I used Microsoft Excel for my data
preparation and manipulation and Stata for the statistical analysis.
Given the discrete nature of the dependent variable I wished to predict (the
ranking of likelihood of choosing a foreigner), I used a logistic regression model rather
than a linear regression. The general form of logistic regression is as follows:
ln (

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡)
) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 𝑋1 + 𝛽2 𝑋2 + ⋯ + 𝛽𝑘 𝑋𝑘
1 − 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡)

(12)

Here, the expression on the left side of the equation is known as a “logit,” and the Xs on
the right side are the independent variables. Whereas this is the general form for
dichotomous logistic regression, I used a modified form to allow me to include a larger
number of rankings (i.e. ordered categories). The modified form, called the ordered
logistic regression (OLR), considers multiple levels with the assumption that they
represent a discretization of an underlying, unobserved continuous variable. Thus, it uses
the cumulative probability of all values up to a certain level instead of the probability of a
certain event, and the OLR model takes the following form:
ln (

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 ≤ 𝑗)
) = 𝛼𝑗 − 𝛽1 𝑋1 − 𝛽2 𝑋2 − ⋯ − 𝛽𝑘 𝑋𝑘
1 − 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 ≤ 𝑗)

(13)

Here, 𝑗 ranges from 1 to the number of ranks minus 1. The coefficients take a negative
sign to maintain intuitive readability (larger coefficients are associated with increases in
rank). Finally, 𝛼𝑗 is called a “cutoff” or “threshold” value and is analogous to the
intercept in linear regression. It takes a different value for each rank, whereas the 𝛽
coefficients remain constant over all ranks (an assumption called the “proportional odds
assumption” that I checked using the Brant Test during my analysis). It is then
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straightforward to calculate the cumulative probability followed by the individual
probability of any given rank 𝑗, by applying the following equations:
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 ≤ 𝑗) = 1/(1 + 𝑒 𝛼𝑗 − 𝛽1 𝑋1 − 𝛽2 𝑋2 −⋯− 𝛽𝑘𝑋𝑘 )

(14)

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 = 𝑗) = 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 ≤ 𝑗) − 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏(𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 ≤ 𝑗 − 1)

(15)

Finally, I captured data for multiple variables in my survey that I expected might
be of interest to my research project generally and for my OLR model specifically. In
addition to the “importance” value of time commitment, which was the result of the
Choice-Based Conjoint (CBC) portion of my survey, most other questions captured data
for unique variables. I included those variables that I expected were of theoretical
relevance to my model based on either previous literature (e.g. business size) or on my
own reasoning (e.g. nationality of the decision maker). In addition, I included variables
that described my sample but were not necessarily relevant to the model (e.g. gender),
since it was important to clearly define my actual sample, given the snowball sampling
method used. A complete list of the variables included in my survey (in the order that
their corresponding questions appeared in the survey) as named and coded in the survey
software (i.e. raw, before any manipulation) is as follows:


Gender = Self-identification preference (1 = male, 2 = female; 3 = prefer not to
say; 4 = self describe)



Nationality = Saudi vs. foreigner (1 = Saudi; 2 = foreigner)



Profession = Role in organization, arranged from top to bottom (1 = owner; 2 =
executive… 7 = other, specified)



EmpDecision = Whether has ever made an employment decision (1=Yes; 2=No)
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Experience = Years of work experience (1 = 0-5 years; 2 = 6-10 years… 5 = 21 or
more years)



Country = Country of most experience (1 = Saudi Arabia; 2 = Afghanistan; 3 =
Albania; etc.)



Industry = Industry of most experience, based on the 2017 North American
Industry Classification System for (NAICS) (1 = Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing
and Hunting; 2 = Mining, Quarrying and Oil and Gas Extraction; etc.) (North
American Industry, 2017)



BusSize = Business size of most experience (1 = micro, < 10 employees; 2 =
small, 10-49 employees; 3 = medium, 50-249 employees; 4 = large, ≥ 250
employees) (Enterprises by business size, n.d.)



TimeCommitment_Importance = The individual-level importance value calculated
by Sawtooth Software based on the CBC block of the survey (continuous from 0
to 1, where 1 is highest importance placed on time commitment)



NationalVsForeigner_r1 = Ranking of likelihood of choosing a foreigner over an
equally-qualified national (coded as 1 = not at all likely… 11 = highly likely)

I later manipulated these initial variables (and their raw data) and vetted them for
inclusion in my model, as described in the following Chapter, under the Data section.
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Chapter IV.
Results

In line with the Methods Chapter above, I divide this chapter into two parts based
on the two research methods employed – the cross-country comparison and the survey. In
the first part, I present two general summary tables of country cases, reserving detailed
analysis for the subsequent Discussion Chapter. On the other hand, in the second part, I
present both the descriptive statistics and a summary of the statistical analysis performed,
reserving only the qualitative discussion of this analysis for the Discussion Chapter.

Part 1: Cross-country comparison of inter-employer mobility restrictions in various TMPs
A summary of the desk comparison of various visa regimes in selected countries
is presented in Tables 3 and 4, below, to guide and structure the Discussion chapter. As
such, these tables are indicative and not comprehensive. Table 3 contains highlights of
the various reviewed visa regimes, including the country, the specific visa type’s name or
category, its skill level and industry, years when significant changes occurred to these
visa types related to inter-employer mobility (i.e. “critical junctures”), as well as the
specific hypotheses supported (using reference tags given in Table 1). Table 4, on the
other hand, presents the policy restrictions affecting inter-employer mobility under each
of the visa regimes summarized in Table 3, divided by country. I used a typology of
mobility restrictions, inspired by the cross-country comparison itself, which includes four
“degrees of freedom,” to categorize these restrictions.

Table 3. Visa Regimes Reviewed by Country.
Country Visa type

Skill level

Industry
(example)

Critical
juncture
(Year)

AU*

457

-

-

AT*
CA*
FR*
HK*

n/r
TFWP
n/r
Work Visa

Varies
Unskilled/low
skilled

IE*
QA*
SG*

n/r
All
Work Permit (WP)

All
Unskilled and
low-skilled

SE*
CH*

All
High-skilled

AE*

All (non-EU)
Non-EU/EFTA
residence permit and
work permit
All

Varies
Domestic help
and
construction
workers
All
Construction,
manufacturing,
etc.
All
-

2002,
2009
2002
-

All

All

US*

H-1B

Highly skilled

TW

-

-

ZA

General Work Visa

MY
JP

Technical Intern
Training Program
(TITP)
B Work Permit
Overseas Domestic
Worker (ODW)
Illegal
Seasonal/agricultural
Illegal
All work visas

All but highly
skilled
Skilled

IT and software 2017
engineering
1992,
2007
All but highly
2012
skilled
2016
Health care
1993,
2017

BE
GB
ES
GR
IT
SA

Varies
Unskilled

Varies
Domestic
Workers
Uknown
Agriculture
Uknown
All

Uknown
Unskilled
Uknown
All

Hypotheses
Supported
(from
Table 1)
1.b.i, 1.b.iii
1.b.iii, 1.c.ii
-

2016
2017

1.b.iii
1.b.ii, 1.b.iii

2008
-

1.b.iii
-

2011

1.a, 1.a.v,
1.b.iii
1.a.i
1.b.iii
1.c.i
1.b.iii

2012

1.b.iii

-

1.c.ii
1.b.i, 1.b.iii
1.c.ii
1.b.i, 1.b.ii,
1.b.iii, 1.c.i

Countries resulting from my original filtration I have denoted using an asterisk (*). Of
these, I have marked those that I have not reviewed using “n/r” in the “Visa type”
column.
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Table 4. Inter-Employer Mobility Restrictions Under the Visa Regimes in Table 3 by Country (Indicative and Non-Comprehensive).
Degree of
Freedom

Specific Policy Restriction

AU AT CA FR HK IE QA SG SE CH AE US TW ZA MY JP BE GB ES GR IT SA

Employer-sponsored/initiated and residence depends on
1
Initial employment
conditions
Initial period of immobility/minimum service to first employer No transfer allowed

n/r

1 n/r 1 n/r 1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

1

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

Letter of no objection required to leave during contract
During Transfer involves high transaction costs (financial, time, risk,
contract etc.)
Exit visa required to leave country

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

1

-

-

1

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

1

1

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

Part-time work for another employer is not allowed

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

No transfer allowed

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

Letter of no objection required to transfer

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

Transfer involves high transaction costs (including financial,
time, difficulty/complexity, and risk)

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

1

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

Potential benefits are tied to not leaving employer

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Exit visa required to leave country
Migrants have relatively weak access to justice vis-à-vis
natives
Context Migrants are barred from unionization or union membership
Labor unions are weak or non-existent for natives

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

illegal status as source of immobility (disincentive to move)

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

-

1

1

After New work permit application needed (difficult/risky?)
contract New work permit application can only be submitted after
expiry of previous one
Between-jobs grace period for searching is short or nonexistent

Part 2: Choice-Based Conjoint Survey of Employment Decision Makers
The results of the survey portion of this project were generally supportive of
Hypotheses 2.a and 2.b. First, the relative importance value that employers placed on
time commitment, which resulted from the CBC Analysis portion of the survey, was high
(71.1 percent) for the specific range of time commitment periods and wage deductions
used. Since the values used were realistic, this high importance suggests a generally high
importance value placed on time commitment by employment decision makers
(Hypothesis 2.a). Next, both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses, which related
this CBC-derived importance value (TimeCommitment_Importance) (in combination with
other variables derived from the survey responses) to the ranked likelihood of choosing a
foreigner over a native (NationalVsForeigner_r1) suggest that employers who value time
commitment are more likely to prefer foreigners in Saudi Arabia (Hypothesis 2.b).

