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A NOTE ON TEEMINOLOGY

all things (or people) related to Spain or the Spanish lan-

guage, it creates a category of people that includes those _ z ._. x O _u —._ ﬂ._._ O Z

from a Buropean country—Spain—and Spanish-speaking :

Latin America, but not people from Brazil or Haiti. It might

be a logical category for studying literature (“Hispanic Hit-

erature”), but it is not one that makes a lot of sense in look-

ing at immigrants or ethnicity in the United States.

Today's immigration debate is rife with myths, stereotypes,
and unquestioned assumptions. I-and we all—hear re-
marks such as: "Immigrants take our jobs and drive down
wages.” "Why don’t they learn English?” or “I'm not against
immigration, only illegal immigration.” After twenty years
of teaching, writing, and organizing about immigration, it’s
clear to me that many of the arguments currently being cir-

culated are based on serious misconceptions not only about

how our society and economy function, but also about the

history of immigration, the law, and the reasons for immi-

gration.
All youhave to do is read the papers or listen to the radio
to notice that people seem to be extremely distraught and

angry about immigration. Immigrants are blamed for a host

of social ills and compared unfavorably to previous genera-

tions of immigrants. Since they are legally deprived of many

of the rights that U.S. citizens enjoy, including the right to

vote, elected officials and the general public can marginal-
_ ize, blame, punish, and discriminate against them with
- little repercussion. Noncitizens make easy targets and con-
venient scapegoats.

A lot of our assumptions and opinions about immigra-
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tion today are based on a set of beliefs about this country’s
past. These beliefs are formed by our social studies and his-
tory classes, by our textbooks, by our politicians, and by our

media—indeed they are so pervasive that they almost per-
meate the air we breathe. Yet they are also fundamentally
distorted. They represent a sanitized version of history that
can undermine our ability to analyze the world we live in
today. In analyzing the issues surrounding immigration
today, this book will often turn to the past to revise some of
the fallacies that have shaped the way we view our society.

Most U.S. citizens believe that this country is founded on
principles of equal rights. They acknowledge that through-
out history many groups were excluded from access to rights
—Native Americans, people of African origin, women. But
the story of U.S. history is generally told as one of gradual
expansion of rights to new groups of people, until finally,
with the civil rights legislation of the 1960s, the last rem-

nants of discrimination and exclusion were presumably

removed.

To those included in the circle of rights, the exclusion of

others has always seemed justified, so much so as to be vir-

tually beyond the bounds of discussion. When the founding
fathers wrote that “all men are created equal” it was quite
obvious to them that women were not created equal to men,
and that "all men” meant “white men.”

When Patrick Henry reportedly declared, “Give me lib-
erty, or give me death!” he assumed that liberty was some-
thing reserved for whites. A slaveholder himself, Henry
admitted that slavery was morally problematic, but "Henry’s
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understanding of the discrepancy between his words and
his deeds never led him to act differently,” notes sociologist
James Loewen. "I am drawn along by the general inconve-
nience of living here without them,” Henry explained.’

In every generation, people have found rationales for
systems of social and legal inequality. Native Americans had
no rights in the new country, so their land could be taken for
white settlement. Africans had no rights, so it was all right
to enslave them. Women had no rights, and their labor was
generallyunpaid. Contract workers had few rights, and their
labor was underpaid. Immigrants, as well as workers in
other countries, have also been deprived of rights—yet their
low-paid labor provides the cheap products that our econ-
omy depends on.

Today, a large and growing portion of our population

lives without the full rights of citizenship. Noncitizens work,

pay taxes, go to school, and raise families; they live in our
cities and towns; they participate in religious, sports, and
: © community events; they serve (in disproportionately large
e numbers) inthe military. Butboth the law and popular opin-
ion deem them somehow different from the rest of us, and
not eligible for the rights and privileges that go percent of
 the population enjoys. .
: .. As of March 2005, more than 35 million people, a little

. over 1o percent of the total U.S. population, were foreign
. . born. Most of these people had legal permission to be here,
“but about a third of them did not. About one-third of
~all foreign-born people (documented and undocumented)

- came from Mexico, the largest source of immigrants. Over
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INTRODUCTION

half came from Latin America and the Caribbean as a whole
(including Mexico). Another 18 percent came from East
Asia. The top ten sending countries were Mexico (10.8 mil-
lion); China (1.8 million); the Philippines (1. 5 million);
India (1.4 million); Fl Salvador (1.1 million); Vietnam
(996,000); Cuba (948,000); the Dominican Republic
(695.000); Canada (674,000); and Korea (672,000).”

During the 1990s the number of immigrants increased
rapidly. In1990, only19.8 million reported foreignbirth. In
2000, the figure was 31.1 million.” (These figures do not in-
clude the 3.4, million Puerto Ricans who lived in the conti-
nental United States according to the 2000 census. They
are U.S. citizens, although they are also Latin Americans.)
Although one wouldn’t guess it from the increasing anti-
immigrant agitation in the 2000s, immigration actually
slowed significantly after the end of the 1990s.* Nativism, or
anti-immigrant racism, responded as much to other trends
in society as to the actual number of immigrants coming in.

The current influx of immigrants is often compared to
the last large and sustained wave, which occurred between
1860 and 1920, when the rate of foreign-born persons inthe
population ranged from 13 to 15 percent. Because the total
population was smaller, this higher percentage represented
a smaller number of people. Prior to the 1980s, the highest
year for the foreign born was 1930, when 14.2 million peo-
ple reported foreign birth. Most of these immigrants came
from southern and eastern Europe.®

Duringthe 18601920 immigration wave as well as dur-

ing that of the late twentieth century, immigration was ac-
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companied by nativist reactions. Nativists worried that im-
migrants would fail to assimilate, would undermine the per-
ceived linguistic, cultural, ‘and racial homogeneity of the
country, would take American jobs, and would lower wages.
Commentators in various forums warned that the newcom-
ers would bring disease and crime. Today, Arthur Schle-
singer worries about the "disuniting of America,” while
Samuel Huntington fears the "challenges to American na-
tional identity.” They seem to be echoing the California at-
torney general who wrote in 1930 that "only we, the white
people, found [Americal first and we want to be protected in
our enjoyment of it.”*

While there are many parallels between the two waves
of immigration, there are also some significant differences.
Ideas about race have changed significantly over the course
of the century. In the nineteenth century overt racism was
widely acceptable in the mainstream; today it is not. By the
late nineteenth century, the academy sought to provide bio-

-~ logical and scientific research proving the existence and

nature of racial difference. Scholars of all stripes dedicated

. - themselves to classifying the globe’s population according

to their supposed racial characteristics. Europeans were

divided into the "Anglo-Saxon race,” the “Slavic race,” the

- "Mediterranean race,” and many others. Popular and legal

thought varied as to whether the latter belonged to the
“white” race or not.

The relationship of race to nationality has shifted in slip-

- pery ways, and is in fact still in flux. Ideas about race in the
©United States have been shaped by immigration, and have
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also shaped the way people think about immigration. Every
U.S. census has used different categories to identify race.
Until 1930 Mexicans were “white,” then the 1930 census
designated "Mexican” as a separate race. Today, most peo-
pleinside the academy and outside agree that race and ideas
about racial difference are social constructs rather than
scientific facts. Even the census itself acknowledges that
racial categories "are sociopolitical constructs and should
not be interpreted as being scientific or anthropological in
nature.™

The U.5. economy has changed drastically between the
two periods of immigration. In the 189os, the United States
was industrializing rapidly, and most new immigrants went
to work in the mines, mills, and factories of the new indus-
trial economy. In the 1960s, the country was sﬁ&mwmogm
deindustrialization, and the mines, mills, and factories
were closing, creating a "rust belt” in the very regions that
had previously been a magnet forimmigrants. The deindus-
trialized economy still created a demand for immigrant
workers, but in the service industry: “cleaning—all kinds of
cleaning,” as one immigrant worker, who ran his own small
house-cleaning business, described it to me. Immigrants
now clean houses and office buildings. They clean hospitals
and restaurants. They clean people, clothes, and cars.

The new wave of immigrants was also different because
they came from countriesin Latin America and Asia that had
a history of U.5. interventions and political and economic

domination. In this respect, postindustrial immigration to
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the United States was not unique. European countries were
experiencing the same phenomenon. Industrialization had
been accompanied, everywhere that it occurred in the late
nineteenth century, by colonial expansion—military, polit-
ical, and economic. (Sometimes this expansion took the
form of direct colonial rule; sometimes it consisted of in-
formal means of control.) Deindustrialization, in the late
twentieth century, was accompanied by immigration from
former colonies. These different events were part of an
interconnected historical process, and to understand the
differences between the two waves of immigration, we need
to understand the entire historical process.

These issues of race and the global economy were also
interrelated. People who were colonized were considered
racially different in ways that left very deep roots in the
modern world, and colonialism also left long-term eco-
nomic consequences. When people of color from the col-
onies migrated to Europe and the United Staies in the late
twentieth century, these deep racial and economic colonial
roots were coming to the surface.

Many societies have struggled with the question of what

makes a person eligible for rights. Does everybody have

rights, simply by virtue of being human? Or are rights re-
stricted to a select group of people in a society, who are

- defined as “citizens”? And if rights are dependent on citi-

i -zemship, how is it decided who is a citizen?

After World War II there was a widespread repudiation

" - of the kind of legalized discrimination that many believed
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led to the horrors of Nazism. The Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, passed by the United Nations General As-
sembly in 1948, upheld the idea that there was no justifi-
cation for governments excluding certain groups of people
from rights. The Declaration asserts in Article 2 that “Ev-
eryone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in
this Declaration, without distinetion of any kind, such as
race, color, sex, language, religion, political or other opin-
ion, national or social origin, property, birth or other
status,” and in Article 6 that "Everyone has the right to
recognition everywhere as a person before the law.™ The
declaration is unambiguous: rights apply to all people.

The Universal Declaration embodies an expansive no-
tion of rights. In addition to many of the rights protected by
the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights, the Universal Dec-
laration defines and guarantees social and economic rights
like the right to work, the right to equal pay, and the right to
education, food, housing, and medical care.

