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Ethnocentrism or universal human rights norms? A comparative analysis of debate on the children of temporary immigrant workers in Israel and Taiwan


Abstract
This article applies discursive institutionalism to compare the debates on the children of temporary immigrant workers in Israel and Taiwan. Policymakers in both countries adopted a guestworker program that prevents the long-term settlement of foreign laborers, let alone that of their children. Over time, the increasing number of children born to these laborers triggered the debate on the proper treatment of these children. The debates in these two countries demonstrated varying discursive themes and led to different policy outcomes. Though primarily built on a particularistic, ethnocentric discourse, the discursive interactions around Israel’s Jewish identity resulted in two ad hoc, temporary decisions that legalized the status of hundreds of such children. In contrast, While while the dominant narrative in Taiwan has been the supposedly more liberal idea of universal human rights norms, these children have been granted only been receiving temporary social service and education supportreliefs, with no prospect of long-term legal settlement. To understand the seeming paradox in why How come athe more ethnocentric discourse resulted in a degree some extents of policy liberalization while a more universalistic discourse one has not, this article ? I shows argue that the seemingly paradoxical contrast must be understood in how agents in the debate respond to the discursive opportunities, with each which are largely shaped by their respective national identity public philosophies. While Israel’s ethnocentric national identity is rooted in a diasporic past, Taiwan’s dominant national identity incorporates serious concerns for universal human rights to differentiate the island from Mainland China and alleviate its de jure outcast status in international society. Consequently, the debate in Israel centered on an indigenous identity narrative and triggered a collective soul-searching to deliberate over how a Jewish state should treat non-Jews dwelling in its territory. A similar process and result failed to take place in Taiwan, perhaps mainly because the debate focused on the exogenous, essentially foreign concept of universal humanitarianism, resulting in more limited lenient policy responses toward these children.	Comment by Author: Consider deleting this section. The abstract needn't provide this level of detail. Without it, you are also closer to typical word count requirements.
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Introduction
Ethnocentric national identity narratives have earned ill repute in immigration debates. Mass media and scholarly research have attributed exclusive immigration policies and anti-immigration rhetoric and practices to ethnocentric nationalism (e.g. Brubaker, 1992; Fijalkowski, 1993; Hogan and Haltinner, 2015; Rydgren, 2005). Although in practice, ethnic and civic national self-understandings tend not to be as mutually exclusive as one might assume; yet to many observers,Inevitably, in this view, ethnic nationalism, often championed by right-wing, populist parties and political actors, leads to xenophobia and restrictive immigration policies that excluding exclude non-co-ethnic immigrants. In contrast, authors researchers and observers who hold more liberal, progressive ideas in high esteem view such as civic nationalism and universal human rights in high esteem and regard these ideas as essential to behind more inclusive immigration policies and narratives (e.g. Koning, 2011). Many thinkers posit Accordingly, thea theoretical assumption that, emerges where once the a majority of a polity embraces a brand of national self-understanding, be it ethnic or civic nationalism, such an understanding becomes the ‘public philosophy’ of that polity (Carstensen and Schmidt, 2016; Schmidt, 2008) of the polity, determining the way the collective constructs the boundaries between ‘us’ and ‘other’ in narratives and policies towards non-citizens. 

	Nevertheless, aThe contrast between Israel’s and Taiwan’s political debates and ensuing policy responses toward the children of non-co-ethnic immigrant laborers challenges this the monolithic nature of this assumption, in that they appear to demonstrate that . ethnocentric and civic national self-understandings may not be mutually exclusive. Initially, decision-makers in both countries carefully crafted their guestworker recruitment schemes to enjoy cheap foreign labor while preventing the non-co-ethnic workers’ permanent settlement. Both countries also Nevertheless, they began proposing restrictions towards guestworkers’ children soon followed in the footsteps of many guestworker recruiting predecessors, as more quite some female foreign laborers began delivering babies. In Israel, where the ethnocentric Jewish identity was behind the country’s initially exclusionary policies toward these children, political actors challenging such policies reconceptualized the Jewish state’s moral obligations toward these non-Jewish children. In Taiwan, both public officials and NGO workers rallied behind universal human rights norms in their narratives about policy responses toward children of foreign laborers. However, from there, discourse—and policies—began to diverge. it was iIn Israel where a policy breakthrough took place when the government adopted two ad hoc decisions that enabled hundreds of these children to stay permanently, whereas in Taiwan, no equivalent result has taken place.	Comment by Author: Reviewer 2 points out that ethnic and civic nationalism are not mutually exclusive concepts. In fact, isn't that exactly what the Israel case demonstrates? Making that point here, therefore, when you introduce the cases, seems to make more sense than putting it in the first paragraph of the Intro	Comment by Author: Recommend deleting this as per Reviewer 1's comment #3. This is a finding.

	In order to understand how why the two cases diverged, defy a commonly-seen scholarly assumption about how ethnocentrism and universal human rights norms shape immigration policies differently, this article applies what Vivien Schmidt (2002) coined as discursive institutionalism to compare the political debates and ensuing policy responses toward the children of foreign laborers in Israel and Taiwan. [DEFINE DISCURSIVE INSTITUTIONALISM HERE] 	Comment by Author: It is THE theoretical underpinning of your study. You will need to review this literature more thoroughly later, but to begin to address Review 1/#4b, but it would be helpful to include a couple of sentences upfront on what it is, and why you think it is a useful framework for understanding policy debates and outcomes generally and specifically with regard to immigration policy (if specific literature exists).	Comment by Author: It would be helpful if these few sentences also explained 'foreground ideational abilities"

At the core of both cases is the policy response to the a group of children born to mothers who initially arrived in the host country to perform so-called low-skilled labor in exchange for wages. Most of these women entered boththe host country countries legally in response due to official recruitment practices, with the understanding that dwelling permanently or delivering children would violates  their recruitment agreements. As their numbers grewConsequently, the birth and settlement of these children became an issue for national policymakers, local authorities, some residents, and many rights NGOs. Leverage the framework of discursive institutionalism, this study tracks The the narrative contexts in which the debates on these children in the two countries occurred, providing an explanation for present thea seemingly paradoxical outcome in which contrast, where a more ethnocentric public discourse in Israel resulted in a degree some extents of policy liberalization, while a more universalistic public discourse one in Taiwan has not. 
I argue that the seemingly paradoxical contrast must be understood in how agents in the debate respond to the discursive opportunities, which are largely shaped by their respective national identity public philosophies. 	Comment by Author: My sense, again, is that this is an important finding that will have more impact if you present it as an insight that follows from your work
In what follows, after I first laying out discuss the scholarly work that inspires and informs this article,. I then outline the research methods, data sources, and case selection. The following two sections show the particular discursive interactions of the two cases. The discussion proposes Next, I present my a tentative explanation for the surprising policy divergence in Israel and Taiwan towards the children of foreign workerscontrast between the two cases. The conclusions concluding point out both the limitations and the remarks summarize critical theoretical and policy implications emerging from the findings presented here and suggest directions for future research. 	Comment by Author: It may be off-putting that you use "I" throughout, but that's a judgement call.	Comment by Author: This addresses Reviewer 1/5c
	
