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35.3 million in 2000), making them the nation’s largest minority
group and 16.3 percent of the total population, At 37.7 million,
blacks accounted for 12.2 percent and Asians for 4.7 percent (14.5
million) of the total population.’

The Immigration and Nationality Act and it basic principles
have continued to guide U.S. immigration policy to the present
day. However, spurred by a variety of conditions and interests,
the Act has also been amended numerous times since its passage
in 1965. Notable changes include the Refugee Act of 1980, which
was passed in the aftermath of the U.S. war in Southeast Asiq and

and Protocol on the Status of Refugees, thus bringing U.S. refugee
law to international standards. More generally, the 1980 Act
attempted to regularize refugee policy by establishing the Office of
the U.S. Coordinator for Refugee Affairs and specifying a uniform
refugee resettlement and absorption policy.

There is one particular issue, however——ijlegal immigration—that
has been especially prominent in the increasingly shrill calls for
stricter immigration controls that we see today.

“Secure our borders”: The Era of Enforcement

The late 1970s saw the start of a rising tide of public anxiety about
the flow of unauthorized immigration into the United States.
Nevins (2002: 62-4) has written of the growing perception during
this time, stoked by sensationalist media reports and political
statements, of a crisis of unauthorized immigration. Reflecting
this sense of crisis, [IRCA (Immigration Reform and Control Act)
Was passed in 1986 after 4 long and arduous journey through
Congress. IRCA’s provisions were complex because they were
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reflective of compromise between divergent interest groups, from
agribusiness to immigrant advocates. The Act penalized emp!oy~
ers for knowingly hiring undocumented wnrl-:e!rs3 and established
a new requirement that citizenship or work eligibility be proven
before the hire of a new worker. It also included what came to be
known as “amnesty”—a five-year program whercl?y unautl?or-
ized immigrants who had been continuously present in the United
States since January 1, 1982, were allowegi to apply for temporary,
and eventually permanent, legal status if they met certain condi-
tions. A separate program allowed workers who had perfom}ed
seasonal agricultural work (SAW) during the twelve-month period
ending May 1, 1986, to legalize their status. Last bu_t not least,
[RCA mandated “enhanced border security,” authorizing funds
for an expansion of the apparatus of border control. ‘

In terms of its long-term impacts, IRCA has come L!nder_ hrg for
its inability to deter continued flows of irregular immigration into
the United States, flows that actually surged in the 1990s and early
2000s. Ironically, among the reasons for the surge were the stricter
U.S.-Mexico border controls that were mandated by IRCA. These
controls made multiple migratory trips back and fc)rtf_l increas-
ingly costly and dangerous. As a result, the once-circulating
migration flows from Mexico were transformed into settlement
as unauthorized immigrants remained in the United States and
brought their families with them. Also of s:-gp:ﬁ.cance were th‘e
gaps in IRCA’s employer deterrence system, Thls mclgded the f‘r'l.t-.f
that employers could avoid sanctions by claims _UF Iael.ng unaware
of the irregular status of their employee (Kerwin 2010; Ch]‘sbn,
Meissner, and Bergeron 201 1). And given the advantages of‘h.:rmg
undocumented workers, in terms of pay and working conditions,
employers then had little incentive to stop doing so. -

Indeed, as evidenced by the IRCA loopholes, the U.S. immigra-
tion regime has consistently had a Janus-faced f:haracter with
respect to undocumented movements from Mexico. There has
been tolerance and racit acceptance of these movements and
their presence in agriculture and other low-skilled sectors of the
cconomy. At the same time, the regime has been driven by a
sense of crisis, of the need to deter undocumented flows through
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punitive border contro| policies. Under these conditions, the puni-
tive border contro| policies that arise serve only to en,hance the
vulnerability of immigrants,

Despite its various problems as 3 policy measure, IRCA was
clearly successful in one respect: it achieved the regularization of

mf[h_ops of immigrants, giving them the Opportunity to become fyl]
participants and memberg of U.S. society, Following the passage
of IRCA, approximately 1.6 million individuals legalized their
status.tf_lruugh the general amnesty provisions, and an additional
1.1 million did so through the Provisions for special agricultural
workers (SAW). Those who regularized their status through IRCA
were thep able to sponsor qualifying relatives through regular
Immigration channels. The program had particular significance
for Mexican Immigrants who constituted an estimated 7() percent
of IRCA beneficiaries (Chishti, Meissner, and Bergeron 2011),
As seen below in Figure 2.0, Mexican immigration to the United
States rose sharply during the closing decades of the twentieth
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century. We see this trend reversing, however, in the early 2000s.
In an analysis of this decline, Passel, Cohn, and Barrera (2012)
suggest several underlying factors, including a weakened U.S. job
market, heightened border enforcement, and the growing Mexican
economy with increasing job opportunities for its citizens.