The U.S. Constitution is a bit more ambiguous about
what rights belong to all people and what rights belong only
to citizens. The law has always been utilized to exclude some
people from rights—often to the advantage of employers,
who can then exploit those who are excluded. When we look
at the past, we generally decry exclusionist ideas and laws.
(The Nuremberg Laws, for instance, excluded Jews from
rights in Germany.) There is no real logic to excluding peo-
ple from rights based on immigration or citizenship status.

Citizenship was based on race during most of the history of
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the United States and has historically been employed as a
way to justify discrimination.

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security provides a
“civies lesson” to help those people who are eligible for cit-
izenship prepare for the test they'll have to take as part of the
process. One question reads “Whose rights are guaranteed
by the Constitution and the Bill of Rights?” The answer is
unequivocal: "All people living in the United States.” The

lesson goes on to elaborate:

One reason that millions of immigrants have come to
America is this guarantee of rights. The gth Amend-
ment guarantees everyone in the United States equal
protection under the law. This is true no matter what
coloryour skin is, what language you speak, or what
religion you practice. The 14th Amendment, ratified
after the Civil War, expanded this guarantee of rights.
No state would be able to abridge, or block, the rights
of any of its citizens.”

The reality is a bit more complex. United States law has

always been, and still is, restrictive about who deserves

e = rights. Until the Civil War, federal statutes took for granted,
and upheld the notion, that citizenship and rights should be
. based on race, and that rights depended upon citizenship,
: .....Sgow was reserved forwhite people. The distinction was not
- between the native born and immigrants, as it is today, but

- rather between whites—who were citizens—and nonwhites,
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who were not. The Fourteenth Amendment, passed in1868,

Lt}

for the first time extended citizenship to "all persons” born

in the United States—except Native Americans:

All persons born or naturalized in the United States
and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of
the United States and of the State wherein they reside.
No State shall make or enforce any law which shall
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the
United States; nor shall any State deprive any person
of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law;
nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal

protection of the laws.

The Amendment thus expanded citizenship by partially
separating it from race for the first time. Before this, citi-
zenship was resiricted to whites, and rights were restricted
to citizens. But citizenship was not completely separated
from race yet. First, the “subject to the jurisdiction thereof”
clause excluded Native Americans, even those born in U.S.
territories. Second, anybody born in the United States was
automatically a citizen—but only white people could be nat-
uralized as citizens. The 1870 Naturalization Act extended
the right to naturalize to Africans and people of African de-
scent—but they were not the only non-"white” people in the
United States.

Citizenship was particularly denied to Asians—hy 1882
they were prevented. from coming to the United States at all,

in part to ensure that nobody of Asian descent would gain
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citizenship by virtue of being born here. Chinese people
were not permitted to naturalize until 1943. Even then, they
were subject to an immigration quota of 100 per year. Fil-
ipinosand {Asian) Indianswere granted the right to become
citizens in 1946, and the "Asiatic barred zone” established
in 1917 was finally abolished in 1952. It was not until 1965,
however, that the 100-per-year quotas were lifted for Asian
countries.

The Fourteenth Amendment’s second sentence extends
rights even more broadly than the first: no person—appar-
ently, citizen or noncitizen—can be denied equal protection
under the law. The apparent contradiction in the Amend-
ment left it up to the courts to rule on what it meant in
specific cases. The U.5. Supreme Court has given contradic-
tory rulings. Two important decisions argued that citizen-

ship status could not be used to deprive people of rights. In

- i .. -1971, Graham . Richardson prohibited states from discrim-

inating against legal immigrants in granting welfare bene-
fits: in 1982, Plyler v. Doe ruled that all children have a right

: .. to public school education regardless of legal status. Other
_decisions, though, allowed states to discriminate, and the
: 1996 welfare reform incorporated unambiguous discrimi-

..ﬁmﬁoﬁ against legal immigrants.”

Most Americans assume that voting rights and citizen-

ship are identical, and that restricting voting rights to citi-

“zens is natural and reasonable. But even this relationship is
HE. from clear-cut. "Foragood part of our country’s history,”
mxﬁwmu.bm political scientist Ron Hayduk, "voting rights were
determined not by citizenship, but by whether or not one
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was a white, male property holder. Thus, women and post-
emancipation blacks—who were considered citizens—could
be denied voting rights. In fact, alien suffrage . ..actually
buttressed the privileging of propertied, white, male Chris-
tians.™™

The Constitution allows states and municipalities to de-
termine voting criteria. Until the 19208, many of them per-
mitted noncitizens to vote. [t was in the context of particular
political struggles—and large-scale immigration after 1850
—that states began to exclude noncitizen immigrants from
voting.

Hayduk explains:

In the Civil War era, Southern states resented immi-
grants’ opposition to slavery. In many states, wartime
hysteria and the Red Scare after World War I made
Americans want immigrants to “prove” their loyalty
before receiving the privilege of voting. And in others
--]ike Texas during the women’s sutfrage struggle—
ending the immigrant vote was a way for political status
quo supporters to counteract the broadened electorate
that came with the 14th Amendment (voting rights

for African-American men) and 19th Amendment
(voting rights for women).”*

Restrictions on immigrants’ voting rights went along

with other restrictions—"literacy tests, poll taxes, felony

disenfranchisement laws, and restrictive residency and
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voter registration requirements--all of which combined to
disenfranchise millions of voters.”*

Many European countries, and even municipalities in
the United States, allow noncitizen voting as a matter of
course. Noncitizens live in communities, they pay taxes and
use services—why should they be excluded from political
participationinthe place where they live? Conversely, some

citizens are denied voting rights. In most states citizens
who have been convicted of a felony cannot vote. Residents
of Washington, D.C., could notvote in presidential elections
until 1964, and Puerto Rican residents still can’t. And citi-

- zens who live in these two areas have no congressional rep-

-resentation.

An analysis of the 2000 census showed that in eighty-
five California cities, over 25 percent of the adult population

“is disenfranchised because they are not citizens. In twelve
L of these cities, noncitizens are over 5o percent of the adult
*.'population. "A substantial number of persons, who con-
‘tribute to our economy and our government’s revenues, are
being denied political representation,” explains the general
counsel for the Mexican American Legal Defense Fund.™
If the Fourteenth Amendment is taken literally, then it
is H..ozﬁb@@ violated in the United States today. Noncitizens
E.,o openly denied equal protection, and some of them—
those who are undocumented—are denied any protection
- under the law. Their very existence is termed “illegal.” In
"many ways, their situation is comparable to that of African
- Amicricans prior to the 1870s, and again after the 18gos
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when Reconstruction’s attempts to make citizenship real
for African Americans were unraveled. Undocumented
persons, and even legal immigrants, may be physically pres-
ent in the United States, but they are not treated equally
under the law.

Just as in every period of U.S. history, the law today dis-
criminates by excluding large sectors of U.S. society from
its protection, and from the concept of equal rights. Rather
than race, ethnicity, or gender—which have been discred-
ited as reasons for excluding portions of the population
from aceess to citizenship—today the dividing line is gener-
ally place of birth. Unlike in the past, there is no blanket
prohibition on citizenship for any group of people. Never-
theless, many people in the United States are denied the
right to become owmmm.hm. and denied the rights that go along
with citizenship.

Just as it seemed obvious to those in power in the past
that race, ethnicity, and gender were legitimate reasons to
exclude portions of the population from rights, many Amer-
ican citizens today believe passionately inthe need to divide
the population between citizens and noncitizens, and im-
migrants between those deemed “legal” and those deemed
“illegal.” That those classed as the latter categories should
be denied rights, and that large groups of people should be
denied the right to become citizens or to become "legal,” is
considered self-evident.

Although the exclusion itself is rarely questioned, re-

sentment against immigrants and attempis to further mar-

XXV

INTRODUCTION

ginalize them are rampant in today's society. The suggestion
that noncitizens, too, are created equal is virtually absent

from the public sphere. However, claims that immigrants

take American jobs, are a drain on the American economy,

contribute to poverty and inequality, destroy the social fab-

ric, challenge American identity, and contribute to a host of

social ills by their very existence are openly discussed and
debated at all levels of U.S. society.
In a series of short chapters, this book seeks to disman-

tle the myths that inform the major debates about immigra-

.__. - tionintoday’s United States. To address issues ranging from

"America is a nation of immigrants” to “immigrants take

]

~American jobs,” it draws on immigration history, critical

- race studies, labor history, Latino and Asian studies, analy-

. ges of globalization, and other academic areas to show how

. the parameters and presumptions of today’s debate distort

- the way we think about immigration.

Each chapter seeks to identify and challenge the as-

...wsgwﬂowm that underlie some of the prevailing arguments

.&uci immigration. The book challenges the way we under-

”.ﬂmsg U.S. economic and immigration history. I argue that

since before this country was founded, its economyhasbeen

._..%.ovmr The prosperity of some within ourborders has always

- depended on the cheap labor of others from both inside and

......”..o..ﬂmam our borders. This cheap labor has been justified

“and guaranteed by excluding certain workers from the cat-

.. egories of people who are afforded rights. Although race is

‘seldom directly invoked in anti-immigrant discourse today,
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T argue that race is so deeply tied to ideas about citizenship
and immigration that it is central to the discussion. I con-
clude with an attempt to imagine what a humane immigra-
tion policy would look like, and how creating a humane
immigration policy would connect to other changes at a na-
tional and global level.

PART ONE
IMMIGRANTS AND THE ECGNOMY

~ Some of the most widespread myths about immigration

”.”_.. have to do with its effects on the economy. Immigrants

' are blamed for causing or exacerbating a wide variety of
economice ills, from unemployment to low wages to the

- underfunding of government services. It's undeniable that
n ......H.Smﬁ% Americans feel economically pinched and vulnera-
.M.uum. and that the numbers of Americans in this situation
are increasing. But what role does immigration really play
i the larger picture of the U.S.—and the global—economy?




MYTH 4

IMMIGRANTS DON'T PAY TAXES

Immigrants, no matter what their status, pay the same taxes
that citizens do—sales taxes, real estate taxes (if they rent or
own a home), gasoline taxes. Some immigrants work in the
informal economy and are paid under the table in cash, so
they don’t have federal and state income taxes, or social
security taxes, deducted from their paychecks. So do some
citizens. In fact every time the kid next door babysits, or
shovels the snow, he or she is working in the informal
economy.