[bookmark: _9eay4pjcqn7g]Immigration debate and public philosophies on national identity
Nationalism constitutes an essential part of a state’s founding ideology, that defines defining the collective’s identity and delineates delineating who belongs and who should be excluded. To the extent that such nationalism As such understanding becomes somewhat widely accepted by the majority of a polity’s population, it assumes the role of the polity’s ‘public philosophy’ and delineates that maps out the collective’s national self-understanding (Favell, 2001; Schmidt, 2008; Weir, 1992). Many scholars have differentiated between ethnic nationalism (ideologies  that advanceseeks the exclusive interests of an ethnic, cultural, or linguistic group) and versus civic nationalism (ideologies that tends to be more open to groups of different ethnic, cultural, or linguistic backgrounds) (Gordon, 2016; Hjerm, 1998; Mukherjee et al., 2012; Raijman et al., 2008). 

It follows thatThus, individuals and political parties that embrace ethnic nationalism tend to champion exclusionary exclusionary policies toward non-co-ethnic immigrants, whereas those who subscribe to the civic nationalism, more cosmopolitan brand of national self-understanding tend to be are more receptive toward non-co-ethnic immigrants (Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014; Maxwell, 2019; Mukhergee et al., 2012; Pehrson et al., 2009). Oftentimes, tThe dichotomy can be seen in justifies divergentdifferent immigration policy preferences and leads to divergent policy outcomes (Fijalkowski, 1993; Freeman, 1995; Koning, 2011; Soysal, 1994). For example, countries with an ethnocentric public philosophy often espouse a jus sanguinis citizenship policy and only grant citizenship by descent, while those with civic nationalism are more likely to include a jus soli citizenship policy, granting citizenship to thosewhoever is born in the territory regardless of their national or ethnic affiliation (Brubaker, 1992; Hollifield, 1992).

	However, ideas are rarely fixed and unambiguous constructs. Eethnocentric and civic ideas might not be mutually exclusive in actual immigration policymaking of democratic polities. In fact, mInstead, they can be intertwined throughout policies and government decisions. Many democratic polities today uphold at least some liberal and universal norms in rhetoric as well as in policies, even when ethnonationalism serves as the nominal public philosophy (Smith, 2003; Beacháin and Kevlihan, 2013). Four factors can explain this phenomenon. 

First, ideas are rarely fixed and unambiguous constructs. Some some scholars point to the oversimplification question whether authors and researchers tend to oversimplify of the contradiction between ethnic and civic national self-understandings (e.g. Shulman, 2002; Tamir, 2019); ). others Others point out examples in which the oftentimes intertwining relationship between the two ideas of national self-understanding are intertwined (Thian, 2019). In addition, facing pressures from inter- or supranational mechanisms and NGO and INGO demands, political elites in many countries, especially those whose constitutions claim to embrace democratic values, can be sensitive to universal human rights norms, even if they hold ethnocentric beliefs. In practice, such pressures can lead public officials and bureaucrats may to try to manage the tension between ethnic and civic nationalisms nationalism (Beacháin and Kevlihan, 2013). As a result, policymakers in democracies often gradually expand immigrant rights, enabling the de facto settlement of some unauthorized immigrants and their children, eventually leading to the de jure status of these immigrants in host countries (Jacobson, 1996; Soysal, 1994). 

Second, as suggested by discursive institutionalism, political actors are not mere prisoners of the ideational framework in which they find themselves in. Like its intellectual predecessors, such as sociological and historical institutionalismsinstitutionalism, in acknowledging norms and institutions as constraints on actors, discursive institutionalism acknowledges norms and institutions as constraints on actors; it nevertheless uniquely does not regard actors as passive agents responding to these constraints as the former do (Schmidt, 2008). Instead, According to discursive institutionalism, views while  agents not only as exercising exercise background ideational abilities to conform to their current meaning context, but, by employing foreground ideational abilities to critically analyze the status quo, sees them they can also capable of thinking think and actingact beyond the very same context’s constraints (Schmidt, 2008, 2011: 115–117;) by employing foreground ideational abilities to critically analyze the status quo ( Schmidt, 2015). 
In this view, aAgents can employ different discursive strategies to reconcile changes with the current public philosophy, includingsuch as to reinterpreting, redefine redefining or broadening the meaning of a public philosophy in their discursive interactions to reconcile changes with the current public philosophy (Boswell and Hampshire, 2017; Carstensen and Hansen, 2019; Carstensen and Matthijs, 2018; Cox, 2004; Shpaizman, 2014; Weir, 1992). Moreover, these strategies are possible, even when the changes seem to be deviatinge from the very same public philosophy (Carstensen and Hansen, 2019; Favell, 1998; Menz, 2016). Hence, the meaning context and institutions in which actors operate are not absolute confinements. Instead, they are subject to reinterpretations by actors. In this way, discursive institutionalism provides an agent-centric framework where agents appropriate discursive strategies to reshape their meaning context (Carstensen and Matthijs, 2018; Cox, 2004). 

	Third, the nature of particular policy dilemmas may soften the edges of seemingly well-formed national ideologies. For example, however strongly policymakers cling to a particular public philosophy regarding national self-understanding, it remains challenging to disregard the practical needs of undocumented immigrants, especially when it comes to children. Local governments, which often lack the authority to expel undocumented immigrants, often find it necessary, if not beneficial, to inculcate in undocumented immigrant children the host culture and language to prevent their marginalization (Kang, 2010; Lumayag, 2016). With the assistance of NGOs, local authorities often begin to provide a wide range of social services to unauthorizauthorizeded immigrant children. Though initially created out of exigencies, such policies and often generate some extents of local belongingness (Helbling, 2013; Tsuda, 2006) and even turn into normalcy. Such de facto settlement creates unintended policy consequences, making the supposedly foreign outsiders integrated into the local population. Political actors seeking to change the policy status quo can exploit such policy outcomes, arguing that these children have in actuality become a part of the host society (Tsuda, 2006).	Comment by Author: With this sentence, I am trying to frame the general point before pointing out the specific of the immigration policy debate around children. However, I'm still concerned. Your first two arguments, above, do a good job of showing the contributions of the literature to an understanding of how national ideologies can constrain - or not - various actors.  With points 3 and 4, however, you start to focus on the details that EXPLAIN how the debate around the immigration of children of foreign workers in both countries altered (to a greater degree in Israel and to a lesser degree in Taiwan) adherence to what had been the overarching national narrative. These are insights that seem to belong in your discussion. Is there a literature to which you can point in this section about the forces that can 'weaken' a national ideology? For example, is 'moral obviousness' applied to other policies besides children? If so, you may want to consider describing that research here and then using it later in the paper to explain your findings.