The 1990 Immigration Act and the Immigration Preference
System

The next set of major changes to U.S. immigration law occurred
in 1990. As with previous laws, this set also embodied the con-
tradiction of the expansion of opportunities for immigrant entry,
particularly for highly skilled labor, alongside strictly defined
categories and pushback from those who saw immigrants as
taking jobs from Americans. At this time Congress raised the
cap on annual immigration to the United States from 500,000 to
700,000. It also introduced the category of “Temporary Protected
Status,” which enabled the Attorney General to exempt from
deportation those irregular immigrants who were nationals of
countries suffering from armed conflict or natural disasters. A
program of Diversity visas (also known as the Green Card Lottery)
was introduced to provide immigration opportunities to persons
from countries with low rates of immigration to the United States.
Diversity visas were limited to eligible applicants from nations that
did not have a cumulative total of 50,000 immigrants in the previ-
ous five years. No more than 55,000 Diversity visas were made
available each fiscal year.

But perhaps the most important feature of the 1990 laws was
4 commitment to enhancing employment-based immigration.
The Act more than doubled the number of employment-based
preference visas, from 54,000 to 140,000 annually. In addition,
the 1990 laws authorized an expansion of temporary employ-
ment visas, including the H-1B visa that allows U.S. employers to
temporarily employ foreign workers in specialty occupations. The
H-1B visa encompasses people in specialty occupations such as
scientific research and information technology. Many eventually
apply for permanent residence through the employment-based
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channels of the immigration system (Jachimowicz and Meyers
2002). In 1990, the annual number of H-1p visas was capped
at 65,000. During the high-tech boom of the late 1990s, the
“ap was raised, from 115,000 in 1999 and 2000 and then to
195,000 during 2001-2003. Corporate leaders had lobbied for
the increases, countering the efforts of H-1p res
claimed that the visas took away jobs from U.S. workers. In
his 2002 testimony before the House Science and Technology
Committee in March, Microsoft Chairman Bj[| Gates stared
that the shortage of H-1B visas was leaving high-tech jobs in the
United States unfilled, forcing Ccompanies to move the;
tions abroad and thys ultimately resulting in job losses for U.S.
workers, More generally, the pro-H-1p busi
for the importance of attracting highly ski
strategy for the United States to remain competitive i the global
economy. Since 2004, however, the H-1B vi
back to the original limit of 115,000,
Table 2.0 provides percentage breakdowns by class of admis-
sion, of those granted permanent residence in the United States
from 1990 t0 2010, We see that those coming in as immediate re-
atives of U.S, citizens haye consistently formed 4 major portion of
admissions, especially since the mid-1990s, The data also suggest.
that the 1990 Act had a positive impact on employment-based

trictionists who

» @ percent-

me time, we also
see that with the exception of the year 2005, the percentage of

those coming under family-sponsored preferences has consistently
outstripped that of employment-based preferences.

The principle of family reunification, established in 1965, has
thus remained 2 Primary feature of the U.S. immigration system.
The 1990 Immigration Act, however, with its focus on increasing
employment as a basjs of admission to the United States, reflects
growing concerns aboyt the ability of 4 system that is based on
humanitarian concerns to attract “the hest and the brightest.”
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Table 2.0: Legal Permanent Residence by Class of Admission, 1990-2010

Year % Immediate % Family- % Employ- % Refugees/ Othe.r

Relatives of  Sponsored ment-based Asylees Immtl-

U.S Citizens Preferences preferences grants

1990 15.1% 14.0% 3.8:/0 gz://o zggé

1991 13.0% 11.8% 3.304 .0; 30.07

1992 24.2% 21.9% 11.9% 12. % |6.4°/°

1993 28.2% 25.1% 16.2% :;:; | 2.20;

% Y. 15.3% A% 2%

1994 3.1% 26.3% ’ >

% 9 11.8% 15.9% .6%

1995 30.6% 33.1% ? bt

Y. Y, 12.8% 14.0% 2%

1996 32.9% 32.1% ? 827

% Y. 11.4% 14.0% 7%

1997 40.2% 26.7% ’ ke

% ¥, 11.8% 8.0% 6%

1998 43.3% 29.3% ’ Ko

% 9 8.8% 6.6% 0%

1999 40.0% 33.6% k 7 .