Choice-Based Conjoint (CBC) Analysis
The core of the survey was the block of CBC questions that aimed to address
Hypothesis 2.a by ultimately estimating the relative importance of time commitment
(compared to wage) in the eyes of employers. Summary statistics for the relative
importance values of time commitment and wage are presented in Table 5, below.
Clearly, for the identified levels of these two attributes, employers’ decisions were more
heavily influenced by the time commitment component. Importantly, however, this result
was contingent upon the specific levels defined for each attribute.
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Table 5. Summary Statistics for Relative Importance Values of Wage and Time
Commitment.
Mean
Standard Error
Median
Mode
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Count
Confidence Level(95.0%)

Wage_Importance
0.289
0.025
0.196
0.5
0.302
0.0913
-0.120
0.950
0.980
0.00666
0.986
152
0.0484

TimeCommitment_Importance
0.711
0.025
0.804
0.5
0.302
0.0913
-0.120
-0.950
0.980
0.0136
0.993
152
0.0484

Furthermore, an intermediate output (used to calculate the relative importance
values) was the set of part-worth utility values of various levels of time commitment and
wage levels, as revealed by respondents’ choices. These utility values are shown in
Figures 8 and 9, below, and they are “rescaled” to sum to zero for each attribute.
Although both of these attributes revealed the expected general trend of increased utility
for higher time commitment and higher wage cuts, respectively, Figures 8 and 9 reveal
differences in how much utility increased from one level to the next for each of the two
attributes. For time commitment (Figure 8), there is a distinct jump in utility when
moving from 1 to 2 years and from 3 to 4 years. On the other hand, the utility of wage cut
(Figure 9) appears to increase only slightly at the beginning but increases exponentially
by the time a 20-percent wage cut is reached. Again, no doubt, these utilities are highly
sensitive to the specific levels of attributes used.
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3 Years
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0

-40

% Change in Increase

Rescaled Utility Value

60

-0.2

-60
-80

-0.4

Time Commitment
Utility

Increase in Utility

% Change in Increase in Utility

Figure 8. Utility Values for Time Commitment Levels.
Utility values generally increase for longer time commitment, although this increase is
not uniform and jumps in utility increase appear at 2- and 4-year commitment.
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0.9

Rescaled Utility Value

0.7
20

0.6

10

0.5
0.4

0
Market

5% Less

10% Less

-10

15% Less

20% Less

0.3
0.2

-20

% Change in Increase

0.8

30

0.1

-30
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Utility

Increase in Utility

0

% Change in Increase in Utility

Figure 9. Utility Values for Wage Levels.
Utility values increase for larger cuts in wages, and this increase appears to accelerate
exponentially.
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Variable Transformation, Selection and Descriptive Statistical Analysis
The relative importance of the time commitment variable
(TimeCommitment_Importance), whose data was found via CBC analysis as discussed
above, was then examined in relation to the likelihood of selecting a foreign employee
over a native (NationalVsForeigner_r1). Other relevant variables were also selected and
transformed for easier inclusion in this descriptive (as well as the following inferential)
analysis. The results of this preliminary check were broadly supportive of Hypothesis 2.b,
as employers with a strong preference for foreigners also tended to place a high degree of
importance on time commitment, with other theoretically relevant variables included in
the initial analysis.
Variable Transformation
First, given the relatively small sample size (n=152) and the large number of
initial variables collected by the survey as well their complex definitions (including
multiple categories), I attempted to simplify the task by simplifying the initial variables
as well as retaining only the most relevant variables for the analysis. From the initial
variables listed at the end of Chapter III, above, I derived the following dummy variables
(i.e. simplified versions of the categorical variables collected):


Saudi = 1 if Nationality = 1 and 0 otherwise



SaudiExp = 1 if Country = 1 and 0 otherwise



DecMaker = 1 if EmpDecision = 1 and 0 otherwise



Owner = 1 if Profession = 1 and 0 otherwise
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Additionally and most importantly, I transformed the outcome (dependent) variable of
interest to contain fewer categories (only 3 vs. the original 11), again due to the small
sample size, as follows:
NvF = 1 for NationalVsForeigner_r1 values = 1-3; 2 for values = 4-7; and 3 for values =
8-11
Given the odd number of initial rankings, a (to some degree subjective) decision
concerning the division of these categories was necessary. I chose to add the extra
ranking to the last category, given the small number of observations in this category (as
the first category contained a large number of data points). Figure 10 shows the
distribution of the original NationalVsForeigner_r1 whereas that of the NvF variable is
presented in Figure 11. Nevertheless, I also examined alternative scenarios (i.e. different
division of the initial ranks among NvF categories), which I present in the sensitivity
analysis subsection, below. Summary statistics for all final variables are presented in

.2
0

.1

Density

.3

.4

Table 6.

0

5
NationalVsForeigner_r1

10

Figure 10. NationalVsForeigner_r1 Variable Distribution.
The original ranked likelihood variable contains too many categories for analysis and is
left skewed with negative kurtosis.
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Figure 11. NvF Variable Distribution.
The transformed ranked likelihood variable contains fewer categories in line with the
small sample size, including the largest number possible of observations in each
category.

Table 6. Summary Statistics for All Final Variables.
Stats

NvF

Mean
N
Max
Min
SD
P50
IQR

1.63
152
3
1
0.744
1
1

TimeCommitment_Importance
0.711
152
0.993
0.014
0.3020
0.804
0.460

Saudi

Owner

DecMaker

SaudiExp

Experience

BusSize

0.855
152
1
0
0.353
1
0

0.151
152
1
0
0.360
0
0

0.816
152
1
0
0.389
1
0

0.961
152
1
0
0.195
1
0

2.69
152
5
1
1.47
2
3

3.39
152
4
1
0.949
4
1

Variable Selection
Given the large number of variables (compared to the sample size), some of
which have numerous categories, as well as the likelihood of overlap among some of the
variables, I used a combination of theoretical reasoning and empirical correlations to
select the final most relevant variables for inclusion in the analysis. Since NvF and
TimeCommitment_Importance are the two main variables of interest (the dependent and
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independent predictor variable, respectively), the choice was among the remaining
(control) variables, namely: BusSize, Saudi, Experience, SaudiExp, DecMaker, and
Owner. Theoretically, a strong case could be made for including the following three
variables: BusSize, Saudi, and DecMaker. First, the size of a business should be included,
due to the observed concentration of foreigners in small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs) in Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, despite a theoretical suspicion that BusSize and
TimeCommitment_Importance might be collinear, since for a small start-up business “the
departure of a few key people could well terminate the start-up” (Hom et al., 2017, p.
540), the correlation coefficient between these two variables is small. Second, nationality
could be an important source of bias. And, third, experience making an employment
decision (and observing the consequences) could be an important determinant of future
decisions.
Removing the remaining variables (Experience, SaudiExp, and Owner) made both
theoretical and empirical sense. Empirically, as Table 7 shows (below), each of these
three variables is correlated with one of the included variables such that the absolute
value of the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) is greater than 0.30 (although these
correlations are weak to medium-strength, they are all statistically significant with
p<0.001). Focusing-in on these correlations, theoretically, employment-specific
experience (captured by DecMaker) is more relevant than (and overlaps with) general
experience (Experience) (r = 0.3060). Additionally, a long period of work experience in
Saudi Arabia (SaudiExp) overlaps with being a Saudi national (Saudi) (r = 0.3968) and
business owners included in the sample (Owner) are more likely to own small businesses
(BusSize) (r = -0.3866).
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Table 7. Pearson Correlation Coefficients Among the Final Variables.
Stats