	Fourth, beyond practical exigencies, the debates on undocumented minors tend to evoke more compassion in political and public discourse than compared to those ondo unauthorized adult immigrants. Advocating for the protection of children often accompanies a sense of ‘moral obviousness’ (Fassin, 2012: 167). Moreover, undocumented immigrant children, either brought to or born in the host country, are more likely to be seen as appear to be vulnerable and passive recipients, if not victims, of their unauthorized status. Thus, immigrant children can enjoy a more advantageous position on the ‘hierarchy of compassion’ (Kronick and Rousseau, 2015) than their adult counterparts. Political actors can exploit such moral obviousness to summon more sympathy among the public and policymakers.

Israel and Taiwan provide two cases in which where the tension between ethnocentric and civic ideas may beis often seen in public discourse and immigration policymaking and immigration trends. Most policymakers in bothneither country do not welcome non-co-ethnic immigrants or view their countrythemselves as an immigrant-receiving country. This is true despite the fact that , even though immigration played a role in both countries’ population composition and so-called ‘low-skilled’ labor force. 

Before describing the methods employed in this study and providing an analysis of recent public discourse and policy outcomes in both countries, the history of immigration in both countries provides valuable historic context.	Comment by Author: This is an attempt to explain why you are going to discuss the details of immigration in both countries in two separate sections. I might have suggested that you combine these, but Reviewer 1 (4b) wanted it here. Still… there is a strong argument for removing this background here and having each case section include a subsection on history and a subsection on the "process" by which changes occurred over the years (See Reviewer 1/7a through e).

In Israel, the official immigration regime was designed to fulfill the Zionist goal of building a Jewish state. To further this goal, in YEAR, the country adopted the Law of Return, under which non-Israelis who can prove their Jewishness can claim automatic citizenship. But sSince the early 1990s, however, non-Jewish immigration flows have also beenbegan taking place, primarily among non-Jewish immigrants from the Former Soviet Union (FSU), among, asylum seekers who are mostly from Africa, and among non-Jewish and non-Palestinian foreign immigrant workers. Among the one million individuals from FSU whothat came to Israel under the Law of Return during the early 1990s, about 300,000 of them were considered non-Jewish according to the Jewish Law (halacha) (Lustick, 1999: 419–422). As of March 31, 2022, out of a population of XXX, there are 103,131 legal foreign workers, 22,571 unauthorized foreign workers, and 26,798 asylum seekers in Israel (Israeli Population and Immigration Authority, 2022). Despite the changing demographic reality, Israeli laws and policies still uphold the Zionist public philosophy, largely prohibiting non-Jewish non-citizens from acquiring permanent residency or citizenship.	Comment by Author: Which built on the religious goal of "ingathering of the exiles" no?	Comment by Author: I am assuming that this section addresses Reviewer 1	Comment by Author: You refer to Israel's recruitment of low-skilled laborers in the next paragraph, but don't mention that here. This is where it would fit. You'll also have to be careful to pull out from later sections and put here any references to either country's immigration policy history.	Comment by Author: Again, however, it just doesn't make sense to me to put this in the lit review…..

	While there is no equivalent to Israel’s Law of Return in Taiwan, most of Taiwan’s population consists of is Chinese immigrants or their descendants of Chinese immigrants. As in Similar to Israel, such a the country’s demographic composition began to change in the 1990s due to immigration. Like its Israeli counterpart, the Taiwanese government adopted a low-skilled foreign labor recruitment program in the early 1990s. Meanwhile, a growing number of Taiwanese citizens, primarily men, began seeking spouses from abroad, mostly from China and Southeast Asia. Official statistics show that as of April 2022, 666,371 immigrant workers (Taiwanese Ministry of Labor, 2022) and 569,851 foreign spouses (Taiwanese Gender Equality Committee of the Executive Yuan, 2022) reside in Taiwan in an overall population of XXX. Despite these changesYet, most Taiwanese policymakers and politicians remain reluctant to view, if not ambivalent about, the country as a ‘country of immigration.’ 

[bookmark: _ulr4beriyt4r]Methods and case selection
[INTRO IS NEEDED]	Comment by Author: It would be very helpful to have an introduction. Something like: Because this study explores the impact of discourse drawing on prevailing national ideologies on policy outcomes around the status of the children of foreign workers, it employs the Baud and Rutten approach to identifying the actors shaping such discourse. In addition it employs the causal process tracing method to delineate that discourse. After an explanation for selecting the Israeli and Taiwanese cases, this section describes both methods. 
 
Rationale for Case Selection	Comment by Author: This first of three proposed subheadings for this section may help highlight the three important aspects of your methods

The Israeli and Taiwanese cases were selected because they share similarities in how immigrant workers’ children became a policy issue. Policymakers in both countries developed a guestworker program to recruit cheap foreign laborers while preventing their long-term settlement, let alone that of their children. In both cases, we can find traces of ethnic nationalism behind such a design. Unsurprisingly, when the existence of children born to foreign laborers caught the attention of some residents and policymakers, it turned into a policy issue and triggered public debate. Yet, the ways political actors weaved their respective public philosophies regarding national self-understanding into the debate and the ensuing policy responses show marked variation. In this way, the two cases provide a most similar systems design.

Identifying the actors who shape public discourse

This study I adopts Baud and Rutten’s (2004) definition of ‘popular intellectuals’ to identify the primary political actors shapingin the discursive interactions regarding the children of foreign laborers in Israel and Taiwan. Generally, these includethey refer to individuals who promote specific policy preferences to policymakers and to the general public via political activism exercised through multiple and all kinds of public forums and platforms, including such as media, open letters, and public gatherings. They can be national and local politicians, journalists, lawyers, academics, activists, NGO workers, and sometimes immigrants themselves, with roles that . These above-mentioned roles sometimes overlap. 