2000 41.2% 28.0% :2;7/0 | ;;;o IgZ‘é

2001 41.6% 21.9% 9% s .

2002 45.7% I 7.6";0 : ?20/4 IGI,ZO/A | 22‘2

2003 47.0% 22.6% 6k A% b

2004 43.6% 22.4% ;2(2); | Z;"/A | g:;

2005 38.9% 19.0% 0% clis .

2006 45.8% | 7.5"/A :gi"/A : ;;é Z(l);

2007 47.0% 18.6% il 9% :

2008 44.1% 20.7% IS.OOA :35(7); gg;o

2009 47.4% 18.7% l2.7°A | 3. |°/° 6.4%
2010 45.7% 20.6% 14.2% A% !

Sowrce: U.S, Department of Homeland S;:c.grity, (')_fﬁce of Irnn?igra‘;;on wdhe
'ﬁtaristics, Yearbook of Imniigration Statistics (various years). http://www.dhs.
goviximgtn/statistics/publicationsfycarbook.shtm

“global professional immigrant market” in Which.natlons comPtetIe
for the most favorable contenders, in terms of their human capital.

igrati i Responsibility
IRIRA (lllegal Immigration Reform and llmmlgrant
i< Act) and the USA Patriot Act

The 1990 Act was followed by rising anti-imm’igranr sentiment
and the passage of a series of measures that aimed for strrciaie;
immigration enforcement. Fueling thf;se trenf;is was the ec-nﬁo:}

recession of the early 1990s along w:th_a. w:dcsprgad per ccpt:(),n
of the failure of past immigration policies, specifically IRCA’s
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made_quacy as a deterrence Program. These grie
especially apparent i California, which passed P
with 59 percent of the popular vote in 1994, Prop 187 was a st

llf::iw:]:]h;t would ha:ivehdenied virtually all publjc services to i‘ll‘r'se,t.;jt:'fj
.o migrants and their children, [ was, ho actua

Enplemen_ted and was eventually seruck d’ow:] aesv 51:;cr::.nvs?i'tjct:it::r?y!y
S:;w_feen 19?3 and 199¢ th.'e Immigration and Naruraiization.
Pervice (INS) budger, especially that directed toward border
Lont.rr')!, rose by 68 percent (DeSipio and de |4 Garza '19981
f\ddlt‘l.()na”)r‘, 1994 saw the launch of Operation Garek;e e }
intensive border contro| program in San Diego, Califor l: r,hz-m
aimed to stop unauthorized movements across ’the U.S -n\/? it
hm.-der. In his study of Operation Gatekeeper Nevi'n;;iff(;({l)g)
writes of howl such government programs did .‘;Ol‘ just rcf}— )
public perception of an illegal immigration crisis, but also heeI‘;:Jteél

vances became
roposition 187

he . public concern with the
crisis of “illegal” immigrar: i o b
illegal tmmigration. Rather, it has helped to create the

T e ¥
;HTgJ}Nglzruugt{h the construction of the boundary and the expansion
of the S enforcement capaci ] I
! pacity. The state also played a signific
S8 ‘ ic 4 a significant
:?!e In creating the putative crisis posed by “illegals” through ét’hc rhet-
ric it employed to Justify its efforts to bring order to the U S.-Mexico -

be witl?in its boundaries . . . the category of “illegal”
usef.ul in mobilizing public support for enh
gration enforcement. (11)

proved extremely
anced boundary and immi-

The campaign to “secure our borders” moved ahead in 1996 wit}
ltiw pass.age. of the I_Hegaf Immigration Reform and Imtnig:‘:;:
p:e_s~punslrb1hty Ac.t _ (IIR[RA). In conjunction with the 19‘96
Atlarsorr;;mlﬁ:s;.mnmbrllgy al}d Work Opporl:unity Reconciliation
gr; I,ns ! incru::dugeg Immigrant access to socia] safety-net pro-
fm-the’- e eased border personnel, authorized construction of
e valrf ;iznier]smqn th_e MB;}IC&H border and stiffened penalties
‘ mmigration offenses, [t also :

t‘l(){l procedures and tightened the rules for ttﬁeuggzzesﬂrsiﬁpo(r; 'd-
U.S. permanent residence) of family members by citizens rl))f rf::
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United States. The Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act
(AEDPA) of 1996 further increased the enforcement authority of
the federal government by limiting judicial review for most catego-
ries of immigrants subject to deportation. In short, the last decade
of the twentieth century saw the growing criminalization of irregu-
lar migration through increasingly punitive enforcement measures,