Much of the service sector operates in the informal
sphere. Nanny jobs and housecleaning jobs—which tend
to be held primarily by women—generally use informal ar-
rangements whether the workers are citizen or immigrant,
documented or undocumented. But increasingly, jobs that
used to be in the formal sector—like factory jobs—have sunk
into the informal sector through elaborate systems of sub-
contracting. Textile and apparel manufacturing are partic-
ularly notorious in this regard.!

There are some benefits for employers, and for con-
sumers, from this informal sector. Employers can pay lower

wages than those required by law. Consumers receive access
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- - to cheap products and services provided by these low-wage,

untaxed workers.

But workers in the informal economy don't fare so

- well. They don’t have access to any of the worker protections
that come with formal employment, like minimum wage
 or health and safety regulations. Workers in the informal

- economy can't get unemployment insurance or workers’

compensation and generally get no benefits from their em-
ployer (like health insurance or sickleave orvacation time).
It's hard to caleulate exact numbers for the informal

economy because, by definition, it's unregulated. One re-

" cent study in Los Angeles estimated that immigrants made

up 40 percent of the city’s population, and one-fourth
of these were undocumented. The informal economy ac-
counted for some 15 percent of the city’s workforce, and un-
documented workers were concentrated there: 60 percent
of workers in the informal economy were undocumented.?

Many immigrants work in the formal economy, in which
case they have all of the same tax deductions from their pay-
checks as citizens do. Undocumented immigrants who work
in the formal economy generally do so by presenting false

social security numbers. The Social Security Administra-

. tion estimates that about three-fourth of undocumented

workers do this.®?
Public commentary about this practice is often quite

angry. Infact, though, the only ones who lose anything when

- workers use a false social security number are the workers

themselves. Taxes are deducted from their paychecks—but
if they are undocumented, they still have no access to the
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benefits they are paying for, like social security or unem-
ployment benefits.

Even with a false social security number, the federal and
state taxes that are deducted from a worker’s paycheck will
go into federal and state coffers. Social security payments
are either credited to whoever's number was used, or, if a
worker uses a number that doesn't belong to anybody, they
go into the Social Security Administration’s “earnings sus-
pense file.” As of 2005, Social Security was receiving about
$7 billion a year through false social security numbers—
allowing it to break even, becanse that’s about the same
amount as the difference between what it paid out in ben-
efits and what it received in payroll taxes. According to the
New York Times, “illegal immigrant workers in the United
States are now providing the system with a subsidy of as
much as $7 billion a year.™ Yet these workers will never be

able to receive Social Security benefits.
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'IMMIGRANTS ARE A DRAIN
O THE ECONOMY

- Thisisacomplicated questionthat requires usto define “the

~economy.” Generally, those who say immigrants are a drain
...”oB the economy are referring to the myth that immigrants
use more in public services than they pay intaxes. Infact the
majority of immigrants, being of prime working age and in-

mﬁmm&m for many public services, tend to contribute more

“to the public sector than they actually use. However, many
..cm the services they do tap into are local services (schools,
“transportation, libraries), and the new wave of immigration
coincides with federal cutbacks to these services, placing
: w.mwwmﬁow burden on local governments. (The native born, it
....m.WogE be said, also tend to use more in local services than
: they pay in local taxes.)

= Several state-level studies have tried to assess the level
~of state and federal taxes that immigrants, documented and
undocumented, pay compared to the level of state and fed-
eral services that they receive. Early studies in California
and in the Southwest as a whole and more recent studies in

w.m Southeast, whichis seeingthe highestrates of immigrant
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population growth now, have come to similar conclusions.
Immigrants, documented and undocumented, are more
Un-

documented immigrants aren't eligible for most public

likely to pay taxes than they are to use public services.

services and live in fear of revealing themselves to any gov-
ernment authorities. Documented immigrants are eligible
for some services—but even they hesitate to use them, since
they fear that being seen as a public charge will make it
harder for them to stay, apply for citizenship, or bring fam-
ily members. Nationally, one study estimates that house-
holds headed by undocumented immigrants use less than
half the amount of federal services that households headed
by documented immigrants or citizens make use of."

There are some government services that both docu-
mented and undocumented iramigrants do benefit from:
public schools, emergency medical care, and the public
safety system Am.m.. police, wimoﬁmv. These are known as
“mandated services,” which federal authority requires state
government to provide to all people, regardless of immigra-
tion status.

The only kind of public service that immigrant house-
holds use at higher rates than natives is food assistance pro-
grams such as food stamps, WIC, and free or reduced-cost
school lunches. However, it's not the immigrants them-
selves who use this aid—they're usually not eligible—but
rather their U.S.-born children, who are citizens.?

The Georgia Budget and Policy Institute estimates that
undocumented immigrants in the state pay between $1,800

and mméoo a year in state and local taxes, including sales,

4.¢
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- property, and income taxes (for those who file W-2 forms
- with false social security numbers). This brings from $200
- to $250 million into state and local budgets.

“"Do undocumented immigrants pay enough in taxes to

. cover the services used?” the report asks.

For undocumented immigrants, the answer is unclear.
However, for legal immigrants, studies have shown that
first-generation immigrants pay more in federal taxes
than they receive in federal benefits. The same does not
hold true for state taxes and services. however, as first-
generation immigrants often use more in services than
they pay in taxes. However, the descendants of the first-
generation immigrant correct that pattern and con-
tribute more in taxes at both the federal and state level
than they consume in services at both levels. Each gen-
eration successively contributes a greater share due

to increased wages, language skills, and education.’

Similarly, in Golorado undocumented immigrants were
found to pay about $1,850 in state and local taxes if they
~'were working on the books, and $1,350 (in sales and prop-
erty taxes) if they were working under the table. Thus the
~ eéstimated 250,000 undocumented immigrants in that state
were paying $150 to $200 million in state and local taxes,
.....9049.5@ about 70 to 85 percent of the approximately $225
~ million they used in state and local services.*
. If immigrants don’t make heavy use of social services

: .wﬁm they do pay taxes, then why don't their taxes cover all of,
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or more than, the services they do use? Mostly because they
earn such low wages that their tax payments are lower than
those of people who earn higher wages. Low wages mean that
lessiswithheld for income taxes, and it means that they have
less money to spend, so they pay less in sales and property
taxes than people who earn more. In fact, our progressive
system of income taxes is designed to take a greater chunk of
the income of a high earner than a low earner. So if immi-
grants are paying less, it's because they're earning less.

A Florida study found similar results: new immigrants
tend to have lower levels of education and lower earnings
—and thus pay less in taxes—than the U.S. population as
a whole. Within fifteen years, immigrants’ earnings—and
their taxes—have caught up.’

Since the 19g0s, economists have started to use a more
complex model for evaluating the effects of immigration
with. respect to taxes and public services. Instead of just
looking at the cost of educating the children of immigrants,
for example, they also look at the potential future tax rev-
enues of those children. Thisapproach, called “"generational
accounting.” is based on the notion that when government
spending exceeds tax revenues—that is, when the govern-
ment operates at a deficit, as is currently the case—future
generations essentially have to pay back the debt. So the
numbers of new immigrants in future generations will af-
fect how the costs of the debt are distributed—more immi-
mamﬁm means less burden on the native born.

From the perspective of businesses, employing immi-

grant workers, and workers in other countries, brings some
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special advantages. Again, a comparison to slavery is en-
lightening. Slaveholders generally preferred to purchase
slaves of prime working age and strength. They discovered
that it was cheaper to continually import new slaves and
overwork them to death rather than having to pay for the re-
production. of their slave labor force. Brazilian slaveholders
found that they could recover the cost of purchasing a slave
with twoyears of harsh labor, so that any amount of time that
a slave survived after that was pure profit. The average was
three more years—and the profit could then be used to buya
new slave worker.

When the slave trade was abolished—at the beginning
of the nineteenth century in the United States, much later
in the century in Brazil and Cuba—slaveholders had to shift
their strategies. In order to maintain a slave population,
they had to foster reproduction. This meant that they had
to invest more in their existing slaves. They had to provide
for children who were too young to work, and for the women
or elders who cared for the children. They had to increase
the level of subsistence so that slaves would not die within
five years.

Immigration and outsourcing (moving production
abroad) fulfill the same logic, from the perspective of busi-
nesses. The New Deal social compact put the burden on
businesses to give back to their workers, and to society, in
order to support the reproduction of the labor force. Wages,
benefits, and taxes were all ways in which businesses con-
tributed to social reproduction.

If businesses could find a new source of workers that was
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reproduced outside of the United States and the New Deal
social compact, however, they could save money. If aworker
isbornand raised in Mexico, worksfor all.S. enterprise (ei-
ther in Mexico or in the United States) between the ages of
twenty and forty, then returns to the home community, itis
the Mexican family. community, and institutions that bear
the costs of reproduction. The U.S. company gets just what
the slaveholder got: workers in their prime working years,
with no investment in the society that raised them or that
will care for them as they age.

Of course some immigrants, even if they originally in-
tended to work for a short time and return home, end up
staying. Over time, they losc those special immigrant qual -
ities that make them willing to work for low wages in sub-
standard conditions. In other words, they become more like
citizens: they need to work forwages, and in conditions, that
will sustain their life here. The opportunities for upward
mobility that European immigrants enj oyed may no longer
exist, but immigrants do shift in the kinds of jobs they will
do, the kinds of conditions they will accept—and the amount
of taxes that they pay.

As workers leave the secondary sector—whether because
they return home, grow older, or set down roots here—em-
ployers remain avid for new immigrants to replace them. A
significant exception to the model of economic improve-
ment over time is undocumented immigrants. Unlike “le-
gal” immigrants (refugees, legal permanent residents, and
those who become naturalized citizens), whose incomes in-

crease mwmwp.wﬁmﬁﬁ% in proportionto theirtime in the United
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States, undocumented immigrants tend to remain on the
margins of the U.5. economy. Even those who had been in
the United States for ten years or more in 2003 had a family
income of only $29,900—as compared to natives, whose
family incomes averaged $45,900, refugees at $435,200,
legal permanent residents at $44.600, and naturalized cit-
izens at $56.500."