While I rely on official and NGO statistics, government gazette, judicial rulings, and existing scholarly research to outline case backgrounds, I consult news media and NGO reports to construct the discursive interactions between popular intellectuals. For tThe Israeli case uses, I use LexisNexis and the National Library of Israel to search for news reports between 1995 and 2021. For tThe Taiwanese case uses , I rely on the United Daily News database and the National Central Library to look up media sources between 1995 and 2021. I also use Google News identified to search media sources for both cases. Searches were conducted While I search in both English and Hebrew for the Israeli case, and in I search in both English and Mandarin Chinese for the Taiwanese case.

Delineating discursive interactions

	To delineate the discursive interactions regarding children of foreign workers in Israel and Taiwan, I adopt the causal process tracing (Blatter and Haverland, 2014), a method that seeks to unfold the ‘temporal sequence of events or phenomena’ (Collier, 2011). Applying process tracing to policy analysis means relying on a careful description of sequential events to unravel the causal factors that shape policy outcomes. For each case, I pay special attention to the following four causal factors: the initial policy responses toward the undocumented children of foreign workers, the public and NGO responses to government policies, the normative justifications behind competing policy preferences, and the ensuing official responses in view of the discursive interactions. I take the following steps to lay out my analysis. First, I trace the emergence of the children of foreign workers as an issue for policymakers. Second, I observe the discursive interactions between government, activists, NGO workers, and the public over the issue. Third, I analyze how the two cases’ respective public philosophies regarding national identity shaped the discursive interactions and ensuing policy outcomes. 	Comment by Author: Addresses Reviewer 1 5/b

[bookmark: _uh7au99kes8b]Israeli case: an ethnocentric justification for non-Jewish children’s belongingness
When the Israeli government began to recruit non-Jewish foreign laborers in 1993, Zionist public philosophy, the doctrine that treats Israel as a Jewish state and is embodied in Israel’s citizenship and immigration policies, was at the forefront of the minds of policymakers. Initially, the government enacted what Kemp and Kfir (2016) term ‘no family’ policies, aiming to prohibit these workers from forming families and settling in Israel. The same law that granted work permits that enabled to workers from Asians, South Asians, and Eastern EuropeansEurope  to work in nursing care, agriculture, and construction professions on a temporary basis, also stipulated that a female worker loses her employment permit if she becomesis found pregnant (Bartram, 1999). 	Comment by Author: Reading this nice introductory sentence, I am AGAIN going back to thinking that, despite Reviewer 1's comment (4b) all of the relevant historical and policy details about each country belong in the case sections (and not split between the lit rev and the case)

By the time the Israeli High Court outlawed the pregnancy ban in 2011, many foreign workers had already violated it and. Along with the state’s negligence, a generation of non-Jewish children without proper identity documentation had beenwas  born and raised in some urban areas in Israel, , primarily in south Tel Aviv (Willen, 2005). Despite their undocumented status, many of these non-Jewish children were able to attend public schools thanks to Israel’s 1949 Compulsory Education Law, which guarantees all children between ages five and sixteen the right to education, regardless of nationality and legal status. EventuallyIn time, local official and non-official agencies stepped in to provide some much-needed social services for these children and their families. Consequently, these non-Jewish children grew up speaking Hebrew and received an education identical to their Jewish Israeli peerscounterparts, while knowing little to nothing about their parents’ mother tongues or native cultures (Willen, 2007).[endnoteRef:1] 	Comment by Author: Not clear. Consider deleting [1: Notes
 In almost all cases, the children’s parents are both non-Israeli citizens. If the mother is a temporary immigrant worker and the father an Israeli citizen, it is in theory possible for the child to acquire Israeli citizenship through the father.] 


Meanwhile, two folds of concerns grew among some residents and politicians about the increasing number of non-Jewish children, one contractual and the other ethno-demographic. Many people believed that, since the workers were aware of the no-family policyies before they signed the contract to come to work in Israel, they simply violated the terms they agreed to (Kemp and Kfir, 2016). Others people believed that, the growing presence of non-Jewishthese children meant the declining Jewish characteristics in somethese neighborhoods and/or that such children simply do not belong in Israel, a Jewish state (Raijman et al., 2003; Raijman et al., 2008; Raijman, 2010) and that these non-Jewish children simply do not belong in Israel, a Jewish state (Raijman, 2010; Raijman et al., 2003; Raijman et al., 2008).

Also relevant was the worry  Some of them also worried that allowing these children to settle would create a precedent for non-Jews who wish to settle in the Jewish state. Eli Yishai of the ultra-religious Shas party, who served two non-consecutive terms as Interior Minister between March 2001 and February 2003, and opposed these children’s and their parents’ settlement in Israel, went so far to accuse these parents of abusing their children in order to stay in Israel (Lapid, 2010). During Yishai’s tenure, large-scale deportation campaigns began, targeting these children and their parents.

In the early 2000s, the debate over the legalization of these children’s status was primarily framed as out of humanitarian and pragmatic concerns. Led by Avraham Poraz of the secular Shinui party, who served as the Interior Minister between 2003 and 2004, the effort to legalize the status of these children should be was cautious—careful to not challenge Israel’s immigration regime by, emphasizing only humanitarianism and the policy’s one-time nature. While Poraz was not able to bring to fruition the decision before leaving office, his successor, Labor Party’s Ophir Pines-Paz, did (Kemp 2007). 	Comment by Author: It's not clear what "the decision" might have been

When the government reinitiated the deportation campaign in late 2000s, the issue made headlines and sparked heated public debates. This time, the narratives for the legalization of the children’s status became about membership and belongingness in the Israeli polity. Activists challenging the deportation decisions played an essential role in reframing their cause around Israel’s Jewish identity. Instead of disputing the then-dominant Jewish state identity narrative, they inserted a different moral lesson derived from Jewish history and religious valuesabout Israel’s being a Jewish state in the face of these non-Jewish children. According to this interpretation,A as a people with a long history of exile in foreign lands, they concluded, the Jewish state holds a special moral obligation towards the se non-Jewish children born and raised in Israel. In this light, Thus, tthe deportation plans wereare ‘un-Jewish.’ 

The view resonated with many in the public and began to alter the previously straightforward enthnocentric national identity. For example, iIn 2010, a prominent Holocaust survivor wrote to then Prime Minister Shimon Peres in support of such a view:	Comment by Author: This may not be exactly accurate, but a transition sentence is important.

‘We are a people with a history and the Torah of Israel, which instructs us exactly how we should treat foreigners… A Jewish state with a past as ours must not fail in terms of humanity and morality. It will inflict damage upon us as a compassionate society with a Jewish soul.’ (Weiler-Polak, 2010).