TimeCommitment_Importance
Saudi
Owner
DecMaker
SaudiExp
Experience
BusSize

TimeCommitment_Importance
1.00

Saudi

Owner

DecMaker

SaudiExp

Experience

BusSize

-0.0666
-0.2112
-0.1106
-0.0896
0.0222
0.1033

1.00
0.0172
0.0457
0.3968
-0.1383
0.0897

1.00
0.1059
0.0856
0.2778
-0.3866

1.00
-0.0963
0.3060
0.1949

1.00
-0.2279
-0.0954

1.00
0.1915

1.00

Descriptive Statistical Analysis
Due to the multi-dimensional nature of the relationship and discrete (categorical
and ordinal) nature of the variables under consideration, only relatively complex
visualizations methods yielded meaningful results. Whereas simple scatter plots were not
informative, I generated “contour” plots to account for three variables at a time (i.e. the
dependent, independent and one control variable). This appeared to be the minimum to
produce meaningful patterns. Figures 12 through 14 show three contour plots, each of
which includes the same two main variables of interest (NationalVsForeigner_r1 and
TimeCommitment_Importance) in addition to one of the three unique control variables.
The two predictor variables are on the x- and y-axes (the control variable and
TimeCommitment_Importance, respectively), whereas the predicted (dependent) variable
of interest (NationalVsForeigner_r1) is on the z-axis, with the “height” of this latter
dimension coded in color as shown in the figures. In both Figure 12 and Figure 13, a
notable concentration of red color (or “mountain”) indicating high likelihood of choosing
a foreigner is concentrated in the upper-left corner of the plot. This is the area with a high
level of importance placed on time commitment as well as smaller business size (Figure
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12) and non-Saudi employers (Figure 13). These plots, thus, support Hypothesis 2.b.
They further support the expectation that business size and nationality do in fact
influence the likelihood of selecting a foreigner over a Saudi. On the other hand, Figure
14 does not reveal clear information, and the expectation that employment decisionmaking experience influences foreigner preference is not supported. The bulge in the
bottom-right corner of the graph is due to only 4 points (of the total 46 above-5
NationalVsForeigner_r1 readings).

Figure 12. Contour Plot including BusSize as the Control.
In this case, a “mountain” of high likelihood of choosing a foreigner is concentrated in
the upper left corner, at smaller business size and higher time commitment importance.
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Figure 13. Contour Plot including Saudi as the Control.
In this case, the region of high likelihood of choosing a foreigner (in red) is concentrated
in the upper left corner for non-Saudis who place a high level of importance on time
commitment.

Figure 14. Contour Plot including DecMaker as the Control.
In this case, the regions of high likelihood of choosing a foreigner (in red) are distributed
roughly equally over the DecMaker variable (The bulge at the bottom of the plot is due to
only 4 points).
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Inferential Statistical Analysis
With the confidence gained from the initial descriptive analysis presented above, I
proceeded to run a number of inferential statistical models, including the relevant
identified variables (one dependent, one main independent and a maximum of three
control variables). Given the theoretically established relevance of business size (as
discussed previously), I selected the model including it as the control variable to be the
baseline model (Model 2, below). Due to the ordinal nature of the dependent variable,
NvF (which takes the values 1, 2 or 3, depending on the ranked likelihood of choosing a
foreigner), I used an ordered logistic regression (OLR) model (also known as an ordered
logit model). I ran four models, including a progressively larger number of the three
identified control variables (with the first model being a simple, bivariate regression).
The results of these models are presented in Table 8, below, using odds ratios (ORs)
instead of simple coefficients.

Table 8. Results of the OLR Models.

Saudi

-

Model 2:
NvF
2.68+
(1.48)
0.676*
(0.112)
-

DecMaker

-

-

Model 3:
NvF
2.38
(1.36)
0.675**
(0.115)
0.182***
(0.080)
-

/cut1
/cut2
Prob > chi2

.723
2.28
0.121

-.499
1.11
0.0191*

-2.05
-.278
0.0000***

TimeCommitment_Importance
BusSize

Model 1:
NvF
2.29
(1.24)
-

Model 4:
NvF
2.29
(1.32)
0.700*
(0.122)
0.187***
(0.082)
0.614
(0.262)
-2.34
-0.555
0.0001***

Odds ratios (ORs); standard errors (SEs) in parenthases; n=152; + p<0.1, * p<0.05, **
p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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As Table 8 shows, the level of significance of various independent variables
depends upon the specific model, but the odds ratios remain relatively constant.
Specifically, the main independent variable of interest, TimeCommitment_Importance,
becomes significant (albeit at the 90-percent confidence level) only in Model 2, where
BusSize is the only control variable included. Nevertheless, its associated OR value is
very similar across the various models (all OR values are greater than 2), and it is in line
with the expectation that an increase in the importance placed on time commitment by an
employer increases the odds of being in a higher level of NvF (i.e. of being more likely to
choose a foreigner). Specifically, an employer with a time commitment importance of
100 percent has more than twice (e.g. 2.68 times in Model 2) the odds of being in a
higher category of preference for foreigners than an employer with a time commitment
importance value of 0 percent, holding the control variables (e.g. BusSize) constant. This
result supports Hypothesis 2.b. Furthermore, as the Brant test (whose results are shown in
Table 9, below) shows, this odds ratio holds constant across all of the ordinal levels of the
dependent variable (an assumption of the OLR model). In fact, all four models pass the
Brant test.

Table 9. Results of the Brant test of the Proportional Odds Assumption of OLR (for
Model 2).
All
TimeCommitment_Importance
BusSize

Chi2
0.95
0.02
0.95

p>Chi2
0.621
0.892
0.329

df
2
1
1

Since no test statistic is significant, there is no evidence that the proportional odds
(parallel regression) assumption has been violated.
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Sensitivity Analysis
One major concern related to this model is the degree to which it is sensitive to
changes in the definition of the ordinal categories of the dependent variable (NvF). Since
this variable is based on a prime number of ranking (with 11 original ranks), there is an
inevitable judgment call involved in sorting these into any reasonable number of
categories. Nevertheless, as Tables 10 and 11 (below) reveal, shifting around the
allotment of ranks to different categories does not have a major impact on the magnitude
or direction of the odds ratios, although it does impact the significance of
TimeCommitment_Importance observed in Model 2, so that it is no longer significant
even at the low bar of a 90-percent confidence level used above.

Table 10. Results of Sensitivity Analysis Using NvF = 1 for NationalVsForeigner_r1
values = 1-4; 2 for values = 5-8; and 3 for values = 9-11

Saudi

-

Model 2:
NvF
2.17
(1.24)
0.746+
(0.126)
-

DecMaker

-

-

Model 3:
NvF
2.01
(1.19)
0.752+
(0.129)
0.267***
(0.116)
-

Prob > chi2

0.234

0.113

0.0036***

TimeCommitment_Importance
BusSize

Model 1:
NvF
1.95
(1.11)
-

Model 4:
NvF
1.89
(1.12)
0.789
(0.138)
0.271**
(0.118)
0.565
(0.241)
0.0041**

Odds ratios (ORs); standard errors (SEs) in parenthases; n=152; + p<0.1, * p<0.05, **
p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table 11. Results of Sensitivity Analysis Using NvF = 1 for NationalVsForeigner_r1
values = 1-4; 2 for values = 5-7; and 3 for values = 8-11

TimeCommitment_Importance
BusSize
Saudi

Model 1:
NvF
2.02
(1.15)
-

Model 2:
NvF
2.17
(1.24)
0.723+
(0.124)
-

Model 3:
NvF
2.06
(1.22)
0.727+
(0.127)
0.243***
(0.107)

0.208

0.0775+

0.0015**

DecMaker
Prob > chi2

Model 4:
NvF
1.97
(1.18)
0.762
(0.136)
0.249**
(0.110)
0.537
(0.231)
0.0016**

Odds ratios (ORs); standard errors (SEs) in parenthases; n=152; + p<0.1, * p<0.05, **
p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Chapter V.
Discussion

As in the two previous chapters (Methods and Results), I divide this chapter into
sections based on research methods employed – the cross-country comparison and the
survey. In addition, however, I include a third section in which I discuss implications of
my findings for the broader migrant impact issues that I discuss in the introduction. The
results of both research methods are generally supportive of my hypotheses, although the
exploratory nature of this study means that results are indicative rather than conclusive.
They suggest the way forward for future, more focused research to attempt to reach more
conclusive verdicts.

Part 1: Cross-country comparison of inter-employer mobility restrictions in various TMPs
Tables 3 and 4, above, show the results of a cross-country desk comparison of
various temporary migration programs (TMPs). The specific subject of comparison is the
inter-employer mobility rights of migrant workers under these programs, a subset of their
overall “right to free choice of employment” identified by Ruhs (2013, p. 174). Although
Ruhs has identified an indicator to measure the specific right to choose employment, I
expand upon his work to develop a new typology that captures more nuanced sources of
inter-employer mobility restrictions, specifically. An understanding of these nuances is
the result of a deep dive into the cases of various countries, using both primary sources
(such as blogs and local news articles) as well as secondary academic research. For every
country reviewed, my focus is to check for evidence that might address my hypotheses.