These trends were only magnified in the aftermath of the terror-
ist attacks of September 11, 2001. The 9/11 attacks were followed
by intense popular backlash toward those assumed to be from
religious and national backgrounds similar to those of the terror-
ists (Cainkar 2004: Peek 2005). In the aftermath of the attacks,
those who looked Middle Eastern or who had Arabjc or Islamic-
sounding names experienced hate crimes and bias incidents.
Muslim Americans reported increased hostility as well as discrimi-
nation in the workplace on the basis of their religion (Council on
American-Islamic Relations 2008).

Popular antipathy toward Muslims was bolstered by many of
the post 9/11 policy initiatives taken by the U.S. government, Even
if inadvertently, these policies strengthened popular stereotypes
and images that associated terrorism with Muslims. A month after
the 9/11 attacks, George W. Bush approved the USA Patriot Act,
which gave expanded legal powers to government agencies to
implement special measures to address terrorism, both domesti-
cally and abroad. These measures included a special registration
program in 2002 for noncitizen men aged sixteen to sixty-four
from selected countries—Eritrea, North Korea, and twenty-three
Muslim-majority states. The program required these persons to
register with the U.S. immigration authorities and to undergo
interviews with them.

The special registration program was phased out in 2003, but
the U.S. government’s use of “extraordinary measures” to monitor
and in some cases to remove noncitizen immigrants deemed pos-
sible threats to national security continued throughout the decade.
The Patriot Act allowed for immigrants who were not citizens to
be arrested on alleged suspicion, to be secretly and indefinitely
detained, and also to be forcibly deported. For the purposes of
protecting national security interests, the Act also authorized
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States. In conjunction with the expansion of the government
apparatus of immigration control, they legitimized public resent-
ment and hostility toward unauthorized immigrants, positioning
them as “bad immigrants” in the good immigrant-bad immigrant
dichotomy.
In 2005 Congress passed the REAL ID Act, which required
states to verify U.S. citizenship or permanent residence before
issuing drivers’ licenses and identification cards. Implementation
of the Act was delayed, as many states resisted it on both cost and
privacy grounds. At the same time, several states passed their own
“get tough on illegal immigration” bills. These included Arizona’s
infamous Senate Bill 1070. Passed in 2010, the bill expanded the
powers of state police officers to ask about the immigration status
of anyone they stopped, and to hold in police custody those sus-
pected of being illegal immigrants. The legislation required police
officers, “when practicable,” to detain people whom they reason-
ably suspected to be in the country without papers and to verify
their status with federal officials. SB 1070 also made it a state
crime—a misdemeanor—to not carry immigration papers. In addi-
tion, it allowed people to sue local government or agencies if they
believed that these institutions were not enforcing federal or state
immigration laws. After its passage, SB 1070 was challenged and

the federal courts suspended many of its provisions.
The Deportation Regime and Immigrant Rights Movement

In the lives of U.S. immigrants, especially those who are undocu-
mented, the era of enforcement has produced a climate of fear
and vulnerability. Nicholas de Genova (2005) has argued that
these experiences emerge in relation to a deportation regime.
These are conditions in which the state uses policing and surveil-
lance, along with the constant threat of deportation, to discipline
undocumented immigrants such as to ensure their compliance and
passivity. The powerful experience of deportability that results for
the immigrant is also complicated by its many layers. Even as the
undocumented immigrant is officially illegal, she is also accepted
and perhaps even welcomed at certain times and situations, such as
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at her workplace (Coutin 2005; Menjivar 2006). The fluidity and
contradictions of legal and illegal status are vividly highlighted by
Roberto Gonzalez’s (2011) study of undocumented youth who

and Privacy Act, which prevents schools from releasing student
records to immigration authorities. But after finishing high school
they found themselves in a very different legal space, one in which
their deportability loomed large and they were prohibited from
legal employment,