In another well-known instance, An an activist wrote a letter to the then-President Shimon Peres on the eve of a scheduled deportation order. In the letter, she referenced the famous quote from the Torah stipulating that ‘thou shalt not mistreat strangers.’ Two days before the deportation was scheduled to begin, Peres wrote an open letter that , includinged the exactly this quote mentioned here, to the then Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu and to Interior Minister Eli Yishai, asking that they stop the deportation (Chaplins, 2016). 

Many politicians and celebrities publicly resonated with the activists’ campaign message and cause, agreeing that calling the existing policies toward these non-Jewish children and their families were ‘un-Jewish.’ Criticizing Eli Yishai’s decision to deport about 400 children and their parents in 2010, the then-Defense Minister Ehud Barak said this decision was ‘not Jewish, not humane and will scar the entire Israeli society’ (Weiler-Polak and Lis, 2010). Urging the government to reconsider this decision, Barak argued that, ‘from a moral, Jewish and humane perspective, we must not deport these children.’ 

In 2010, many high-ranking officials and politicians’ spouses joined the campaign appealing for more lenient policies toward these children, including the then Education Minister Gideon Sa’ar, ex-Prime Minister Ehud Olmert’s wife, Aliza, and the then Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s wife, Sara (Hannanel, 2010), to name a few. They pleaded with the government to re-evaluate the deportation plans, advancing the activists’ discourse by  with the same discourse the activists initiated, arguing that the Jewish state ‘bears a special responsibility’ toward these non-Jews who had built lives in Israel (Hartman, 2010). 

In short, the anti-deportation campaign’s discourse relied heavily on the moral lesson from the Jewish people’s exilic and persecuted memories of persecution suffered while exiled in foreign lands. This reframing of the nationalist narrative Through a message, the activists pushed the public to deliberate over the raison d’être of the Zionist public philosophy. Essentially, they confronted the Israeli public with the question of how to treat strangers living among us, given our collective past.

Further, sSome activists and supporters of the anti-deportation campaign exploited the unintended policy consequences of the local government and NGO assistance by highlighting the ‘Israeliness’ of these children. They referredtermed to these non-Jewish children as ‘Israeli children’ and emphasized their linguistic, social, and cultural assimilation into Israeli society. One of the most crucial groups behind the anti-deportation campaign was a network called ‘Israeli Children’ (yaladim yeladim yisraelim), underscoring the these children’s experience of growing up in the Israeli education system and knowing no other language and culture but Hebrew and Israeli society. In many anti-deportation demonstrations, participants held signs celebrating these children’s ‘Israeliness’ (Baranowski and Levy, 2009). In quite some editorials, public intellectuals justified the settlement of these children with the same narrative (e.g. Ilan, 2012; Rafael, 2012). Here, the narrative turned from ‘how we should treat strangers among us’ to ‘they are just like us.’	Comment by Author: Confirm name. 
	
The various campaign discourses, along with other mobilization tactics, mustered public support and put significant pressure on policymakers, leading to two pivotal ad hoc amnesty programs that legalized the status of hundreds of such children. The Ministry of the Interior issued two ad hoc decisions in 2005 and 2010 to allow the children who met a list of criteria to apply for permanent residency (Decker, n.d.; Sa’ar, 2005; Kemp and Kfir, 2016). In 2010, the then-Interior Minister Eli Yishai, who, as already mentioned, was vocal in his opposition to the settlement of all non-Jews, released a list of criteria providing the a path towards citizenship for some children of foreign workers and their direct family members. Following the ad hoc governmental decisions in 2005 and 2010, around 1,500 children acquired permanent residency in Israel (Babis et al., 2018). Some politicians ‘borrowed’ the narrative as a post hoc justification for the government’s policy change. In 2010, after the Interior Ministry reconsidered and released a decision to allow some of these children to stay, the then Prime Minister Netanyahu defended this decision by declaring that, 

‘[T]he decision to let a majority of the 1,200 children stay struck a balance between the values of Zionism on one hand and the humanistic values on the other… [It] calls for allowing those children who have largely become Israelis, who are here, have been educated here, have studied Hebrew and whose identity has already been formed, to stay here.’ (EMAJ Magazine, 2010).

In the end, activists opposing the expulsion of these children carved out of an ethnocentric national identity athe discourse—arising from some of the same historic and religious antecedents— that championing championed the settlement of non-co-ethnic children. But such a discursive strategy simultaneously reinforces the ethnocentric idea of the Israeli identity (Kemp, 2007), rendering the achievement of the activists rather fragile. To ensure that the legalization of non-Jews remains an anomaly, the officials carefully designed the two amnesty programs as policy exceptions (Kemp and Kfir, 2016). 	Comment by Author: This seems important to me, but what do I know? ☺️ Clearly, delete it if it's off the mark!

The official attempt to arrest and deport undocumented children and their families made a comeback since 2019. Like the previous episodes, this deportation campaign triggered much outcry.  where sNimilar narratives arguing for the belongingness of these non-Jewish children reappeared (Alon 2019). Many Israeli hi-tech and industry leaders signed a joint letter urging then Prime Minster Netanyahu to halt the campaign (Milman and Stoler, 2019). According to NGO sources, as of May of 2021, fewerless than 2,000 individuals were under threat of deportation, of whom more than 1,000 of whom were minors (Surkes, 2021). Between 2019 and 2021, 44 such children have been deported and 312 deportation cases remain pending (Peleg, 2021). It remains to be seen what the future developments will would be.
[bookmark: _dyv6hegnl307]Taiwanese case: a humanitarian justification for a limited obligation
Thousands of miles away to the east of Israel, a similar policy debates related to the children of guestworkers born in Taiwan have been occurring. Just as Like in Israel, when Taiwanese Taiwanese policymakers first devised the country’s guestworker program to fulfill the demand for low-skill labor in care, construction, and agricultural industries, they adopted a pregnancy ban to ensure that non-co-ethnic laborers do not form families and settle. Although, as in Israel, this prohibition was also eventually outlawed in Taiwanlike in Israel, a pregnancy still makes a female worker less desirable in the eyes of most employers. As a result,Hence it became common for pregnant female foreign laborers to proactively leave their employers and become undocumented once they realized they were pregnant.[endnoteRef:2] Losing their legal status entails being deprived of healthcare and other welfare benefits, leading some to . Hence, some female immigrant workers abandoned their babies after the delivery, as they were not sure whether they if they could adequately care for their children without social services. Whether the mother relinquishes the baby or not, in most scenarios, the children born to non-citizens became the so-called ‘black-registration babies’ (hei-hu baobao),[endnoteRef:3] since they lack a household registration record (hukou), which is thean official certificate granting necessary for children to have access to various social services, including such as compulsory education and national health insurance.  [2:  Concurrent to this phenomenon, a market has emerged for undocumented workers to get jobs in construction, restaurants, farming, and caring industries, essentially creating a black market available to undocumented immigrant workers (Zhong, 2020).]  [3:  The ‘black-registration babies’ refer to children born to foreign worker mothers, and the father’s identity is either unknown or he is a foreign national who already left Taiwan. Accordingly, the child acquires the mother’s citizenship and thus has no access to Taiwanese citizenship or household registration record. The following three scenarios are excluded from this paper’s discussion: first, if the identities of both parents are unknown, the child can acquire Taiwanese citizenship; second, if the mother is not a Taiwanese citizen (whether an immigrant worker or not) married to a Taiwanese man and the baby is the biological child of the latter, the child acquires Taiwanese citizenship and house registration record through the father; third, a foreign spouse who is in the process of acquiring Taiwanese citizenship gave birth to a child whose biological father is not her Taiwanese husband. In the third scenario, the foreign spouse’s Taiwanese husband can adopt the child and pass down his Taiwanese citizenship to the child.] 