Rather than rigorously proving (or disproving) my hypotheses, I use these country cases
to build evidence via triangulation. For this purpose, I refer to the reference number for
each relevant hypothesis as labeled in Table 1 during my discussion of various visa
regimes.
A few global, interrelated insights are immediately apparent from Tables 3 and 4.
First, as recognized by Ruhs (2013), restrictions on the right to “free choice of
employment” (and specifically to inter-employer mobility) are very prevalent in TMPs.
Second, restrictions that hinder inter-employer mobility come in many different nuanced
forms, which means they are in fact even more ubiquitous than previously recognized.
Third, although these restrictions might cluster in terms of severity, they are not limited
to a certain geographical area, skill level, or industry. Fourth, TMPs have been highly
dynamic in this dimension, with changes occurring at various points (that I have termed
“critical junctures”). And fifth, where these restrictions are in place, there is evidence that
might support my hypothesized impact relationships.

Highly restrictive countries:
Some of the countries I examined have clear restrictions on the inter-employer
mobility of Temporary Migrant Workers (TMWs). The countries of the Gulf Cooperation
Council (GCC) have received much negative publicity for their kafala sponsorship
systems, whose defining feature is strict restriction of this right in particular.
Traditionally, a sponsorship or kafala system has allowed changing employers only when
receiving the documented approval of the current employer (the sponsor or kafeel) in the
form of a release letter or a no-objection letter. Furthermore, in the case of Saudi Arabia
or Qatar, for example, even if a TMW wishes to leave the country entirely, he or she will
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require a so-called “exit visa.” In such extreme cases, the basic right to leave an employer
is sacrificed. In fact, Saudi Arabia is a case where most of the forms of restriction in my
typology are identifiable. It has a demand-driven system, which allows no period of
unemployment between jobs. In fact, there is no legal status for TMWs that is decoupled
from their employers. Part-time work for another employer (other than the TMW’s
sponsor) is not allowed, and transferring from one sponsor to another involves high
transaction costs (in the form of fees to the government) as well as uncertainty.
Various countries of the GCC provide anecdotal evidence for the different
hypotheses that I have proposed. Due to the high level of restrictions and very large
migrant stock as a proportion of total population, these countries might be expected to
provide the clearest cases to study the impact of migrants’ rights on natives’ labor market
outcomes. However, the traditional segmentation of the labor market into natives
occupying relatively highly-paid governmental and semi-governmental jobs and migrants
occupying private-sector jobs presents some difficulties in gauging impact. Nevertheless,
recent developments provide opportunities to examine my hypotheses; these
developments include policy changes (or “critical junctures”) to abolish or weaken the
inter-employer mobility restrictions of the kafala system. In general, GCC governments,
including that of Saudi Arabia, have begun to realize that the current market
segmentation, coupled with the limited absorptive capacity of the public sector, has led to
rising native unemployment.
Attempts to reform the kafala system have experienced varying degrees of
success across the GCC countries, but they, nevertheless, generally confirm my
hypotheses. Perhaps the first attempt to abolish the requirement of sponsor consent to
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change jobs came in the Kingdom of Bahrain in 2009. There, however, the business
community sharply opposed this reform. Indeed, during the Arab-Spring unrest of 2011,
the business community effectively negotiated away these reforms (For a Better Life,
2012, “Sponsorship Reform”, para. 2), taking advantage of the government’s fragile
position. This case supports Hypothesis 1.b.iv in Table 1. During the same year (i.e.
2011), however, the UAE successfully implemented a similar reform, allowing migrants
who had completed an initial 3-year contract with their sponsors to change jobs freely. A
rigorous analysis by Naidu, Nyarko and Wang (2016) has shown that, for migrant
workers, this change caused the “[r]eal earnings following a contract expiration [to]
increase by over 10 percent” (p. 1739). This generally supports group 1.a hypotheses,
indicating that, in fact, indentured temporary migrant workers were receiving wages
below the free-market equilibrium wage, failing to capture the full value of their marginal
product (hypothesis 1.a.v). Similarly, Qatar has announced the official abolition of the
kafala system near the end of 2016 (Upright, 2016), although the effectiveness of this
change remains questionable. Many commentators consider this an attempt to polish
Qatar’s human-rights record in the run-up to the World Cup (to be held there in 2022), in
view of its infamy for migrant abuse. In fact, migrant-worker abuse is observed
throughout the GCC, supporting Hypothesis 1.b.iii.
Saudi Arabia presents the most interesting case to test many of my hypotheses.
Despite the Saudi leadership’s recognition of the unsustainability of traditional labor
market segmentation, the Kingdom’s policies have to date attempted a more coercive
policy approach, rather than moving towards a more open market. In the same year as the
UAE’s reform, the Saudi Ministry of Labor introduced its Nitaqat quota system,
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effectively forcing Saudi employees on the private sector. The growing problem of
unemployment and weak “Saudization” results is evidence of this system’s insufficiency,
at best. No attempt to reform the kafala system has been made to date, although even a 10
percent increase in wages (as occurred in the UAE) might be expected to have a
noteworthy impact in luring more Saudis into previously unattractive jobs; compared to
the UAE, where the gap between citizens’ and non-citizens’ reservation wages is very
large, the spectrum of wages in Saudi Arabia is much more continuous.
On the contrary, since 2013, the Saudi government has tightened its enforcement
of inter-employer mobility restrictions. It has also steadily increased the cost of foreign
workers to their employers. In fact, by 2020, I estimate that the yearly cost of renewing
the entire family’s residence permits for a married foreigner with three children (for
example) will have increased an astonishing 39 fold over 2010 (in direct government fees
alone). Despite the quota system and increased costs, however, foreigners and work visas
remain in high demand by employers (Hypotheses 1.b.i and 1.b.ii). Furthermore, antiimmigrant sentiment is high as unemployment among Saudis continues to rise
(Hypothesis 1.c.i).
The GCC countries’ kafala system is not as internationally unique in its restriction
of migrants’ inter-employer mobility rights as might be assumed, however. Indeed, strict
restrictions either exist or have existed in the very recent past in many countries around
the World. As Tables 3 and 4 reveal, these restrictions are not limited to a specific
geographical area nor necessarily to a specific type of political regime. Furthermore, as
captured by the “critical junctures” listed in Table 3, relevant policies have been highly
dynamic over time.
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Two of the most interesting and revealing cases of strict inter-employer mobility
restriction are that of the Australian 457 visa and the Japanese Technical Intern Training
Program (TITP). In the Australian case, the 457 visa has been highly dynamic,
undergoing two critical junctures; under this visa, TMWs’ right to free choice of
employer was restricted in 2002 and subsequently re-introduced in 2009. In the interim,
cases of abuse (and the general “precariousness” of TMWs) as well as demand for these
visas climbed precipitously (Berg, 2016), (supporting Hypotheses 1.b.iii and 1.b.i,
respectively). In the case of Japan, the TITP was launched in 1993 ostensibly to transfer
Japanese technical expertise to workers from surrounding developing countries. In
reality, however, whether by design or otherwise, this Program became Japan’s TMP; it
supplied the country with abundant, cheap labor. As the Program’s “trainees” were
strictly tied to their “trainers,” abuse has been widely reported (Osaki, 2016) (Hypothesis
1.b.iii). Additionally, Japanese businesses have strongly supported the TITP, leading to
its most recent expansion in November, 2017 (Revamped foreign, 2017).
Finally, further examples of highly restrictive TMPs come from such diverse
countries as the UK, Greece, Malaysia, Singapore and previously Taiwan. In the United
Kingdom, a 2012 policy change restricted the transferability of Overseas Domestic
Workers (ODWs) to other employers. Since this change, evidence suggests that abuse
and exploitation of these workers has risen (Domestic workers change, 2016) (Hypothesis
1.b.iii). Indeed, a government-commissioned Independent Review of the Overseas
Domestic Workers Visa concluded the following:
[T]he existence of a tie to a specific employer and the absence of a
universal right to change employer and apply for extensions of the visa are
incompatible with the reasonable protection of overseas domestic workers
while in the UK. (Ewins, 2015, p. 5).
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Similarly, in Greece, seasonal agricultural workers are strictly tied to their employers,
and reports of abuse as well as employer demand for these visas are both high (Horner,
2017) (Hypotheses 1.b.iii and 1.b.i, respectively). In fact, one Pakistani agricultural
worker in Greece who had worked in Saudi Arabia indicated that his “life in Saudi
Arabia was so much better than Europe” (Horner, 2017, “‘Where is this Europe?’”, para.
13).
Malaysia and Singapore each strictly restricts the inter-employer mobility of
TMWs. In Malaysia, a “‘release letter’ or ‘No Objection Certificate’” (Venkataswamy,
2017) is required, similar to that required under the kafala system in GCC countries. In
fact, its system appears to have become more restrictive in recent years (Malaysia: New
entry requirements, 2016), and the process of changing employers can be quite risky and
complicated, further discouraging mobility. By contrast, Singapore made it possible to
change employers for workers under the Work Permit (WP) for unskilled and low-skilled
workers in June, 2017; nevertheless, similar to Malaysian policy, approval of the current
employer is required, albeit only during the duration of the current contract (which is up
to two years) (Work Permit: hiring, 2017). Previously, Singapore’s WP was strictly nontransferrable, and workers were expected to rotate into and out of the country (with new
applications for a Work Permit possible but very risky). Indeed, under the previous
policy, TMW abuse (Singapore Events of 2017, n.d.) and preference for foreigners (Yeoh
& Lin, 2012) had both been observed (Hypotheses 1.b.iii and 1.b.ii, respectively).
Finally, Taiwan initially strictly tied “guest workers” to their employers, although
pressures related to migrant abuse and human rights (Hypothesis 1.b.iii) led to increased
inter-employer mobility in 2007 (a critical juncture) (Lin, 2012).
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Moderately restrictive countries
In general, demand-driven work visa systems implicitly restrict migrant workers’
inter-employer mobility, as Henrik Emilsson (2014) has explained and illustrated with the
Swedish experience. Under these systems, the employer initiates the process to request a
visa for a foreigner, presumably based on a locally unmet business need. Thus, the
decision on the specific characteristics of the migrant is determined by these needs, rather
than a set list of attributes (e.g. skill level) identified by policy makers. As Emilsson
explains, although demand-driven systems have the advantage of guaranteeing initial
employment, the resulting relationship between the employer (or sponsor) and the
migrant employee is one of heavy dependency from the very beginning. On the other
hand, despite its failure to guarantee initial employment, supply-driven labor migration
typically provides more room for migrant worker mobility within the labor market with
fewer structural hindrances.
Thus, the demand-driven visa model ties the employee structurally to some
degree, directly or indirectly, to the employer (sponsor). In addition to the structural
dependency it creates, the very nature of this model often implies that legality of
residence is contingent upon continued employment, further disincentivizing interemployer mobility. The result is de facto inter-employer mobility restrictions even where
migrant workers are theoretically free to change employers. In this context, Emilsson
(2014) has discussed the decision of the Swedish government to shift to a demand-driven
model in 2008, describing the Swedish change as “probably the purest example” of a
demand-driven visa system (p. 135). He reports that an “unintended effect [of Sweden’s
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policy change] is the many cases of abuse and exploitation of migrant workers by
employers” (p. 139) (Hypothesis 1.b.iii).
Examples of this dynamic of limited inter-employer mobility abound within
demand-driven visa systems and can be found even where least expected. These
limitations range from coercive to incentivized and come in various nuanced forms.
Whereas strictly restrictive systems tend to employ hard, coercive barriers to mobility,
moderately restrictive systems more often contain nuanced hindrances, usually involving
cost or risk. For example, Canada’s Temporary Foreign Worker Program (TFWP), which
was launched in 2002, makes changing employers costly as the change requires a new
work permit subject to approval (Temporary foreign workers: Your rights, 2018), which
may involve a costly Labor Market Impact Assessment (LMIA). In line with Hypothesis
1.b.iii, abuse of temporary foreign workers has been reported. Furthermore, recognizing
the negative impact of this precarious situation on wages, unions have called for
facilitating tracks to permanent residence and citizenship (Dhillon, 2018) (Hypothesis
1.c.ii). Similarly, South Africa’s General Work Visa involves high transaction costs in
changing employers (Work in South Africa, n.d.). In this country, “xenophobic attacks”
on migrant workers have been commonplace (Hypothesis 1.c.i) (Powell, 2017, para. 3).
Interestingly, South Africa also boasts one of the best examples of the alternative supplydriven temporary work visa model; its Critical Skills Visa is decoupled from the
employer, allowing a period of search within the job market before the migrant must
provide proof of employment (Government Gazette, 2014).
As for risk, residence that is contingent on employment with a short (and in some
cases non-existent) grace period allowed between jobs makes the process of changing
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employers very risky for the migrant worker (who risks losing legal status on top of loss
of livelihood). This is the case, for example, in Italy. It is also the case under Hong
Kong’s Work Visa for unskilled and low-skilled workers (e.g. domestic servants and
construction workers), which allows only 14 days to exit once employment has been
terminated (vs. until visa expiry for professionals). Whereas this is typically a short
period to search for a job, the duration in other countries can be as low as zero days (as
was the case until recently for the H-1B visa in the US, discussed below). Finally, illegal
status itself can produce a subtle hindrance to mobility; illegal immigrants might be
reluctant to leave their employers due to the risk posed by an unknown employer, or
employers might attempt to retain immigrants under the threat of reporting their legal
status to the relevant authorities. Recognizing this dynamic and its general impact on
wages, labor unions in countries with a large (and seemingly unstoppable) influx of
illegal immigrants (e.g. in Spain and Italy) have called for the increase and facilitation of
the legal entry of immigrants (Ruhs, 2002) (Hypothesis 1.c.ii).
The United States’ H-1B visa provides an especially good example of the nuances
of inter-employer mobility restrictions under demand-driven TMPs. Despite no strict
(coercive) restrictions on changing employers under the H-1B, a strong incentive
structure was in place (prior to a critical juncture in January, 2017) that effectively
limited TMWs’ willingness to change employers. Since the Immigration Act of 1990, US
law has included the idea that certain temporary, non-immigrant visas (including the H1B visa) qualify for “dual intent” – i.e. the right to apply for permanent immigration
while officially in the US on a temporary-status visa. Critically, however, the TMW’s
employer is required to submit the application for permanent residence (known as the
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Green Card) on behalf of the applicant, and the TMW was required (prior to 2017) to be
in the employment of the same employer at the time of the immigration interview. This
strongly incentivized commitment (not to mention submissiveness) to the current
employer, at least during the waiting time for the interview – a duration of commitment
that long waitlists meant could last a number of years. In fact, waiting times were “often
five years or more” (Matloff, 2013, p. 222), during which time these applicants were
effectively tied to their employers. Within this context, I interviewed a colleague at the
Islamic Development Bank who was in the US between 2001 and 2005 on an H-1B visa.
During this time, he turned down a job offer by another employer, which would have
meant a 20 percent increase in his salary, to avoid restarting the application period for a
Green Card (N. Diab, personal communication, July 9, 2018). Clearly, this limited
mobility can have serious wage-related implications (Hypothesis 1.a.i). Recently, a
January, 2017 critical juncture in US immigration policy tackled this source of limited
mobility among TMWs; it decoupled the interview appointment from the employer.
Furthermore, it allowed a grace period between employers, which in turn made changing
jobs less risky.