If the deportation regime is an especially powerful structure in
the lives of the undocumented, its impacts extend wel| beyond
them. The surveillance and policing that have been part of the
era of enforcement also come to shadow the lives of those who

mented does not carry an immediately visible marker, what the
authorities turn to instead are proxies. “Racial Profiling” refers to
the discriminatory practice by law enforcement officials of target-
ing individuals for suspicion of crime based on the individual’s
race, ethnicity, religion, or national origin. Latinofas have been
especially likely to be under suspicion of being undocumented.
Figure 2.1 reveals the gradual increase in deportations over the
Past ten years in the United States.

e deportation regime has not, however, pone without protest.
The era of immigration enforcement has generated a climate of
fear and anxiety for immigrants, but it has also spurred some
to political action. Immigrants have mobilized to challenge and
protest various features of the U.S. immigration regime. The
growth of an immigrant rights movement that s particularly
focused on the plight of unauthorized immigrants became visible
in 2006. In the spring of that year, massiye political demonstra-
tions took place across the country in what organizers described
as a “national day of action for immigration justice.” The protests
had first developed in fesponse to the Sensenbrenner Bill, which
would have made the mere status of being an undocumented
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butions to American society and their capabilities of assimilating to
American values. The lack of solidarity in the pro-CIR movement
is evident in recent prominent and controversial policy debates
over issues such as the STEM Jobs Act and E-Verify Exemptions.
Although both IP and IA groups desire immigration reform (in
contrast to Immigration Restrictionists (IR) who oppose reform),
their goals are so sharply different that they often come up short
in developing a comprehensive plan.
We define Immigration Pragmatists as groups, organizations,
and policymakers who emphasize neoliberal ideals in order to
find a middle ground between valorizing and vilifying immigrants.
Among those of the pro-CIR platform, Pragmatists most often jux-
tapose “good” and “bad” images of immigrants in political debates
in order to justify why some groups of immigrants have more value
than others. Often, IP groups argue for immigration reform and leg-
islation that benefit special interest groups, corporations, and U.S.
consumers. While typically on the Republican Right, Pragmatists
tend to avoid the hard-line cuts to immigration numbers across
the board proposed by Immigration Restrictionists who lead the
anti-CIR lobby. Instead, IP groups use “good” and “bad” immi-
grant tropes to pick and choose which groups will contribute to
America’s continued status as a global economic superpower. By
manipulating these images, Pragmatists attempt to avoid criticism
for continuing to employ foreign workers despite high rates of
U.S. unemployment. In the course of U.S. history, IP groups have
been influential in supporting guest worker initiatives such as the
Bracero Program, as well as policies to increase the distribution of
visas to high-skilled immigrants. Rather than a blanket endorse-
ment of all immigrants, Pragmatists often advocate specifically for
those who appear to meet business interests (Dietrich 2012: 738).
The issue of increasing high-skilled immigrant visas and spe-
cifically, the proposed STEM Jobs Act (Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Math), offers an example of a political debate
in which the rhetoric of “good” and “bad” immigrants has been
quite visible. Answering the call to retain and attract high-skilled
immigrants in the STEM fields, the STEM Jobs Act (H.R. 6429)
of 2012 was proposed by Judiciary Committee Chairman Lamar
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expansion of visas for skilled immigrants should not come at the expense
of diversity visas or the traditional emphasis on family reunification, a
feature of some of the proposed bills. This is not just a matter of equity:
some of the same research cited above testifies to the economic contri-
butions of immigrants at all levels of the U.S. workforce—not least in

high-growth health care occupations. (Gross 2012)

Immigration Advocates challenge the IR rhetoric by counteract-
ing the idea that immigrants take jobs by putting forth a narrative
of “good” immigrants that create jobs. In a departure from IP
claims that high-skilled visas should replace diversity lotteries
and that there should be measures to curb the migration of low-
skilled persons, IA groups highlight the work ethic of immigrants
as well as the importance of family reunification as an American
cultural principle in their calls for immigration reform. Ultimately,
President Obama expressed opposition to the proposed STEM
Jobs Act, citing his disagreement with the narrowness of the pro-
posed reform, particularly the limits on visas for family members
and the removal of the Diversity Visa program.®
In addition to debates about visas for the highly skilled, another
hot topic in Comprehensive Immigration Reform has been the
continued employment of undocumented immigrants by U.S.
business owners. For Immigration Restrictionists, the depiction
of illegal aliens as “bad” immigrants stealing jobs from deserv-
ing Americans has been particularly effective for organizing
enforcement efforts to punish employers and the undocumented
immigrants who work for them. In the early twenty-first century,
a federal program called E-Verify has been proposed to stem the
hiring of undocumented immigrants. Before the establishment of
an electronic verification system for confirming the authorization
of workers, companies were able to feign ignorance of the status
of employees. IR proponents of E-Verify support the use of the
program to not only reduce numbers of “bad immigrants” but
to also chastise their employers. Neglecting the many contribu-
tions of immigrants to the United States, IR rhetoric emphasizes
immigrants as dangerous criminals who hurt rather than help the