Estimates ofStatistics about the number of such children vary, but a. According to official statistics (Zhong, 2021), between January 2007 and July 2020, there were 941 ‘black-registration babies’ in Taiwan. By contrast, NGO statistics in 2016 claim that the number is closer to there are about 7,900 known black registration minors in Taiwan and close to 20,000 such children if when including those who are not officially registered (Chen, 2016). A recent official estimation puts the possible number of black-registration babies at 10,000 (Yu, 2021). 	Comment by Author: But you already gave us the 'official' estimate in the first sentence. 

	In localities where many pregnant immigrant workers congregated, NGOs and local authorities began assisting these women and their children. The Harmony Home Association in Taipei, the primary NGO that provides services to pregnant immigrant workers and their children, set up shelters in several locations throughout the island to house these babies, sometimes along with their mothers (Feng, 2021), n. Not for long before the national government became more actively involved. In February 2017, the Control Yuan, the auditory branch of the central government, demanded that the Labor Department and the Immigration Agency formulate measures to tackle the issue. Soon afterward, the national government allowed children whose parents are missing to acquire residency, which will automatically grant these children access to healthcare and education (Hsieh, 2019). 

Since 2017, the Ministry of Health and Welfare has been the national agency responsible for the accommodation and expense of black-registration babies whose mothers are either missing or overseas (The Control Yuan, 2020). By 2020, the Immigration Agency hads established founded three shelters to accommodate these babies and their mothers (The Control Yuan, 2020). Local governments demonstrated similar efforts such that, in to host a large number of immigrant workers. In February 2020, for example, the Taipei City government established shelters for these children (Feng, 2021). In another effort to provide care, atIn a meeting of the heads of gathering national and municipality offices held welfare heads in November 2020, the head of the Department of Social Welfare of Taipei City announced its intention intended to include non-Taiwanese toddlers in the government-funded vaccination program (Feng, 2021). In general, these efforts and measures did not encounter strong opposition. All in all, there seemed to have emerged a consensus that view that s these children are as a vulnerable group in need of basic necessities as a temporary, yet essential, relief. 	Comment by Author: Consider deleting this sentence, as you haven't yet made the point that such relief was intended to be temporary.

	Public officials legitimized these measures as emerging from within a national ideology espousing the importance of with universal human rights norms. In an attempt to explain why the government should ensure these children enjoy basic social services, for example, Hui-Jung Chi, a member of the Control Yuan, referenced several key international human rights conventions, including the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, ; International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, ; and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (Chen, 2020), to which Taiwan is not even a signatory due to its diplomatic status. Echoing Chi’s narrative, Prime Minister Tseng-Chang Su stressed that human rights have been an essential factor guiding Taiwan’s social policies regardless of an individual’s nationality. Besides, she argued, the parents of these children contributed tremendously to the island’s economy and that, therefore. Thus, the government should shoulders the responsibility ofto looking after these workers and their children (Chen, 2020). 	Comment by Author: It's not clear whether Taiwan is a signatory on some or none of these	Comment by Author: Did the PM argue this, or is this view widely held by … activists? Politicians? Right now, it's stated without context. 

The NGO discourse resembles the official one. Individuals and activists helping these children and their mothers also cited universal humanitarian concerns as the primary motivation behind their efforts. By and large, public officials, individuals, and groups involved in this issue agreed that their primary mission is to help these children ‘go home’ with their parents, since they do not belong in Taiwan. A section chief of the Taipei City Department of Social Welfare of Taipei City in charge of these children stated: that,

‘We still think this group of children basically… should not stay in Taiwan for a long time. They should return to their home countries as soon as possible to become acculturated to the cultures of their homelands or to develop and grow in their countries’ social welfare system.’[endnoteRef:4] (CTS News, 2019)  [4:  All Chinese-English translations are mine unless otherwise stated.
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The head of the Harmony Home Association, the leading NGO helping these children, echoed such a belief:,  

‘As to humanitarian assistance and the care for the children of immigrant workers, it requires teamwork. This is the only way to ensure the best possible result and welfare for them. As to these children’s rights, we should let them return [to their mothers’ homelands] as early as possible to learn about their home countries’ cultures and languages and be educated.’ (CTS News, 2019).

She shared the vision that, eventually, it is these children’s destiny and thus in their best interest to ‘return’ to their mothers’ home countries (Hsieh, 2019).  

	Against the backdrop of these statements was Taiwan’s largely jus sanguinis citizenship policy, the unuttered ethnocentric national self-understanding, the island’s immigration policy, and the absence of narratives to challenge or rethink these policies and the ideas they embody. As in Israel, sSome of these children have become fluent in the country’s Mandarin Chinese, the island’s official language, and have been immersed in the very same culture through public education and day-to-day life as their peers. However, unlike in Israel, from the perspective of prominent politicians, activists and others did not view political actors, these proofs of acculturation as do not qualifying these children to settle permanently. 	Comment by Author: Do you want to use here, or in the Israeli case, the language you introduced in the Methods section: "popular intellectuals"? [See comment in my cover letter]

[bookmark: _Hlk106732541]Very fewlittle  voices advocated for these children’s long-term settlement on the basis because of their linguistic and cultural assimilation. The few scholars that whohave recommended some levelextents of legalization regarding their status have been careful not to dispute the professedly prevalent idea that these children simply do not belong in Taiwan due to their ethnicity. 