Part 2: Choice-Based Conjoint Survey of Employment Decision Makers
I divide my discussion of the survey portion of this study into two subsections,
based upon the relevant hypotheses. In the first subsection, I focus on the importance of
signaled commitment to employers (Hypothesis 2.a), whereas in the second I focus on the
relationship between the CBC-calculated importance of commitment to an employer and
his/her stated preference for foreigners (Hypothesis 2.b). Under each subsection, I
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summarize relevant results, discuss whether these results are consistent with previous
research, and interpret any discrepancies.

The Importance of Signaled Commitment to Employers
Within the identified levels of time commitment and wage cuts, time commitment
dominates employers’ decision making, capturing over 70 percent of total CBC-derived
importance (as Table 5 reveals). This supports Hypothesis 2.a, that employers place a
high degree of importance on signaled commitment when making employment decisions.
Furthermore, it is also consistent with findings in the employee retention and turnover
literature. Importantly, CBC methodology provides a novel, empirical method to measure
employers’ preference for time commitment given a realistic scenario, which previous
research has not sufficiently explored.
Indeed, empirical tools (like CBC analysis) developed originally for market
research “can provide insights into practical problems such as policy design”
(Hainmueller et al., 2014, p. 3), facilitating a design-thinking mentality and an evidencebased approach to policy making. Ruhs’ (2002) idea that workers are “commodified” by
the restrictions on their rights (p. 49) and parallels with product-market substitution that
are part of my theory, mean that market research methods might be very relevant indeed
for designing policies to suit the “consumer” (i.e. the target of the new policy – in this
case, employers).
In this spirit, a look at the utility values attached to the specific levels of time
commitment and wage, which are used in CBC analysis to calculate the importance
values (discussed above), reveals potentially interesting trends, directly relevant to
temporary worker visa policies. These trends are presented in Figures 8 and 9. For
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example, the large jumps in the utility of time commitment at 2- and 4-year thresholds
(Figure 8) indicate that perhaps inter-employer mobility restrictions on temporary
migrant workers (if deemed absolutely unavoidable) should be limited to 1 or 3 years to
avoid creating unduly strong preference for migrant workers. Similarly, the large increase
in utility for wage cuts of 20 percent (compared to 15 percent) (Figure 9) indicates that a
government program subsidizing 20 percent of natives’ wages would be expected to have
significantly more impact on employers’ willingness to employ natives than one
subsidizing 15 percent.