It's not surprising, then, that 39 percent of undocu-
mented immigrant children live below the poverty line, and
53 percent lack health insurance.® The results of the 1986
Immigration Reform and Control Act, which granted am-
nesty to a significant portion of the undocumented popu-
Jation then in the United States, are also clear. Once they
achieved legal status, migrants were able to improve their
levels of education and income.” By maintaining arbitrary
status differences and excluding millions of people from
legal rights, and by ensuring that immigrants will continue
to arrive, and that some will continue o be classed as "ille-

gal,” U.S. policies guarantee the existence of a permanent
underclass.
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PART TWO
IMMIGRANTS AND THE LAW

The U.S. Declaration of Independence asserts that humans
are endowed with "unalienable rights,” and that if a gov-
ernment deprives them of such rights, "it is the right of
the people to alter or to abolish it.” Henry David Thoreau

- cautioned against "undue respect for law” and urged his

readers to rely instead on conscience. He decried the

- “thousands who are in opinion opposed to slavery and to

-+ the war, who yet in effect do ﬁoaﬁﬁ_m to put an end to them.”
"When a sixth of the population of a nation which has
undertaken to be the refuge of liberty are slaves, and a
whole country is unjustly overrun and conquered by a for-
eign army, and subjected to military law, I think that it is
not too soon for honest men to rebel and revolutionize,”
he declared in Givil Disobedience. (He was referring to the
U.S. invasion of Mexico in 1846.)

In his "Letter from a Birmingham Jail,” Martin Luther
King too insisted that laws be judged from the standpoint
of conscience and morality. “A law is unjust,” he wrote, “if
_itis inflicted on a minority that, as a result of being denied
the right to vote, had no part in enacting or devising the

law.” He was talking, of course, about laws enforcing segre-
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gation made by southern legislatures for which blacks were
denied the right to vote. He could just as well have been
talking about laws that discriminate against immigrants,
a minority in a country that denies thera the right to vote.

{Some have even argued that all the world’s citizens
should be allowed to vote in U.5. elections, given the
degree of U.S. political, military, and economic power
around the globe. "Every action of the US President affects
my life deeply in political, economice, social and cultural
terms,” wrote Indian journalist Satya Sagar in 2004, inan
only partly facetious essay explaining why U.S. elections
should be opened to all.)*

Much of the current anti-immigrant agitation stems
from the idea of the sanctity of the law, and abhorrence
of the crime that immigrants commit when they violate
immigration law. This section will examine the arbitrary
and discriminatory nature of immigration law and argue
that the legal categories it creates have historically been
informed by racism and politics, rather than humanitari-
anism, justice, or the idea that all men (or all people) are
created equal.
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‘THE RULES APPLY TO EVERYONE, SO NEW
 IMMIGRANTS NEED TO FOLLOW THEM
-JUST AS IMMIGRANTS IN THE PAST DID

One of the most oft-repeated—and most puzzling—com-

" ments regarding the debate on immigration goes something

like this: “I'm not against immigration, but I'm against ille-

- gal immigration. New immigrants should play by the rules,

like our parents and forebears did.”

The sentiment reveals alot about how we've been taught
to think about U.S. history: we've been taught to think of
this as a country of white, voluntary immigrants. The history

_of people who don't fall into that category is incidental,

rather than central, to the story we learn in school. "The
rules,” though, were different for Europeans than for Af-
ricans, Asians, and Native Americans. For the latter, “the
rules” meant enslavement, exclusion, and conquest.

What the people (generally of Furopean origin) who
pointto “the rules” ignore, moreover, is that when their par-
ents and grandparents came to the United States, they in fact
did exactly what so-called “illegal” immigrants are doing
today. They decided to make the journey, and they made it.
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All they had to do was get together the boat fare. The rules
were different then. U.S. law explicitly limited citizenship
and naturalization to white people. Nonwhites, however,
were denied both entry and citizenship. Through a complex
process of omission and commission, the law dictated open
immigration for white people and restricted immigration
for people of color. Immigration and naturalization law cre-
ated, in the words of Aristide Zolberg, "a nation by design.™

Between 1880 and World War I, about 25 million Euro-
peans imrigrated to the United States. They did not have
visas or passports. A very small number of them—about 1
percent—were turned back at Ellis Island because they were
deemed to be criminals, prostitutes, diseased, anarchists,
or paupers.’ There were no illegal immigrants from Furope
because there was no law making immigration illegal for
Europeans.

It wasn't until 1924, that numerical restrictions were
placed onwhite European immigration, creating a sitnation
in some ways similar to today’s, in which would-be immi-
grants had to compete, before they left home, for the few
available visas to come to the United States. The restrictions
placed on Europeans, though, pale in the face of those that
the 1924 legislation placed on non-Europeans: as "aliens
ineligible to citizenship” because they belonged to the “col -
ored races,” they were excluded altogether. Although the
1924 quotas did not apply to the Western Hemisphere—
Congress couldn’t figure out what “race” Mexicans actually
belonged to—the legislation also invented the concept of the
“illegal immigrant” and created the Border Patrol to keep
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Mexicans out. (I describe these restrictions in more detail
in the section on immigration and race below.)

The last major immigration reform, in 1965, finally re-
moved the racially defined quota system, and replaced it
with a uniform quota system for all countries. But the new
laws of 1965 were only one factor leading to the huge in-
crease in immigration from Latin America and Asia.

Even more important has been the acceleration of what
we now call “globalization.” Today’s globalization builds on
structures developed during the centuries of colonialism
that preceded it. One aspect of globalization in the second
half of the twentieth century has been a huge population
movement from the former colonies into the lands of their
former colonial masters. Inorderto comprehend this global
phenomenon, we have to look at the sociceconomic and
cultural legacy of colonialism.

In broad strokes, the European colonialism that shaped

~ the modern world could be described as the conquest of

people of color by white people, the massive transfer of
natural resources out of the colonies and into the colonial
powers, and the dispossession of formerly self-sufficient
native inhabitants as their lands were taken for the export
economy. Modern colonialism began with Spanish and Por-
tuguese expansion in the 1400s, followed by northern Eu-
ropean expansion inthe 1600s and 1700s. By the end of the
1800s the Furopean countries had carved up much of Africa
and Asia, while the United States was extending direct and
indirect rule into the newly independent countries of Latin
America. .
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Formerly self-sufficient natives of these lands conve-
niently served as a cheap or coerced labor force to exploit
the resources (land, minerals). The colonial powersreceived
the raw materials and agricultural products that allowed
them to industrialize; the colonies were Jeft with depleted
Iands and political structures that were geared toward tyr-
anny and exploitation. If the dispossessed masses rebelled,
colonial armies were quickly mobilized to repress them.

Consider the example of the Dominican Republic. It was
colonized first by Spain, then by the United States. (The U.S.
invaded and occupied the Dominican Republic from 1916 to
1924 and again in 1965.) The first U.S. occupation brought
about massive dispossession and transfer of Dominican
land into the hands of U.S.-owned sugar plantations; the
second brought about the modern version of colonialism
(sometimes called "neocolonialism™), in which the govern-
ments of poor countries are forced to create low-wage, low-
tax, low-regulation environments for the benefit of U.S.
corporations. (The proliferation of these export-processing
zones there explains why so many of our clothes bear tags
saying "Made in the Dominican Republic.”)

The United States has the highest standard of living in
the world, and it maintains it by using its laws, and its mili-
tary, to enforce the extraction of resources and labor from its
modernversion of colonies, withlitile compensation forthe
populations. It is no wonder that people from these coun-
tries want to follow their resources to the place where they
are being enjoyed.

Most of today’s immigrants come from countries where
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the United States has been deeply involved in the past
hundred years: in addition to the Dominican Republic, they
come from such countries as Mexico, the Philippines, El
Salvador, Guatemala, Vietnam, and Cambodia. Given the
numerical quotas and the preference system that privileges
family members of those already in the United States, for
mostwould-be immigrants from the Third World (i.e., peo-
ple from former colonies—i.e., people of color) there is lit-
erally no way at all to receive permission to come here. Even
immediate family members, who are granted priority, have
to wait up to twenty years to get permission. For those with-
out family members who are citizens or permanent resi-
dents, the current law is little different from the one passed
in1924: it permanently excludes them.

The law, then, is inherently discriminatory. It primarily
benefits close relatives of U.S. citizens and of permanent
residents. For most people who want to come to the United
m*ﬁmm, the law simply forbids it.

When the law prevented blacks from sitting at a lunch
counter reserved for whites, black people protested the
law by breaking it—sitting down where they were told they
weren't allowed. On many occasions in the past, people have
struggled for equality before thelaw by committing civil dis-
obedience and entering an institution, a neighborhood, a
city, a state, or a country that forbids their presence. Today,
we think of many of those who broke the law inthe pastinthe
interest of equal rights as heroes.
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MYTH 9

THE UNITED STATES HAS A
GENEROUS REFUGEE POLICY

Since World War II, U.S. law has provided for certain
would-be immigrants to be granted special rights as ref-
ugees. Despite the folklore (repeated in the citizenship
exam) that “the Pilgrims came to America to gain religious
freedom™ and the Statue of Liberty inscription welcoming
“your tired, your poor, your huddled masses yearning to
breathe free,” prior to World War II the country in fact had
no immigration provisions at all for refugees. Although the
admission of refugees since then is often thought of as a hu-
manitarian policy, its character has been much more politi-
cal than humanitarian. The vast majority of the three million
refugees admitted to the country since 1945 have been from
just three countries: Cuba, Vietnam, and the former So-
viet Union.” For the United States, “refugee” has generally
meant “refugee from Communism.” From 1965 until 1980,
this definition was actually written into the law.

During the 1930s, President Roosevelt clung resolutely
to the established quota system as a reason for not opening
the doors of the United States to those trying to flee Hitler’s
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Germany.’ Atthe end of the war, the Allies struggled to figure
out what to do with some one million displaced persons in
the zones they oceupied. The United States finally enacted
the Displaced Persons Act (DPA), which allowed 205,000
refugees to be admitted between 1948 and 1950. The refu-
gees would be charged against future years’ quotas, instead
of having to wait until quota spaces became available.