The discursive interactions suggest that the country’s mainstream public officials and politicians still do not view the island as an immigrant-receiving country. If anything, many officials openly expressed concerns over how legalizing the black-registration children’s status could create unwanted precedents to incentivize future non-co-ethnic immigrants to use their babies to settle. Instead, tThe overarching consensus among public officials, politicians, and NGO workers justifies the temporary assistance for these children without acknowledging any possibility for them to become authentic ‘Taiwanese.’ 	Comment by Author: Somewhere in this section, can you make a reference to universal human rights? Did any of the politicians, etc. specifically articulate the importance of human rights in their public discourse and/or policy proposals? This would be important, as it's the key part of your argument. As stated here, the national ideology seems primarily ethnocentric and moderated only by some level of obligation to a vulnerable population. 

From time to time, public officials, politicians, and NGO workers prided themselves on lending a hand to these children during this ‘transitional period’ to prepare them for their ‘home countries.’ The obligation that major Taiwanese political actors felt toward these children was provisional and limited, since the primary concern has been to ensure these children know where they truly belong and can one day return to their ‘roots.’
[bookmark: _ptaq3fpnjzwm]Discussion: particularistic versus universal discourses
In both Israel and Taiwan, the undocumented children of foreign laborers do summon more compassion among the public and political actors than their adult counterparts. This article explores the ways in which discursive interactions over the children of non-co-ethnic foreign laborers in Israel and Taiwan helped shape policy outcomes. Under bDetailing the history and current policy approaches to the children of foreign workers reveals both convergences and divergences in the two countries’ policies. Both Israel and Taiwan can be characterized as having countries’ mostly jus sanguinis citizenship policiespolicy  and immigration regimes. A, all non-co-ethnic immigrants, be they adults or minors, have little chance ofto receive receiving permanent legal status. Similarly, inIn neither neither country doy, most politicians, bureaucrats, and public officials view themselves as an immigrant-receiving country, and. Theboth initially designed of their foreign worker programs with , in particular the ainitial pregnancy ban, reinforced this logic. 	Comment by Author: Suggest that you delete, as this is not the main point of the article.

Despite these restrictive policies, Howeverhowever, as the previous two sections show, in both countries, the children of temporary foreign laborers and their families were able to receive some reliefs from NGO assistance and ad hoc policies by national and local authorities. Also, in both cases, some political actors managed to find moral justifications for more lenient policies toward these children, even though legally, these children do not enjoy the right to remain in eitherthese countriescountry. This phenomenon echoes the ‘moral obviousness’ (Fassin, 2012: 167) regarding the policy debate on immigrant children vis-à-vis adult immigrants, as already mentioned. 

At this point, however, the countries diverge in significant, and perhaps counterintuitive ways. Still, the policy accommodations for these children turned out to be more distinguishable in Israel than in Taiwan, In Israel, as the former’s two ad hoc amnesty programs allowed hundreds of children and their families to stay in the country, while in Taiwan, all assistance was seen as temporary prior to repatriating children to their mothers’ home countries. Relying on the XXX of discursive institutionalism, this study explored tThe ways that key elements of each country'stheir respective national identity narratives were incorporated into the discursive interactions, ultimately playinged a role in shaping these divergenting outcomes. While Taiwanese policymakers and NGO workers emphasized universal human rights norms, Israeli politicians and activists relied more on two particularistic, local discursive sources: Israel’s Jewish identity and the definition of Israeliness. 

When Israeli policymakers legitimized exclusionary policies to justify the deportation of the children of foreign workers, they relied on  such as expulsion toward these children with an ethnocentric, the Jewish identity narrative. And yet, when political actors rallied against the deportation plans, they seized the discourse and tailored it to serve their policy preference. Two seemingly antithetical themes emerged from their anti-deportation campaign. First, activists pressed the public to deliberate over how a Jewish country should treat strangers living among its population, given the Jewish people’s history of wandering and, persecutioned history. Second, they exploited these unintended policy consequences that led to these children’s linguistic and cultural assimilation to highlight their underlie the children’s Israeliness, as opposed to their foreignness. While the first themeone focuses on the children’s ‘otherness,’ and the second theme focuses on other their ‘belongingness.,’ together Together they challenged the country’s dominant identity discourse and . Ultimately, the campaign discourse rallied enough sizable public and celebrity support, enough to result in two amnesty programs that allowed some of these children’s permanent settlement. 

A parallel discursive interaction that reexamines the meaning of an indigenous, particularistic identity has been lacking in Taiwan. Instead, most Taiwanese political actors adhered to the universal human rights norms as the justification for anomalous policy responses such as providing temporary social services. In the eyes of most Taiwanese political actors, providing these children with healthcare and primary education alone is humane and moral enough. To them, these children’s linguistic and cultural assimilation is not a sign of their belongingness to the island, not to mention grounds for their permanent settlement. The policy goal has always been to prepare these children for their ultimate destiny – ‘returning’ to their ‘home countries’ as soon as possible. The sporadic requests urging the government to consider legalizing these children’s status have been ineffective. So far, the leniency that the universal human rights norms inspired in Taiwan’s policy responses appears to be finite, especially when in contrast to the policy outcomes in Israel.

What can explain the two cases’ contrasting discursive themes? Here I offer a tentative explanation that focuses on the discursive opportunities from the two countries’ public philosophies regarding national self-understanding. Israel’s Jewish identity is one whose kernel touches upon the Jewish people’s diasporic past in foreign lands (Shanes, 2012), a memory whose implications remain contested and ambivalent, as shown in the discursive interaction between the status-quo upholders and challengers in the debate on the children of temporary immigrant laborers. 

A precedent accentuating this ambivalence took place during the late 1970s when the government of Menachem Begin administration, Israel’s first right-wing-dominant government, granted permanent residency to some 300 Vietnam boat people, who had no knowledge of Israelthe country’s language, culture or, society and had no ethnic or familial ties to Israeli citizens or the Jewish people. To justify this decision, Menachem Begin contended that the Holocaust made it imperative for the Jewish state to ‘never be a passive bystander’ towards atrocities (Klar et al., 2013: 136) and therefore ‘…it was natural… to give [the Vietnamese boat people] a haven in the land of Israel’ (Levin, 2011r). 

In contrastContrary  to the diasporic longing for homeland embedded in Israel’s Jewish identity, Taiwan’s public philosophy regarding national identity revolves around nativism and de-Sinicization (Cabestan, 2005). Bolstered in the 1990s post-authoritarian era, Taiwan’s dominant identity narrative burgeoned in reaction to the post-WWII authoritarian regime’s effort toward Sinicization and irredentist ambition over Mainland China. Foregrounded on a strong anti-Chinese sentiment and de-Sinicization attempt (Dong, 2013), this identity discourse aims to foster a solid attachment to the island (Jacobs and Liu, 2007: 388) and dissociation from Mainland China— culturally, linguistically, and politically (Corcuff, 2002). 