The Relationship between Employers’ Time Commitment Importance and their
Preference for Foreigners
As Tables 8, 10 and 11 show, for the population sampled in this study, there is a
positive relationship between individual importance values and the likelihood of choosing
a foreigner. In fact, the odds of being in a higher likelihood category are 2.68 times
greater (in the baseline Model 2) for employers revealing 100 percent importance than for
those with 0 percent importance. Furthermore, this relationship is also clear in the
contour plots (Figures 12 and 13), in which regions of high likelihood of choosing a
foreigner (red mountains) are concentrated in areas of high time commitment importance.
Although the aforementioned relationship between time commitment importance
and the likelihood of choosing a foreigner over a native is statistically significant only at
the 90 percent confidence level in the baseline model (Model 2 in Table 8) and its
significance is not robust to changes in the model’s specification, the relationship is
robust in terms of both magnitude and direction. Importantly, Neumayer and Plumper’s
“definition of the concept of robustness, and… measure of the degree of robustness… are
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independent of the degree of statistical significance of the effects in either baseline or
robustness test models.” Indeed, they “contend that… useful definitions of robustness
must refer to stability in estimated effect sizes or effect strengths” (Neumayer & Plümper,
2017, p. 47).
Thus, since I conducted the survey in Saudi Arabia (where the vast majority of
foreigners are subject to a TMP visa regime), this finding broadly supports Hypothesis
2.b (that within a TMP that limits inter-employer mobility, an employer placing high
importance on commitment will have a higher preference for foreigners). Furthermore,
previous research has not sufficiently examined this relationship. Nevertheless, this
relationship is fundamental to the theoretical mechanism that I propose in this thesis,
since it is this preference for foreigners that leads to the segmentation of the labor market
and the resulting imperfect substitution between natives and foreigners. In this way, the
strength of employers’ preference for foreigners (itself a result of the importance of time
commitment to employers coupled with the specific mobility restrictions under the
relevant visa type) ultimately determines the impact these foreigners have on the labor
market outcomes of competing natives.
Of the three control variables used in the OLR models of Table 8, two are
significant. These are the following: BusSize (i.e. business size) and Saudi (i.e. nationality
of employer). As Table 8 as well as the contour plots in Figures 12 and 13 show, these
controls play an important role in determining the likelihood of choosing a foreign
employee over a native in Saudi Arabia (for the population sampled). These findings for
business size and nationality are consistent with intuitive, theoretical, and observational
expectations although previous research has not sufficiently addressed them. Indeed, the
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empirical methodology I have used in this thesis could help to extend turnover literature
to the smaller firms and startups, as suggested by Hom et al. (2017) in their survey of
turnover research. Furthermore, nationality appears to be particularly robust, perhaps
suggesting a strong role of bias in employment decision making that merits further
research. Interestingly, the third control variable, DecMaker (i.e. experience making
employment decisions) is not significant in any of the models, perhaps indicating that the
observed determinants of the likelihood of choosing a foreign employee are not complex
and do not require any special expertise or past experience to comprehend.

Implications for the Migrant Impact Literature
From the discussion sections above, the following findings related to interemployer mobility restrictions in TMPs become apparent: first, they are internationally
prevalent; and, second, they can lead to preference-based labor market segmentation,
making visa regimes as important as (if not more important than) spatial or skill-based
determinants of labor market boundaries. Thus, accounting for visa-related restrictions on
migrants’ rights (as determinants of the boundaries of analytical labor markets) is in fact
important for understanding the impact of these migrants upon natives’ labor market
outcomes. In fact, failure to account for the wide intra-national and international variation
in visa regimes when defining analytical labor markets is a likely source of the
literature’s divergence into negative- and positive-impact findings (despite agreement on
the two initial premises); crucially, this omission leaves a high degree of heterogeneity in
the resulting analytical markets.
A fundamental paradigmatic shift, which emerges when a consideration of rights
is married with the impact literature, is the realization that it is more appropriate to model
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labor economically as a differentiated product rather than a homogenous commodity
(Shaffer et al., 2004, p. 108). As my findings suggest, immigrants emerge as the preferred
“product” in the eyes of employers, due to their restricted economic rights. This insight
can help take the two major agreed-upon premises of the impact literature (discussed
above), which have led to such divergent results, to a sound conclusion; they can help to
fill-in or correct the remaining premises. I have illustrated this logic, which is the ultimate
motivation for this thesis, in Figure 15, below. First, employers’ preference affects both
substitution and competition with natives in a manner that exacerbates negative impacts
upon them. Second, the limitations on migrants’ rights can be expected (within current
economic models) to handicap the receiving labor market’s adjustment mechanisms,
which might normally mitigate any negative impacts due to immigrants.

Figure 15. Accounting for Visa Restrictions to Address Impact Literature’s Inconsistency
Accounting for visa restrictions (on migrants’ rights) when defining the analytical labor
market can help decrease the heterogeneity in empirical studies of migrants’ impact, thus
taking the two agreed-upon premises of the literature to a consistent conclusion .
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Premise I: Centrality of the Substitution Relationship
To begin with, labor economics offers insights concerning the first agreed-upon
premise, the centrality of the substitution relationship between migrants and natives in
determining migrants’ impact. It also provides insights concerning the resulting
competitiveness of the labor market. Researchers have noted that even within specific
skill groups, immigrants under limited rights can be imperfect substitutes to natives
(Ottaviano & Peri, 2012). It is a general assumption in impact literature that “[u]nder
imperfect substitutability, immigrants complement native workers, thereby raising the
marginal product of native labor” (Borjas, Grogger, & Hanson, 2008, p. 2).
However, the imperfection arising from limitations on rights does not necessarily
create complementarities for natives; on the contrary, it could actually put natives at a
competitive disadvantage. This is a result of the subtle idea that “labor is not a
commodity, but it is embodied in people and therefore requires particular attention not
necessary in other markets” (Shaffer et al., 2004, p. 102). Perhaps more precisely for this
context, it is more appropriate to model labor economically as a differentiated product
than as a homogeneous commodity (Shaffer et al., 2004, p. 108) or factor of production.
Policy limitations on migrants’ rights can differentiate them in the eyes of
employers from even the most similar natives within the same narrow skill category.
These artificial and exogenous policy limitations effectively give migrants “features” that
make them the preferred “product” for employers. These features and the product market
paradigm are critical to the nature of the substitutive relationship between migrants and
natives. In fact, depending on how highly employers value these added features, they
might be willing to pay a premium (i.e. a higher wage) for their preferred “product.”
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Unlike imperfect substitution in factor markets, where resulting complementarities can
actually boost the value of both factors of production, imperfect substitution in product
markets leads to abandonment of the competing product (natives’ unemployment) until a
sufficient depression of its price (natives’ wages) is reached. Where natives’ reservation
wage (the outside option of receiving unemployment compensation, for example) equals
or exceeds migrants’ wages in a certain industry, this industry might be void of natives.
In fact, even where potential complementarities might exist under current business
structures, a sudden availability of sufficiently attractive migrants might entice employers
to alter the businesses; they might adapt their procedures or even the product mix towards
heavier dependence on migrants’ skill sets, destroying potential complementarities.
Finally, a critical impact of limiting migrants’ rights is its interference with the
mechanisms of free market competition. Under free competition, labor mobility helps
eliminate wage differentials. It also provides the crucial and distinctively human
incentive of “providing opportunities for advancement” (Shaffer et al., 2004, p. 102).
Where restrictions on mobility are in place, free market mechanisms such as bargaining
collapse; the incremental increases in wages that would naturally occur as a worker
accumulates experience and skills (i.e. the marginal, inter-contract wage gains) never take
place. The extent of competitive imperfections depends upon the severity of restrictions
on mobility under various policy regimes, which vary widely as discussed in the first
section of this chapter.