Provisions of the 1948 DPA also limited the ability of
Jewishrefugees totake advantage of it, althoughthe 1950TC-
newal, which allowed another 200,000 displaced personsto
enter, this time above the existing quota system, did enable
some 80,000 Jewish refugees into the country. "Refugee”
status was also granted to atleast several thousand Nazi col -
laborators under the acts.* “Only a minority of those ad-
mitted . . . were Hitler’s victims,” concludes one analysis. "A
larger number were members of groups that had supported
the Third Reich or benefited fromit. . . [In addition,] more
than vo percent. . . were refugees from the USSR and East-
ern Europe.”™

After the 1959 Cuban Revolution, the attorney general’s
office invoked its ability to “parole” thousands of Cubans
who left the island. The 1966 Cuban Adjustment Act created
a special legal situation just for Cubans: any Cuban who had
been present for a year could be automatically granted legal
permanent residence. Not only that, but a gamut of federal
assistance programs facilitated Cubans’ settlement in the
United States.

For refugees from the neighboring island of Haiti, the
U.S. extended a very different kind of welcome. Over the
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course of the 1970s thousands of Haitians fled the growing
repression of the Duvalier dictatorship there and sought
asylum in the United States. Many came on small rafts and
homemade boats. By mid-1978 some six thousand to seven
thousand cases had piled up before the INS (Immigration
and Naturalization Service) office in Miami, as the office
hesitated to act on them. After all, Duvalier was a U.S. ally—
wouldn't it be contradictory to admit that his government
was creating political refugees?

In July of that year, the INS intelligence division offered
a blanket opinion that Haitians should be considered "eco-
nomic,” not political, refugees. To deter future migration,
the INS enforcement office advised that Haitians be de-
tained upon arrival, denied work permits, and be processed

and expelled as quickly as possible. Under the new Haiti

Program untrained officers began carrying out forty rapid-

fire asylum interviews in a day. Over four thousand applica-
tions were processed under the program, and every one was
denied.®

It was not until the Refugee Act of 1980 that the United
States finally created a refugee policy that conformed to
United Nations standards of treating equally all people fac-
ing political persecution. Even though the United States had
signed the 1951 UN Convention and the 1967 Protocol de-
fining refugees, its own policy remained a Cold War policy
that applied only to refugees from Gommunist countries.

It didn't take long for the new Refugee Act to be tested.
The stream of Haitian refugees continued, and only weeks

after President Carter signed the law, thousands of Cuban
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refugees began arriving on the shores of South Florida.
After a large group of Cubans occupied the Peruvian em-
bassy in Havana demanding the right to emigrate to the
United States, Fidel Castro reversed a long-standing policy
of restricting emigration by sea and announced that those
who wanted to leave were welcome to do so. Between April
and September of 1980, some 125,000 Gubans departed, in
what became known as the Mariel Boatlift, after the town
from which many set sail.

Cuban immigrants arriving through the Mariel Boat-
lift were universally accepted as "political” refugees, while
Haitians fleeing the violence of the Duvalier dictatorship
at the same moment were denied refugee status, under the
argument that they were leaving because of the economic
devastation of the country. “Photographs of shirtless black
refugees huddled aboard barely seaworthy craft evoked im-
ages buried deep in the American collective mind. Like the
slave ships of yore, these boats also brought a cargo of black
Iaborers, except that this time, they came on their own ini-
tiative, and this time, nobody wanted them. Still more pa-
thetic were those black hodies washing ashore Florida's
pristine beaches when their craft did not make it.””

In September 1981, President Reagan announced that
Haitian immigrants posed a “serious national problem
detrimental to the interests of the United States.” He nego-
tiated an agreement with the Duvalier dictatorship that al-
lowed the Coast Guard to block immigration by patrolling
Haitian waters and return all ships before they could reach
U.S. territory.’ No agreement like this existed anywhere else
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in the world.” By the end of 1990, 23,000 Haitians had been
stopped at sea under the new policy, and only 8 of these were
granted asylum."

In one particularly glaring case, in July 1991 a large
Haitian boat filled with refugees stopped to rescue some
Cubans whose boat had wrecked at sea. When the CGoast
Guard intercepted them, the Haitian ship was returned with
its passengers to Haiti—except for the Cubans, who were
brought to Florida."

At the heart of the policy divide between the warm wel-
come for Cubans and the cold one for Haitians was a logical
leap that was rarely articulated. U.S. policy was based on the
premise thatin Communist countries, economic difficulties
were the result of government policies, and were therefore
political. Thus the Cubans who left in the early 1960s when
faced with the threat of losing their property or their life-
style, or those who left in the 19808 out of exhaustion from
economic hardship, were political refugees: they were flee-
ing the policies of Cuba’s Communist government.

Inacapitalist country like Haiti, however, U.5. policy was
based on the idea that poverty was merely an economic, not
a political problem. Even Haitians who clearly faced direct
political persecution—like Solivece Romet, who described
his torture at the hands of the government-sponsored
Tontons Macoutes and showed INS agents his scars—were
classed as economic, rather than political refugees.” Those
who made the mistake of telling INS agents that they in-
tended towork if admitted to the United States were likewise
doomed to the “"economic” category and denied entry.
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These events were eerily recapitulated in the summer of
1994, when a growing economic crisis in Cuba, including
massive power outages, provoked another exodus from the
island, coinciding with increasing desperation and repres-
sion by the military government that had overthrown Pres-
ident Jean-Bertrand Aristide in Haiti. The September 1991
coup in Haiti had provoked another huge wave of refugees
in the last months of the year. Hundreds were dying in un-
seaworthy vessels. In November, amidst growing protests by
Congress and human rights groups, a federal judge ordered
the Bush administration to stop its long-standing policy of
repatriating fleeing Haitians.”

Bush refused, however, to allow the refugees into the
United States. Instead, ships intercepted at sea were taken
to the U.S. naval base at Guantinamo Bay, Cuba. “Stories in
the mainstream U.S. media continued to portray Guan-
tdnamo as a haven for refugees. Haitians, including the
Haitian print and radio media, tended to refer to the base
as a‘concentration camp,’ a ‘prison,’ or, at best, ‘a detention
facility.” "

The rationale for detaining and then repatriating the
Haitians on Guantdnamo rather than giving them the right
to seek asylum in the United States was a curious one, but
one that would become familiar later on. “While conceding
that the Haitians are treated differently from other national
groups who seek asylum in the United States, the Govern-
ment claimed that the U.S. Constitution and other sources
of U.S. and internationallaw do not apply on Guantinamo.”*
The U.S. Refugee Act of 1980, and international law, were
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thus conveniently dispensed with, to the outrage of the UN
High Commissioner for Refugees.*

In May 1992, with the camp overflowing, Bush reverted
to the old Haiti Program: Haitians picked up at sea would
once again be returned to Haiti. In the words of medical
anthropologist, physician, and Partners in Health founder
Paul Farmer, "Haiti resembled more and more a burning
building with no exits.”’

When President Bill Clinton took office in January 1993,
he reversed Bush’s policy of returning Haitians and re-
opened the Guantinamo camp. What he did not expect was

a flood of Cuban rafters in the summer of 1 9G4

On August 18, 1994, with 21,000 Haitians in the make-
shift camp, President Clinton did the unprecedented: he
announced that Cubans picked up at sea, instead of being
admitted to the United States, would join the Haitians at
Guantanamo. “In a stroke, Clinton turned Cubans into the
legal equivalent of Haitians,” the Washington Post noted in
wonderment.” By the end of 1994 some 50,000 refugees
were housed there, ata cost of $500,000 to $1 milliona day.”

Although the treatment was ostensibly equal, in fact it
wasnot. In September 1994, U.S. troops occupied Haiti, and
in November the massive repatriation of Haitians began,
over the vociferous objections of immigrant and human
rights organizations. Meanwhile in October, humanitarian
evacuations began bringing Cubans from the camp into
the United States. By the end of 1994, three-fourths of the
Haitians had been “voluntarily” returned to Haiti, and in
January 1995, those who refused were forcibly repatriated.®
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In May 1995, the Clinton administration opened the way
to admission for the 20,000 Cubans remaining in the camp.
Only afewhundred Haitians were still in Guantanamo: most
were unaccompanied children who had relatives or spon-
sors inthe United States, pleading for them to be allowed in.
Right as the doors were opened for Guantinamo’s Cuban
detainees, the repatriation of the Haitian children began.
"Many of the children sent back to Haiti have been left to
fend for themselves in squalid and dangerous conditions.
Some are destitute and living in the street.”

The 1995 agreements that allowed the Cubans in did lead
to the first small retreat from the welcome provided by the
1966 Cuban Adjustment Act. Clinton agreed to work with
Castro to stem the tide. The new "wet foot, dry foot” policy
announced in May 1995 allowed any Cuban who reached
U.S. shores to continue to receive the preferential treatment
of the 1966 act. Those picked up at sea, however, would be
returned to Guba. The United States also agreed to imple-
ment an orderly distribution of immigrant visas through its
U.S. Interests Section in Havana (which is part of the Swiss
embassy), to discourage people from secking the dangerous
sea route to immigration.

The case of refugees from Central America in the 1980s
was similarly politicized.** After the 1979 Sandinista victory
in Nicaragua, the right-wing governments of El Salvador
and Guatemala stepped up their campaigns against leftist
guerrillas and their supposed civilian supporters. In Fl Sal-
vador, the FMLN rebels succeeded in gaining control of
significant portions of the country’s territory. Military raids
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against civilians in rebel-held territories, in addition to
military and right-wing death squad repression against un-
armed religious, social justice, and human rights activists,
led to a mass exodus from the country.

In Guatemala, the smaller guerrilla groups operated
mainly in isolated areas of the country, but the government
and right-wing armed reaction was, if anything, more vi-
cious. Hundreds of indigenous villages were destroyed in a

scorched-earth policy that has been described as a geno-

cide. Millions were internally displaced, and another mil-
lion fled the country. Over the course of the 1980s, up to a

million Satvadorans and Guatemalans sought refuge in the
United States.