Concurrent with the de-Sinicization effort, there emerged an economically robust and diplomatically hostile government of in the People’s Republic of China. In response, the post-authoritarian Taiwanese leaders adopted a ‘human rights diplomatic policy’ (Tsai and Huang, 2005: 120–132; Tsang, 2008) to distinguish call attention to the island’s distinction from the Chinese Communist Party’s Mainland China. Accordingly, post-authoritarian Taiwanese policymakers and legislators have endeavored to align the country’s policies and legislation with international human rights standards (Henckaerts, 1996), including in the area of immigration, despite the lack of binding obligations to most inter-governmental treaties due to its diplomatic status. In 2009, Taiwan’s parliament rectified ratified the 1966 International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights and the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. In 2014, the parliament enacted the Convention on the Rights of the Child Enforcement Act (Shee, 2019) to incorporate the 1989 UN convention protecting children’s rights. While these efforts were to juxtapose the authoritarian Chinese Communist Party regime (Shee, 2019), they also became a crucial part of Taiwan’s collective identity. 

To sum up, the ways agents referenced their national identity narratives and the opportunities that very narratives provide shaped the debate and policy outcomes relevant toon the children of foreign laborers in Israel and Taiwan. As discursive institutionalism suggests, agents in both countries exercised their background ideational ability to conform to their respective meaning contexts, as they resorted to the national identity public philosophy. Nonetheless, the discursive opportunities and the ways agents reacted to them differ. 

In Israel, the discursive interaction surrounding the country’s ethnocentric identity ended up triggering reflections on how the Jewish people should properly treat non-Jews living among them. The resulting Essentially, the activists demanded soul-searching among the public and policymakers. The ramification became a strong force that opened a window of opportunity for two ad hoc programs of legalization. In Taiwan, the debate manifests yet again that the Taiwanese government strives to alleviate its de jure outcast status in international society by highlighting its willingness to abide by international human rights norms. 

By and large, agents in Taiwan conform more to the existing national identity narratives and have refrained restrained from redefining the narratives in their discursive interactions, while agents in Israel took more initiatives to broaden the meaning of the country’s Jewish identity. Despite the contrast, in both cases, the discursive process inadvertently upheld the public philosophy narratives. In Israel, the process reaffirmed the dominant status of the Zionist public philosophy (Kemp 2007). In Taiwan, as agents clung to the human rights aspect of the island’s dominant identity narrative, they unintentionally reinforced the country’s differentiation from Mainland China.
[bookmark: _k094mqwwtxyq]Conclusion
This article shows compares how discursive interactions stemming from core public philosophies regarding national self-understanding shaped policies towards over the children of non-co-ethnic foreign laborers in Israel and Taiwan helped shape policy outcomes. The result suggests that their varying discursive interactions stem from the core of their public philosophies regarding national self-understanding. While in Israel,’s Zionist public philosophy is utterly preoccupied with diasporic memories, while Taiwan’s dominant national self-understanding emerged in the course of de-Sinicization with the official effort to differentiate the island from Mainland China, especially over issues concerning human rights. Such divergent public philosophies determined the discursive opportunities of the debates over foreign workers’ children and help explain the seeming paradox of an ethnocentric , resulting in different policy outcomes. Israeli activists reframed the implications of the Zionist public philosophy conferring greater rights in Israel than a universal human rights public philosophy did in Taiwanversus non-Jews to challenge the government’s exclusionary policies, while most Taiwanese political actors rallied around universal human rights norms. In the end, it was in Israel where an ethnocentric and particularistic discourse dominated that some of these children acquired the right to settle permanently. The supposedly more liberal and universal human rights norms championed in Taiwan only resulted in basic and temporal reliefs for these children, without the prospect of settling legally. Thise analysis confirms that the dichotomy between particularistic ethnocentric nationalism and universal human rights norms in immigration debate can be complex and that the two seemingly antithetical ideas are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 	Comment by Author: Edited here to reduce repetitiveness.

	By focusing on the The role of discourse in understanding the immigration debate and its policy outcomes, this research has its limits. Undoubtedly, other factors, such as institutional settings, bureaucratic culture, formal decision-making processes, and government capacity to enforce policies, are alsoall essential in understanding policy outcomeschanges or the lack thereof. However, But these factors address more the ‘hardware’ behind changes. As this article and many other similar studies under the umbrella of discursive institutionalism intend to propose, the way an issue is framed, debated and deliberated vis-à-vis the existing meaning context can also play a role, sometimes a quite significant one. The Israel case shows that pThe way in which political actors, especially non-institutional actors, despite like the activists in Israel who lack alacking access to institutional resources and decision-making powers, can, nevertheless, appeal to the public in was that can  can sway public reactions and even pressure pressure decision-makers , sometimes forcing the latter to adopt actions at odds withagainst their preferences. 	Comment by Author: Hopefully these are cited in your lit review

One interesting theoretical implication of this research is the opportunities the so-called ethnocentric identity discourse as public philosophies could offer. The result of this comparative analysis suggests that summoning ethnocentric ideas in a debate about non-co-ethnic immigrants does not inevitably lead to more exclusionary exclusionary policies than rallying around universal human rights norms. Perhaps a particularistic yet indigenous identity discourse, despite it being an ethnocentric one, provides more propitious discursive opportunities for agents to galvanize a collective reflection than a universal yet non-indigenous idea. Such a possibility deserves future research to delve further into the causal mechanism between national identity discourse and immigration debate.	Comment by Author: Suggest deleting this sentence, as you effectively make this point in the next sentence.	Comment by Author: Do you want to narrow future research to immigration debate? It seems that your research has implications for policy debates in general, no?

	There is also a practical lesson to take away from this article, especially as we have witnessed a resurgence of ethnocentric narratives often wedded to populism in recent decades in manyaround immigration receiving countries. The Israeli case suggests that an ethnocentric public philosophy regarding national self-understanding may not beseem as as shatterproof in its exclusion oftoward  non-co-ethnic immigrants as we tend to assume. When employed and framed in a certain way, such an idea may in fact generate a seemingly paradoxical effect on policies toward out-groups. Conversely, the Taiwanese case is one where universal human rights norms as an exogenous idea did not seem to have touched on the public and policymakers in a way that alters their imagination about potential space for non-co-ethnic outsiders. The result invites immigration enthusiasts, activists and policymakers alike to reconsider the role and potential of ethnocentrism in immigration debate. 	Comment by Author: Very strong final paragraph!