United States:
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of legalization. In an era in which the illegal immigrant has been
a particular target of nativist rhetoric, the idea of legalization
has been an extremely controversial one. Under these condi-
tions, immigrant rights advocates have focused their activism on
a segment of the undocumented population that evokes the least
controversy. These are unauthorized persons who came to the
United States as children. Their circumstances disrupt the natiy-
ist imagery of the illegal immigrant as a self-conscious criminal,
Rather, cultural notions of childhood innocence reinforce the idea
that these persons are legitimate beneficiaries of legalization since
they are unauthorized through no fault of their own.
The Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors
(DREAM) Act was proposed in 2010 to grant legal status to
certain unauthorized immigrants who entered the United States
as children and had completed specified higher education or
military service requirements (Chishti and Hipsman 2012). The
Republican-controlled Senate ultimately blocked the bill. The
issues of the DREAM Act received political attention once again
in June 2012, however, when President Obama issued a directive
to grant deferred legal action to certain unauthorized immigrants
who were brought to the United States as children. While the
directive did not guarantee citizenship or provide “amnesty,”
eligible individuals were able to request temporary relief from
deportation proceedings and to apply for work authorization and
drivers’ licenses. To be decided on a case-by-case basis, the direc-
tive was also only to apply to those who met certain conditions,
such as entering the United States before the age of sixteen, being
enrolled in school, and having no criminal record.? The Migration
Policy Institute (MPI)!0 estimated that up to 1.4 million people
would qualify for relief under the terms of the directive, which
was strongly supported by Latino/as.!! With President Obama’s
re-clection in 2012, many speculate that the DREAM Act will be
included in the agenda for comprehensive immigration reform.
Additionally, public opinion about undocumented immigrants
appears to be shifting. In an exit poll from the 2012 presidential
election, when asked about immigration, “Less than 3 in 10 voters
said that most illegal immigrants working in the United States
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distorted gaze, a variety of conditions and circumstances can be
taken as evidence of illegality. In Entitled to Nothing, Lisa Park
analyzes the late 1990s California campaign against prenatal
care services for immigrant mothers. She noted how a general-
ized notion of illegality informed the campaign, which portrayed
immigrant women as having a propensity for fraud and unethi-
cally “‘working’ the system by having children and therefore
undeserving of social services for themselves or their children”
(2011:15).

Along with the “illegal alien” focus of immigration control,
the notion of a “terrorist alien” has also developed. In reality, the
boundaries between the two are not clear, as each may be evoked
in concert with the other during processes of stigmatization. As
we have described, in the aftermath of 9/11, Middle Eastern and
Muslim Americans have been especially vulnerable to the charge
of “terrorist alien,” a particular target of immigration control
efforts that are focused on terrorism threats. The label has served
as a mechanism of their racialization—of a widespread attribution
to them of naturalized inferiority. That is, reflecting their origins
and culture, they have a natural inclination toward violence and
terrorism.

The images of the “illegal alien” and “terrorist alien” have
also been part of contemporary constructions of the “bad immi-
grant.” Again, we argue that the bad immigrant’s counterpoint of
the good immigrant is emblematic of the values of the neoliberal
global regime. The image is of professionals or highly skilled
workers who represent a net gain for the United States in terms
of human capital in the competitive global economy. He or she
is entrepreneurial and self-sufficient—unlikely to make demands

on a declining system of government safety nets and supports.
The good immigrant then stands as an effective counterpoint to
the bad immigrant. The condemnation of illegal aliens draws
legitimacy from it. Those who portray unauthorized immigrants in
dehumanizing ways and advocate punitive measures against them
can simultaneously proclaim that they are not anti-immigrant or
racist. It is just those immigrants who are unauthorized—defined
by their illegality—who are the focus of their ire.
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