Premise II: Centrality of the Adjustment Mechanisms
As for the second agreed-upon premise of the impact literature, concerning the
centrality of adjustment mechanisms in determining migrants’ impact, labor economic
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theory can again be useful; it can illuminate the role that rights play in aiding or hindering
positive adjustments. Indeed, the effectiveness of critical adjustment mechanisms hinges
on the inter-employer mobility rights afforded to migrants
Restrictions on mobility rights create obvious handicaps for some adjustments.
First, increased investment and the attraction of new firms by an increased supply of
workers is determined by the actual availability of these workers to the firms (i.e. their
mobility or “tradability,” to extend the product-market metaphor) and not simply by their
existence within the boundaries of the labor market. Thus, restrictions on mobility can
hinder investment, leading instead to a glut of workers, as artificial barriers block these
workers from the capital that most requires them.
A further no-less-serious effect of limiting migrants’ mobility relates to another
adjustment mechanism: gains in natives’ productivity due to high-skill migrants and
increased diversity of the workforce. It is a well-known economic principle that a flexible
workforce positively affects both employment and per capita GDP. Limitations on
mobility could have the opposite results. Also, “human capital theory,” a supply-oriented
theory in labor economics (Shaffer et al., 2004, p. 109), holds that a worker’s selfimprovement efforts depend upon the worker’s expectations of future gains in income.
This self-improvement leads to long-term gains in productivity. Given limited mobility
rights and the resulting limited bargaining power, the worker would not expect large
future gains due to self-improvement. Where migrants account for a large proportion of
the workforce, this would depress the productivity of the labor market.
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Chapter VI.
Conclusion

In this research project, I have attempted to contribute to the migrant impact
literature, by examining the role of limiting Temporary Migrant Workers’ (TMWs’)
rights in determining their impact. Specifically, I have focused on the effect of
restrictions on the inter-employer mobility of TMWs, a particularly influential subset of
their economic rights. First, I have shown that these restrictions are internationally
prevalent, taking on nuanced forms within various countries’ TMPs. Furthermore, where
these restrictions are present, there is qualitative, anecdotal evidence of predicted
negative impacts on natives’ labor market outcomes. Second, within the specific context
of Saudi Arabia (whose TMP places especially stringent restrictions on inter-employer
mobility) and for the sampled population (predominantly of employers), respondents
placed a high level of importance on time commitment. Third, this importance appears to
be positively related (at the individual-employer level) to the likelihood of choosing to
employ TMWs over natives.
These findings carry possible implications for migrant impact research. They
suggest that policy restrictions on temporary migrant workers’ rights (usually associated
with visa types) are an important determinant of these migrants’ impact on natives’ labor
market outcomes. Furthermore, these findings and the substantiations I have presented
suggest that accounting for visa types when defining labor markets for the purpose of

analysis (in addition to spatial, age-related, and skill-related considerations) could help
reconcile the divergent results obtained within the migrant impact literature.

Limitations and Recommendations
This research project was subject to a number of limitations that future research
can attempt to address. In the cross-country comparison of various TMPs, the desk
review was no doubt insufficient to capture the complexities and nuances on the ground;
for this, a deep-dive approach into specific countries’ TMPs is necessary, including
interviews with key stakeholders. Perhaps, a standardized questionnaire based upon my
typology of mobility restrictions could be developed and fielded, targeting
knowledgeable individuals (e.g. HR professionals) in various countries. Furthermore, the
qualitative anecdotal evidence that I collected in this project, while useful in an
exploratory study (such as this one), is insufficient to draw hard conclusions; for this, the
deep-dive approach is again necessary. In fact, a case-by-case approach would likely be
necessary, depending on data availability and specific historical policy evolution
narratives; for example, the “critical junctures” identified in Table 3 provide natural
experiments that can be studied using the difference-in-differences method, for example,
among other methods of analysis.
Similarly, the survey portion of this project also suffered from a number of
weaknesses that future research can tackle. To begin with, in terms of sample, the sample
size of 152 survey participants is relatively small, meaning some analytical categories
might have very few people in them. This ultimately weakens the results, and yet can
easily be fixed in future research (given sufficient time). Furthermore, the sample is
likely not representative of the entire population of employment decision makers; rather,
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it is biased towards Saudi HR professionals in large businesses and is ultimately the result
of snowball sampling. In the interest of external validity (generalizability), future
research should attempt to more closely mimic the underlying population of employment
decision makers (especially since interesting trends appeared involving nationality and
business size, for example), perhaps using “targeted snowball sampling” (Dusek, Yurova,
& Ruppel, 2015).
Finally, the survey also suffers from a number of structural limitations and
weaknesses, which can be addressed in future research. For the CBC portion, the analysis
examines main effects only and does not account for interactions (which, in fact, may be
important in this context). Furthermore, in addition to accounting for these interactions,
future research could expand the levels of attributes (wage and time commitment) and
perhaps even introduce new attributes (e.g. years of experience). On the other hand, for
the question that asks for a ranking of the likelihood of choosing a foreigner over a
native, formulating this part as a new CBC module would help mitigate the bias
introduced by prejudice in the ranking question (although it might make the survey too
long and unwieldy). On the other hand, where ranking questions are used, the number of
rankings should not be a primary number, to minimize subjectivity in the grouping of
rankings for analysis. In this project, the rankings ranged from 0 to 10, for a total of 11
rankings; after adopting a grouping of these rankings into fewer categories, I conducted
sensitivity analysis to check alternative groupings. Furthermore, the employment decision
case itself presented in the CBC portion could be more narrowly and clearly defined in
future studies (e.g. by identifying the skill level of the position being filled) to increase
consistency and comparability across respondents.
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Policy Implications and a New Research Agenda
Unlike during the 19th Century’s classical liberal era, today’s globalization has
not included free labor migration; indeed, the movement of humans, today, is much more
restricted than that of goods and capital. By contrast, during the 19th Century, Europeans
at least could relocate freely. To understand the reasons for this divergence from the
classical globalization model, it is instructive to note that “[d]omestic distributional
effects of immigration, coupled with national political institutions, help explain changes
in policies over time” (Frieden, Lake, & Schultz, 2013, p. 346). Whereas the continuing
societal perceptions of economic and cultural threat were pervasive even during the 19th
Century, employers were comparatively much more powerful, organized and informed
relative to domestic workers. Thus, there was little political incentive to place any policy
restrictions on the number or rights of migrant workers.
Today, on the other hand, the domestic workforce has access to much more
information and is more organized, creating political pressure on policy makers to protect
the interests of these workers against labor migration. Nevertheless, ostensibly
protectionist policies are not all created equal; whereas limiting entry altogether might
indeed benefit the domestic workforce, limiting the economic rights of migrant workers
is likely to produce perverse consequences for domestic workers, as I have illustrated in
this thesis. This distinction between the effects of various kinds of restrictions is far from
obvious, however, and it requires scientific examination and dissemination. As Khemani
(2017) has argued, “[r]eforms are more likely to be successful if they are supported by
extensive technical evidence” and where “the obstacle to reform is populist demand
against it, or the powerful ‘losers’ spreading mis-information, then reformers have to
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communicate the evidence better” (p. 15). This dynamic is, perhaps, seldom as obvious
as it is in the case of temporary labor migration.
Thus, the findings of this thesis suggest that reform-minded policy makers should
avoid restricting TMWs’ economic rights (especially relating to inter-employer mobility)
while spreading information regarding their perverse consequences for the native
workforce. Indeed, more research on the effects of limiting migrants’ various rights on
their impact is needed in addition to research on the political economy of temporary
migration policy. Furthermore, innovative market-oriented research tools (such as the
CBC analysis methodology I have employed in the project at hand) could be used to
bring design-thinking to policy development. Ultimately, successful policies at the
national level could facilitate the adoption of optimal international standards that would
unlock the true potential of temporary labor migration.
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Appendix 1.
Selected Survey Participants

I would like to thank everyone who took the time to participate in my survey,
including the following individuals (who agreed to have their names listed):
Name
Fathya Almarhoon
Dr. Ahmad Nouri
Ravindra B Narla
Mansour Al Bakr
Frederick Reynecke
Muhammed Ibrahim Alhaznawi
Abdullah Ali Alghamdi
Abdulkarim Qassim Alfaifi
Marwan Al-Baidhani
Dr. Sulaiman Saleh Al Tufail
Waleed Algithar
Turki R. Al Faraj
Khalid Othman Alamoudi
Nadia Al Mijri
Ahmed Salem Aljabri
Ziyad Abu Tgeigah
Alshareef Ali Alhbeili
Naela Ibrahim Takrooni
Wael Abdullah Aldossari
Ammar Albrahim
Majed Al-Malki
Sahar Alamoudi
Sultan Alzahrani
Omar Hassan Ghazzawi
Ibrahim Khalil
Alanood Aljarbou

Affiliation
IKK Group
Senior HCM Consultant Al Osais International Holding Co.
Senior HR Consultant at People Excellence
SABIC
HRDF
HR Manager at Ibralin Restaurant and Food Services Co.
Chairman of the Board of Dalael Alammal Realestate Co.;
General Manager of Governance Inc. Economic
Consultants; previous Senior Economist at Min. of Finance
SABIC
Deputy Chairman of the Committee for Gold and Precious
Minerals in the Eastern Province Chamber of Commerce
Saudi Dairy and Foodstuff Company (SADAFCO)
Education
Bin Hayes Customs and Logistic Services
Umm Alqura Charitable Foundation in Mecca
Malik Alnasser Trading Company
HR & Administration manager, Hail Cement Co.
Modern Dhuha Co.
Lecturer, Prince Sultan College, Alfaisal University; Head
of Hajj and Omrah services group; previous Manager of
Ahd International Group
Faculty Member, Institute of Public Administration

Appendix 2.
The Survey

Thank you for choosing to take this survey! The next page contains information
about the study. Please press the arrow below to begin.