Because the United States opposed the revolutionary
government in Nicaragua, and supported the right-wing
governments in El Salvador and Guatemala, its response to
refugees from the three countries could not have been more
different. Between 1984 and 1990, 45,000 Salvadorans,
48,000 Nicaraguans, and 9,500 Guatemalans requested
asylum; 26 percent of the Nicaraguan applications were
approved, while only 2.6 percent of those submitted by Sal-
vadorans and 1.8 percent of those submitted by Guatema-
lans were granted.” (Meanwhile, applicants from countries
that the U.5. government considered enemies were ap-
proved at far higher rates: for Syrians, it was 73 percent; for
people from the People’s Republic of China, 52 percent.™)
Thousands of refugees were arrested at the border and re-
turned to Mexico without having the chance to even apply
for asylum.
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The Central American situation spawned a significant
solidarity movement in the United States. Activists sought
to end U.S. military support for the Contras in Nicaragua
and for the governments of El Salvador and Guatemala. They
worked with religious, human rights, and social justice or-
ganizations in Central America. Thousands of Americans
traveled to Central America to learn firsthand about the sit-
uation, and to support the movements for social change
there. They also created the Sanctuary Movement inside the
United States, to provide refuge and aid for the thousands
who came fleeing the violence there.

In 1985, a group of over eighty religious and refugee or-
ganizations brought suit against the federal government for
unfairly applyingits ownlaws regarding refugees in denying
asylum applications by Guatemalan and Salvadoran ref-
ugees. Because of the leading role of the American Baptist
Church, it became known as the ABC lawsuit. The decision
in favor of the refugees, in December 199c, halted all de-
portations and granted Salvadorans and Guatematans tem-
porary legal status while they were allowed to resubmit their
applications.”

Despite the ABC decision against the INS, and another
1990 ruling against the INS for "engaglingl in a pattern and
practice of @Bmmsiwm or intimidating Salvadorans™ to dis-
courage them from applying for asylum, the 1996 immigra-
tion reforms imposed new obstacles for asylum applicants.
For people already in the United States, a time limit was
imposed: if they remained in the country for a year without
filing an application, they lost their chance altogether. For
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thosewho arrived atthe border and requested asylum, under
the new rules they would either be denied summarily by
whatever immigration agent they happened to encounter at
the border, or they would be placed in detention while their
case was investigated.™

Except Cubans. Even with the 1995 modifications, the
Cuban Adjustment Act remained in place. To this day,
Cubans are not detained, and they don’t have to prove awell-
founded fear of persecution. Like most pre-1924 immi-

grants, they just have to arrive here and say they want to
come in.
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PART THREE
IMMIGRATION AND RACE

Most people in the United States are unaware of the

degree to which racial distinctions and exclusions have
been embedded in U.S. history. Although the territory

that is now the United States has been racially diverse ever
since the first Europeans arrived, the political entity of

the country was restricted to people from Europe. Even
today, sources from textbooks to popular culture promote
the idea that the real essence of the country is white.

The oft-repeated phrase “this is a country of immigrants”
reaffirms that notion. The "immigrants” it refers to are
European immigrants. Only by a large stretch of the imagi-
nation could Native Americans, or enslaved Africans, be
included in the category "immigrants.” U.S. immigration
and naturalization policy was one piece of a national politi-
cal structure and identity aimed deliberately at creating,
and preserving, a white country. The legacies of this
history are very much with us still today.




MYTH 10

THE UNITED STATES IS A
MELTING POT THAT HAS

ALWAYS WELCOMED IMMIGRANTS
FROM ALL OVER THE WORLD

Inmost of the world, the concepts of race and nation are very
closely connected. In the nineteenth century, when the first
nation-states of Europe were coming into existence, the two
terms were oftenused interchangeably: "the Frenchrace” or
“the German race.” Borders, and governments, were sup-
posed to reflect “nations” that were unified by historical,
5 linguistic, and cultural ties that were often thought of in
terms of bloodlines.

Even in Europe, these ideas were very problematic.
Since Europe was populated by waves of migration and con-
gquest from the Mediterranean and from Central Asia over
the course of many centuries, nowhere did areally homoge-
nous population exist. Spain emerged as an apparently co-
- herent entity in the 1400s only by driving out Muslims and
Jews, and bydeclaring one of the many dialects of the penin-
“sula to be the official language. Ethnic nationalist move-
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ments even today, like those in the Basque Gountry and country, were considered permanent foreigners belonging
Catalonia in Spain’s northwest and northeast, respectively, . “ to different nations. The United States was established as
still challenge the hegemony of Spanish language and gov- a country based on slavery, and in order to justify slavery,
ernment. Most European conflicts of the twentieth century : . those enslaved had to be denied the rights of citizenship.
were the result of groups trying to enforce some kind of But slavery and race were also intertwined. If slaves had
racial, ethnie, or cultural purity, or to define exactly where : © no legal rights, what about blacks who were not legally en-
the borders of one nation end and those of another begin. - slaved? Some states abolished slavery shortly after inde-

Most histories of the United States portray its national " pendence, and some granted citizenship to free blacks, but
identity very differently, as a melting pot made up of ethni- : that did not make them citizens of the United States. People
cally diverse immigrants. The citizenship test reveals what - of African origin, whether slave or free, were nonpersons as
most people believe to be the basis of U.S. nationality. Tobe- - far as the federal government was concerned. The relation-
come a citizen, you have to demonstrate knowledge of En- - ship of nationality and race was very firmly established. The
glish and knowledge of certain aspects of U.S. history and “nation” remained clearly defined as an entity composed of
institutions. There are no racial or ethnic requirements. : white people.

But in fact U.S. nationality has historically been based Events in the 1800s entrenched the restriction of rights
very much on race. Gongress first enacted a naturalization ” to white people. The Fugitive Slave Act, state immigration
law—determining who could become a citizen of the United * laws, and the Dred Scott decision raise interesting parallels
States—in 1790, fourteen years after ﬁrm.ooﬂﬁﬂ% was estab- © to today’s debate on immigration. The Fugitive Slave Act,
lished. The law restricted naturalization to "free white per- . - passed by Congressini85o0, required residents of non-slave
sons.” “"White” was not defined—its meaning was thought - statesto enforce the institution by assisting in the arrestand
tobe obvious. Neither, for that matter, was “persons”—but it return of former slaves who sought freedom in states where

(23

went without saying that “persons” meant “male persons. slavery was illegal. The federal government thus prohibited
With the growth of racial pscudoscience in the nineteenth - equal rights, and equal treatment, in all states. Even if a state
century, Congress and the courts were increasingly drawn wanted to grant equal rights, it could not. The law essentially
into trying to define who was and was not racially “white” - criminalized those who treated blacks as human beings
and therefore eligible for citizenship. - rather than as property—just as some immigration propos-

There were many people, though, who were definitively - alstoday propose to criminalize those who treat immigrants
not white, yetwere present in the newly established country. - ashuman beings.*

Native Americans, even if physically present in the new - . Although some of the older non-slave states argued for
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the rights of all persons, the laws of many non-slave states
actually prohibited African Americans from moving there
at all, though these laws were not always enforced. Illinois,
Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, California, and Oregon all passed
legislation astheybecame states that banned African Amer-
ican immigration. The Illinois state constitution passed in
1848 required the legislature to "prohibit free persons of
color from immigrating to and settling in this state.™ Indi-
anavoters—and only whites could vote, of course--approved
alawwritten during the state’s Constitutional Conventionin
1850—51 that prohibited African Americans from entering
the state. And Article 13 of the state’s constitution made itil -
legal for employers to hire African Americans.®

As early as the 1790s, when there were only about sixty
thousand free blacks in U.S. territory, state and federal
governments had begun looking for ways to eliminate this
unwanted population. In 1819 the federal government
amended the law prohibiting the slave trade to ensure that

captured enslaved Africans would not be admitted to the

United States. Colonization schemes at the state and na-
tional levels attempting to deport free blacks littered the
nineteenth century. Luminaries from Francis Scott Key to
Daniel Webster to Andrew Jackson sponsored the American
Society for Colonizing the Free People of Color in the United
States (AGS), and southern states pursued the project of de-
porting manumitted (freed) slaves, as did Abraham Lin-
coln. Overits fifty years of existence, the ACS “resettled over

1,000 captives from slave ships and sponsored the trans-
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portation of 12,000 Negroes, most of them recently manu-
mitted from the large estates in the Deep South, under con-
ditions close to deportation.™

In 18g7, the Supreme Court ruled that a person de-
scended from Africans could not be a citizen of the United
States, and thus could not have rights under U.S. laws. Dred
Scott was born a slave in Virginia, but lived as a free man
when he moved with his master to Illinois and the Wiscon-
sin territories, where slavery was prohibited. When the
master’s family tried to reenslave him in Missouri, he sued
forhis freedom. The courtdecision wasvery clear: evenafter
being emancipated, the descendants of Africans could not
be citizens.

In the court’s opinion, Justice Taney wrote that the fram-
ers of the Constitution clearly intended to refer to white
people when they guaranteed rights and privileges to all cit-
izens. Blacks, Taney explained,

had for more than a century before been regarded as
beings of an inferior order, and altogether unfit to
associate with the white race either in social or political
relations, and so far inferior that they had no rights
which the white man was bound to respect . . . This
opinion was at that time fixed and universal in the civi-
lized portion of the white race. It was regarded as an
axiom in morals as well as in politics which no one
thought of disputing or supposed to be open to dispute,
and men in every grade and position in society daily
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and habitually acted upon it in their private pursuits, as
well as in matters of public concern, without doubting

for a moment the correctness of this opinion.®

Thus spoke the judge. The job of the Court was to uphold
the intent of the Constitution—which was to deny rights and
citizenship to people of African descent. As for the Decla-
ration of Independence, the justice further explained, “it is
too clear for dispute that the enslaved African race were not
intended to be included, and formed no part of the people
who framed and adopted this declaration.™

Whites were part of the community of “men” by virtue
of being here. Blacks were excluded from the community of
“men” by virtue of having been enslaved by white people.
Arguments about the rights of citizens and “aliens” today
reflect many of the same ideas. Immigrants may be physi-
cally present—as African Americans were—but they are ex-
cluded from the community that is accorded rights. Rights
are reserved for the portion of the population defined as
“citizens.”