The following is information about this study. Please select "Accept" at the end of
the page to continue or "Decline" to terminate the survey. By clicking "Accept," you
agree to take part in this research.
Study Title: Master’s Thesis Concerning Employment Decisions in the Labor Market
Researcher: Yoseph Ataa Alsawady
Faculty Advisor: Prof. Jeffry Frieden, Department of Government, Harvard University
Version Date: March 19, 2018

Key Information
The following is a short summary of this study to help you decide whether or not
to be a part of this study. More detailed information is listed later on in this form.
Why am I being invited to take part in a research study?
We invite you to take part in a research study because you work in the private
sector and potentially you have experience making employment decisions.
What should I know about a research study?


Someone will explain this research study to you.



Whether or not you take part is up to you.



Your participation is completely voluntary.



You can choose not to take part.



You can agree to take part and later change your mind.



Your decision will not be held against you.



You can ask all the questions you want before you decide.
Why is this research being done?
This research concerns employment decision making in the labor market. A

potential benefit to society is to guide the design of better policies to tackle
unemployment.
How long will the research last and what will I need to do?
We expect that you will be in this research study for less than 10 minutes.
However, we may re-contact you for more information concerning this research, which
may include a questionnaire (in case you choose to share your contact information).
You will be asked to complete a survey now and one possible follow-up
questionnaire at a later time.
Is there any way being in this study could be bad for me?
We don’t believe there are any risks from participating in this research.
Will being in this study help me in any way?
We cannot promise any benefits to you or others from your taking part in this
research. However, possible benefits include helping to reduce unemployment by guiding
the design of better policy interventions.
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Detailed Information
The following is more detailed information about this study in addition to the
information listed above.
What is the purpose of this research?
This research tackles employment decision making on the part of employers
selecting among various candidates in the labor market. A potential benefit to society is
to guide the design of better policies to tackle unemployment.
How long will I take part in this research?
The survey should take you less than 10 minutes to complete. If you choose to
share your contact information, there is a possibility we may contact you at a later time,
requesting that you answer one more follow-up questionnaire. This follow-up
questionnaire should take you less than 5 minutes to complete, although it might require
some thought.
What can I expect if I take part in this research?
As described above, this study involves a survey and a possible follow-up
questionnaire. You may complete either step online or in-person. For the follow-up
questionnaire, you might be contacted by telephone. If the method you use involves
human interaction, you will be interacting only with the researcher, Yoseph Ataa
Alsawady. You will likely be contacted twice for each step, with one initial request and
one reminder. Additionally, we will retain your contact information, if you choose to
provide it; we might contact you to request participation in future research.
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What happens if I say yes, but I change my mind later?
You can leave the research at any time; it will not be held against you. Any
incomplete survey data will not be included in our analysis, although it will remain in our
database as “incomplete.”
If I take part in this research, how will my privacy be protected? What
happens to the information you collect?
Efforts will be made to limit the use and disclosure of your personal information,
including research study, to people who have a need to review this information. We
cannot promise complete secrecy. Organizations that may inspect and copy your
information include the IRB and other representatives of this organization. The data will
be stored on the online Discover platform used to create this survey. Discover is one of
the products of Sawtooth Software. We will also retain a soft copy with the researcher.
If identifiers are removed from your identifiable private information or
identifiable samples that are collected during this research, that information or those
samples could be used for future research studies or distributed to another investigator for
future research studies without your additional informed consent.
Who can I talk to?
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you,
talk to the researcher at +966507567300 oryalsawady@g.harvard.edu.
This research has been reviewed and approved by the Harvard University Area
Institutional Review Board (“IRB”). You may talk to them at (617) 4962847 or cuhs@harvard.edu if:
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Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research
team.



You cannot reach the research team.



You want to talk to someone besides the research team.



You have questions about your rights as a research subject.



You want to get information or provide input about this research

o Accept
o Decline

What best describes your gender?
o Male
o Female
o Prefer not to say
o Prefer to self-describe____________

How are you completing this survey?
o Online
o In person

Are you a citizen of Saudi Arabia?
o Yes
o No
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Which of the following best describes you?
o Business owner
o Executive
o Director
o Manager
o HR professional
o Other employee (unspecified)
o Other. Specify:_____________

Have you ever been involved in making an employment decision between two
or more applicants?
o Yes
o No

How many years of work experience do you have?
o 0-5 years
o 6-10 years
o 11-15 years
o 16-20 years
o 21 or more years
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In which country do you have most work experience?
(Dropdown menu)

In which industry do you have most experience?
(Dropdown menu)

In which business size do you have most experience?
Micro (fewer than 10 employees)
Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 employees or more)

Please read the following case description carefully before proceeding:
Key Information
You are an employer. You need to choose among 3 equally qualified candidates
for 1 job position. Each is willing to sign a different contract, varying in 2 dimensions:
wage and time commitment.
You will be presented with a series of 10 different combinations of employees (and the
contracts they have agreed to sign). Please choose your most likely pick from each
combination.
Further Details
Assume that the employment contract has the following properties:


It is perfectly enforceable.
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It is binding only for the employee; you can terminate it at any time without
providing notice, a reason, or compensation.



The termination penalty for the employee is very high, so the employee will never
choose to terminate.

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
1 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
2 / 10
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If these were your only options, which would you choose?
3 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
4 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
5 / 10
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If these were your only options, which would you choose?
6 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
7 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
8 / 10
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If these were your only options, which would you choose?
8 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
9 / 10

If these were your only options, which would you choose?
10 / 10
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You need to choose between two equally qualified candidates for a single job
opening. You like both of them. One is a Saudi national and the other is a foreigner. On a
scale from 1 to 10, how likely are you to choose the foreigner (0 = not at all likely; 10 =
highly likely)?

Thank you for completing this survey!

Post-Survey Debriefing
Thank you for completing this survey! We appreciate your valuable participation.
This letter provides further clarification about the nature of our study.
Please feel free to provide us with any questions, comments or concerns you may
have.

You have participated in a survey prepared by Yoseph Alsawady, a student at the
Harvard University Extension School.
At the beginning of this survey, you were provided with the general purpose of
the study as being concerned with employment decision making in the labor market. At
that time, to avoid bias, we could not fully disclose the specific purpose of our study. In
fact, our purpose is to study the consequences of restricting temporary foreign workers’
ability to change employers and how this restriction might impact the wages and
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employment of natives. This is operationalized by examining the importance of time
commitment in the decision making of employers.
Your participation was and remains purely voluntary. If the new information
provided makes your continued participation unacceptable, and if you have shared
identifying information, you may request that your record be removed from this study by
contacting the researcher below.
I expect to continue to collect data until August 4, 2018. Until that time, kindly
refrain from discussing the details of your participation in this survey, especially with
potential participants. Prior knowledge on the part of new participants, especially of the
information contained in this debriefing, might seriously impact the integrity of the
survey results. Please support the success of this research by maintaining its
confidentiality.
You may keep a copy of this debriefing for your records
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, or think the research has hurt you,
talk to the researcher at +966507567300 or yalsawady@g.harvard.edu.
This research has been reviewed and approved by the Harvard University Area
Institutional Review Board (“IRB”). You may talk to them at (617) 4962847or cuhs@harvard.edu if:


Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research
team.



You cannot reach the research team.



You want to talk to someone besides the research team.



You have questions about your rights as a research subject.
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You want to get information or provide input about this research.
The next page allows you to share your contact information (optional).

Contact Information (Optional)
If you are interested in receiving the results of this study when it is complete,
please provide your email address below. If you are interested in being mentioned in this
study's acknowledgements, please also provide your name and organization. Otherwise,
you may skip this question (Optional).
(Text box)

Thank you! This survey has ended.
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