Post—Civil War legislation took a first step away from
white exclusivity by implementing the notion of citizenship
byvirtue of birth in the United States, and by nominally ex-
tending naturalization privileges to people of African ori-
gin. The Civil Rights Act of 1866 redefined citizenship by
stating that "All persons born. .. in the United States and
not subject to any Hmowmwmb power, excluding Indians not
taxed, are declared to be citizens of the United States.” The
Fourteenth Amendment further clarified this in 1868, stat-
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ing that "All persons born or naturalized in the US, and sub-
ject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the US and
of the state wherein they reside.” The exclusion of Native
Americans reiterated by the “and subject to the jurisdiction
thereof” clause was upheld by the Supreme Courtin1884. It
was notuntil 1940 that the last restrictions on Native Amer-
ican citizenship and naturalization were removed.”

Except in the case of Native Americans, these acts
scemed to privilege the place of birth of the individual,

‘rather than "race” or the place of birth of parents or ances-

tors, as the key to citizenship. (Children of U.S. citizens,
however, were automatically granted citizenship even if
born outside of the country.) But they still made it clear that
rights apply only to some people, not to all people.
Racial/national exclusion still applied to naturalization:
only some people were eligible to be naturalized. U.S. law
restricted naturalization to people who were "white” until
1870, when it added the category of people of "African nativ-
ity or African descent.” Because there was virtually no im-

migration from Africa until much later in the twentieth

century, this addition was essentially meaningless—in prac-
tice, naturalization was still limited to white Europeans.
The framers of the Constitution may have had English-
men in mind when they wrote “all men.” The authors of the
Fourteenth Amendment clearly had two categories in mind
when they wrote "all persons”: whites, and the descendants
of African slaves. But they wrote the Amendment just as a
new wave of immigrants was about to enter the country. How

would U.S. law and society respond to newcomers who ar-
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rived from Canada, from Europe, but also from Asia and
from Latin America (primarily Mexico) after 18687 If peo-
ple who were not white were not allowed to become citizens,
were they still allowed to come to the United States?

"

In 1882, Congress answered with a resounding “no” by
passing the Chinese Exclusion Act. As “aliens ineligible to
citizenship,” the Chinese, and other groups that followed,
such as Japanese people and other Asians, were stripped
of other rights as well. The Fourteenth Amendment prohib-
ited discrimination based on race, but it did not prohibit
discrimination based on citizenship status—and access to
citizenship was stillvery clearlybased onrace. The Chinese-
origin population fell from a high of 118,746 in 1900 to
85,202 in 1930. Political scientist Aristide Zolberg de-
scribed this "willful reduction of a national group” as "the
only successful instance of "ethnic eleansing’ in the history
of American immigration.”™ .

California and ten other states banned Japanese resi-
dents from owningland through a prohibition onland own-
ership by “aliens ineligible to citizenship.” Arkansas was
even more specific, declaringthat “no Japanese oradescen-
dant of a Japanese shall ever purchase or hold title to any
lands in the State of Arkansas.” A 1907 federal law stipu-
lated that a female citizen who married an alien would be
stripped of her own status as a citizen, and a 1922 revision
that allowed such women to retain their citizenship still re-

moved it from women who married aliens who were racially

ineligible for citizenship. (Not until 1940 was a woman’s
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citizenship status made compleiely independent of her
hushand’s.)? .

In 1923, the Supreme Court ruled that Asian Indians
were not eligible for citizenship. The federal government
immediately “began a campaign to strip naturalized Asian
Indians of their citizenship.” California expanded its ban on
land ownership to Asian Indians. Suddenly, a group of peo-
ple with rights became a group of people without rights—
because the court had ruled that they were not white.*

The immigration restriction laws of 1917, 1921, and 1924,
codified these racial/national exclusions. Mostaccounts de-
scribe these laws as aimed against southern and eastern Eu-
ropeans, who made up the majority of people migrating to
the country at the time. What is less remembered in the his-
tory books is how these laws treated non-Europeans. The
1917 Immigration Act, most commonly knownbecauseitin-
stated a literacy requirement, also created a “barred Asiatic
zone” that covered most of the world’s territory, from Af-
ghanistan to the Pacific. Chinese and Japanese immigrants
had already been completely excluded and declared ineli-
gible for citizenship: now all people defined as Asian were
excluded.

The 1921 and 1924, acts created numerical limits based
on “national origins"—but only of white people. The 1924
act looked at the “national origins” of the population of the
country as revealing the correct balance between north-
western and southeastern Europeans. Allowing for a total of

155,000 immigrants a year, it divided them proportionally

85




“THEY TAKE OUR JOBS! "

by country—16 percent to come from southern and eastern
Europe, and 84 percent from northern and western Eu-
rope."

In designing these acts, Congress made it clear that, de-
spite the Fourteenth Amendment and the extension of citi-
zenship and even naturalization to people of African origin,
this was essentially a white country. The presence of people
who were not white was incidental, not central, to its com-
position. So when the population was examined in order to
determine its "national origins,” it was only the white pop-
ulation that was counted. People who were “the descendants
of slave immigrants,” and “aliens ineligible for citizenship
ortheir descendants” (i.e., people from the “barred Asiatic
zone”) were simply not counted—and they got no quotas.™

(Something similar happens today in the U.S. census.
When it counts people of Hispanic origin in the United
States, it excludes Puerto Ricans living in Puerto Rico.
They re citizens—but somehow they're different from other
citizens, and thus not counted.’)

The quotas did limit the immigration of southeastern
Europeans and privilege those from northern Europe. But
it's a sign of just how much our history books accept the idea
that the United States is awhite country that the law’s prohi-
hitions against people who were not white isusually noteven
mentioned. The quota sysiem established by the 1924 law
remained in effect until 1965,

The law listed sixty-four countries of the world outside
of the Western Hemisphere, with their corresponding quo-

tas. The minimum quota was 100, and thirty-nine countries
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—primarily those in Asia and Africa—received the mini-
mum. Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and Germany,
topped the list with 65,721 and 25,957, respectively, followed
by the Irish Free State with 17.853. The other countries of
Europe received between 1,000 and 6,500 slots.™

(Just to add to the confusion, Asian countries like China
and India got the minimum hundred-person quota—but
Chinese and Indians were still prohibited from immigrat-
ing. So the quota was more symbolic than real.)

It was not until the 1940s that people other than whites
and those of African descent were, gradually, afforded the
right to naturalize (though not necessarily to immigrate):
first Native Americans (in194,0), then Chinese (1943).then
Filipinos and Indians (1946). Finally, in 1952, all racial/
national restrictions to citizenship were lifted. Part of the
probable impetus for expanding the categories of those eli-
gible for citizenship was embarrassment at being the only
country in the world besides Hitler's Germany to uphold
such a racially exclusive definition of citizenship.”

What, then, was the status of those in the United States
who did not belong to one of the two categories—whites and
people of African descent—allowed to be citizens between
1870 and 19407 It's worth noting that the two categories
themselves are somewhat unwieldy. One refers to a race—
without specifying how that race is defined—and the other

refers to a birthplace.

In the wake of the post—Civil War upsurge in immigra-
tion, it fell to U.S. courts to decide who, in fact, belonged to
the “white race.” Would it be decided by skin tone? National
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origin? A combination of the two? In either case, exactly
where and how would the lines be drawn? Was the Japanese
man who showed the court the “pinkish” hue to his skin
white? What about the Syrian, who complained that since he
hailed from the land of Jesus Christ, denying his whiteness
would be like denying that Jesus was white? Or Armenians,
whom the law classed as nonwhite until 1909, and white
subsequently? Between 1878 and 1952—when the racial re-
quirement for citizenship was overturned—dozens of indi-
viduals soughtto establish theirrace, and the courts became
more and more involved in making decisions in individual
cases that then became the basis for policy.

The immigration and naturalization restrictions consti-
tuted a neat circumvention of the Fourteenth Amendment.
The amendment guaranteed equal rights to all citizens—but
it did not specify that all people should have equal access
to citizenship. In the Dred Scott decision, the court ruled
that it was obvious that "all men” did not include blacks.
Now, states could not "make or enforce any law which shall
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the
United States.” But if only whites and people of African an-
cestry could be citizens, the amendment still allowed groups
of people to be excluded from rights based on race.

Mae Ngai argues that "unlike Euro-Americans, whose
ethnic and racial identities became uncoupled during the
19208, Asiang’ and Mexicans’ ethnic and racial identities
remained conjoined. The legal racialization of these ethnic
groups’ national origin cast them as permanently foreign

and unassimilable to the nation . . . These racial formations
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produced ‘alien citizens’—Asian Americans and Mexican
Americans born in the United States with formal U.S. citi-
zenship but who remained alien in the eyes of the nation.™*

The experience of African Americans further illustrates
this notion of "alien citizens.” Legally granted the rights of
citizenship during Reconstruction, they were also subject
to a new wave of exclusionism during the period between
18g0 to the 1930s, which historians refer to as the "nadir
of race relations” in the postemancipation period.”* The
wave of immigration from southern and eastern Europe and
U.S. expansion, which incorporated new nonwhite peoples
under U.S. rule, contributed to a hardening of the racial
boundaries of citizenship. Whites, who were voluntary
immigrants, were people inherently eligible for citizen-
ship. Nonwhites, who were to be conquered and exploited,
were not. )

Civil rights legislation passed in the 1950s and 1960s
turthered the jobbeguninthe 1860s of creating alegal basis
for racial equality. The immigration reforms of the 1960s
(discussed in Part One) ostensibly created racial equalityin
immigration policy as well, by granting equal quotas to all
countries.

Nevertheless, the historical structures that privileged
white people continued to shape social realities and even
immigration policy. Congress enshrined its continuing be-
lief that the country needed more white people in the new
“diversity visa” program established in 1992, in the context
of the large Asian and Latin American immigration since
1965. The program set aside fifty-five thousand visas to be

89




"THEY TAKE OUR JoBs|”

granted to citizens of countries that were underrepresented
in the number of immigrants they sent.

In arguing for the legislation, Senator Alfonse D’Amato
pointed to the “painful, and even tragic problems for Irish,
Germans, Italians, Poles, and others without immediate
family members in the United States.” During the first two
years of the program, 40 percent of the visas were reserved
for [rish immigrants . In1995 the program was expanded to
include all "underrepresented” countries—or rather, to ex-
clude "overrepresented” countries. Countries that had sent
over 50,000 immigrants to the United States in the previous
five years were specifically excluded. As of 2006, those
countries excluded were Canada, mainland China, Colom-
bia, the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Haiti, India, Ja-
maica, Mexico, Pakistan, the Philippines, Poland, Russia,
South Korea, the United Kingdom and its dependent terri-
tories except Northern Ireland, and Vietnam.*

While the diversity program is a small piece of U.S. im-
migration policy, it nevertheless responds to a deep and
long-standing assumption in U.S. history: that whites are
the true citizens #mam..rHWboﬁzmsHoﬁ.mmﬁm have not assimi-
lated in the same way that Furopeans have, it’s because
everything from the Constitution to immigration and natu-
ralization law, to the political, social, and economic factors
discussed in the next two chapters has been founded on and
perpetrated the notion that the United States is, and should
be, a white country.

QC

MYTH 11

SINCE WE ARE ALL THE DESCENDANTS
OF IMMIGRANTS HERE, WE ALL START

ON EQUAL FOOTING

The United States has incorporated populations through
voluntary immigration, involuntary immigration, and con-
quest. Saying it is a nation of immigrants obscures the Hmﬂmu
two types of population incorporation. Even voluntary im-
migration includes-some people who lack rights: contract
workers, indentured servants, braceros. When people com-
pare today's immigrants to previous generations, they .E.m
generally using the model of white Furopean voluntary im-
migrants as the comparison. The law privileged white Euro-
pean immigrants from the beginning. |
Immigrants of color share many characteristics with
those forcibly incorporated into the country, including Na-
tive Americans, African Americans, Mexicans, and Puerto
Ricans. Scholars of ethnic studies have used the terms “in-
ternal colonialism” or "colonized minorities” to explain the
way people of color have been incorporated into the dﬂﬁo@
States. Latin American and Asian immigrants are enteringa

society that has historically defined itself against their an-
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cestors, and through the conquest of their ancestors. Cus-
toms, beliefs, and laws that constructed people of color as
subject peoples rather than potential citizens, to be admit-
ted or excluded according to the needs of U.S. employers,
have extended into the twenty-first century.

The United States came into existence through a process
of English conquest oflands inhabited by Native Americans.
From the first English settlement until 1898, the ideology
of conquest, and of the fitness of English and English-
descended people to rule over others, was virtually unqgues -
tioned among the country’s leaders. Commentators in the
1890s spoke unashamedly of the unique capacity of the
"Anglo-Saxon race” for self-government, and its need for
expansion, “The Anglo-Saxon race,” a columnist for the A¢-
lantic Monthly wrote in 1898, “now holds the foremost place
intheworld. .. Itstandsforthebestyet reached inideas and
institutions, the highesttype of civilization. . . Qur own best
interests imperatively demand that we should maintain the
Anglo-Saxon race in the occupation of every foot of land
which it now justly holds anywhere on the globe, and that
whereverwe can do so righteously, we should endeavorto in-
crease its influence and its possessions.™

Historian and philosopher John Fiske spoke for many
whenhe emphasized the English nature of the United States.
“The indomitable spirit of English liberty is alike indom-
itable in every land where men of English race have set

their feet as masters,” he wrote. “The conquest of the North
American continent by men of English race was unques-
tionably the most prodigious event in the political annals of
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man kind.” The American Revolution "was not a struggle
by two different peoples,” rather “it was sustained U.% apart
of the English people in behalf of principles that time has
shown to be equally dear to all.” The American Revolution,
in fact, "made it apparent to an astonished world that in-
stead of one there were now two Englands, alike prepared to
work with might and main toward the political regeneration
of mankind [emphasis in original].™

Furthermore, the Anglo-Saxon race was destined to mi-
grate—in fact, because it was the superiorrace, its migration
would be the salvation of every part of the world it moved
to. It was not migrating to assimilate, it was migrating to
dominate. In the words of Josiah Strong, secretary of the
Congregational Home Missionary Society, in his influential
1885 book Our Country, the Anglo-Saxon had “an instinct
or genius for o.o_oﬁﬁﬁm. His unequaled energy, his indom-
itable perseverance, and his personal independence, made
him a pioneer. He excels all others in pushing his way into
new countries.” As “the highest civilization—having devel-
oped peculiarly aggressive traits calculated to impress its
institutions upon mankind,” the Anglo-Saxon race "will
spread itself over the earth.

“This powerful race will move down upon Mexico, down
upon Central and South America, out uponthe islands of the
sea, over upon Africa and beyond. And can any one doubt
that the results of this competition of races will be the "sur-
vival of the fittest?’ ™ Anglo-5axons, then, were supposed
to migrate, and to conquer everyone in their path. Non-
Anglo-Saxons were supposed to stay put and be conquered—
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unless Anglo-Saxons decided to move them around to serve
as a labor force.

Anglo-Saxonism justified U.S. imperial expansion; it
also nurtured racism against the southern and eastern Fu-
ropean immigrants who were entering the United States at
the same time. These racisms were intertwined, though not
identical. European immigrants were “in-between,” iden-
tified in "semi-racial” ways. Italians were called "guineas™—
in a derogatory reference to their supposed closeness to
Africa; "Huns” and Slavic peoples were suspiciously Asiatic.
Between the 19105 and the 1930s, however, all of these peo-
ple "became white"—as part of the same process that reiter-
ated the exclusion of those who could never be white.*

When the national origins quotas for immigration were
implemented in the 1920s, the Western Hemisphere was
conspicuously left out of the caleulations. Not because Mex-
icans were considered potential members of U.S. society
—quite the contrary. Mexicans were omitted from the exclu-
sionary legislation because industry and agriculture in the
Southwest depended on their labor, just as it depended on
their less-than-full-citizen status.

Mexican Americans were first incorporated into the
couniry with the annexation of Texas in 1845, and then
under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo that ended the
Mexican-American War in 1848 and granted the United
States 55 percent of Mexico's territory. Prior to the reforms
of the 1860s, citizenship was still reserved for whites. Yet
Guadalupe Hidalgo offered citizenship to Mexicans living in
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the newly acquired territories. What was the logic for grant-
ing citizenship to these newly conquered peoples?

For one thing, annexation carefully encompassed the
least populated areas of Mexico and stopped where the pop-
ulation started to increase.® There were some 80,000 to
100,000 Mexican nationals in the territory taken in 1848,
in addition to uncounted numbers of Native Americans.® In
the racial worldview of the Anglo-Saxon conquerors, Mexi-
cans were an anomaly: not white, not black, not Indian, not
Asian. By being granted citizenship, Mexicans were tacitly
accepted as white, even though theyhad justbeen conquered
under the rationale of Anglo-Saxon expansion and Mani-
fest Destiny. “The whole race of Mexicans here is becoming
a useless commeodity,” wrote the Galveston Weekly News in
1855, Lynchings, vigilante justice, and land dispossession
confirmed the racialized way in which Anglos viewed Mex-
icans.”

Official confusion about Mexicans’ racial character was
compounded in the 19208, when people of Mexican descent
who came to the United States as immigrants were even al-
lowed to naturalize (unlike Asians). In 1929 the secretary
oflabor explained, “The Mexican people are of such a mixed
stockand individuals have such a limited knowledge of their
racial composition that it would be impossible for the most
learned and experienced ethnologist or anthropologist to
classify or determine their racial origin. Thus, making an
effort to exclude them from admission or citizenship be-

cause of their racial status is practically impossible.™

95




_:

"THEY TAKE OUR JOBS

Mexican Americans learned, as African Americans did
several decadeslater, thateven citizenship was no guarantee
of equal rights. Socially and legally, these new citizens who
were not Anglo-American occupied a distinctly second-
class status. Like African Americans, Mexican Americans
were barred from jobs, from schools, from public facilities,
from land ownership, from residential areas. As David
Gutiérrez writes, "within two decades of the American
conquest it had become clear that, with few exceptions

Mexican Americans had been relegated to a stigmatized

?

?

subordinate position in the social and economic hierar-
chies.”

Strange asitseems, priortothe1920s the new borderbe-
tween Mexico and the United States was open and unmoni-
tored. "lmmigration” and the laws governing immigration
referred to those who arrived by sea in New York or Cali-
fornia. White U.S. citizens had been migrating—undocu-
mented-—to Texas and other parts of Mexico since the early
18c0s. Infactit was Anglo immigrants in Texas who rebelled
against the Mexican governmentto declare the independent
Texas Republic, and U.S. citizens who crossed into Mexico
without permissionwho fought the Mexican-American war.

The Anglo-Americans who immigrated to Mexico clearly
saw themselves as colonizers, and their goal as conquering,
not assimilating into, their new homeland. “Texas should be
effectually and fully Americanized,” wrote Stephen Austin
in 1835, "in language, political principles, common origin
sympathy, and even interest.”*

»

The development of mining, agriculture, and railroads
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inthe Mexican north and the U.S. west was alinked venture:
U.S. capital operated on both sides of the border, and Mex-
icans moved back and forth rather fluidly. A transborder
railroad completed in 1890 further facilitated movement.”
“Immigration inspectors ignored Mexicans comingintothe
southwestern United States during the 19oos and 1910s8”
because the U.S. government “did not seriously consider
Mexican immigration within its purview.” Only beginning
in 1919 did Mexicans have to formally pass through an im-
migration station and request permission to enter.”

Labor recruitment in Mexico was not inhibited by the
1885 Contract Labor Law prohibiting foreign recruitment,
which, like other restrictive measures, was aimed primarily
at Europe and China. In fact, the Chinese Exclusion Act and
the prohibition on contract labor led employers to actively
recruit Mexican workers deep in the interior of Mexico for
the firsttime. Now Mexican workers in the United States did
not come just from the already fluid, integrated border re-
gion. Atrue migrant stream from the interior of Mexico into
the interior of the United States, including areas of the Mid -
west like Kansas and Chicago, was established.”

The 1917 Immigration Act, which imposed a literacy re-
quirement and a head tax on immigrants, also created ex-
plicit provisions for Mexicans to be exempted from these
so that southwestern agricultural interests could continue
to import them as temporary workers. [t was the first "guest
worker” program, and it illustrates the tangled network
of immigration legality. It remained in place until 1922.*

Puerto Rican labor migration was also strengthened in1g17,
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with the unilateral granting of U.S. citizenship to inhabi-
tants of the island. :

Although the 1924 national quota law did not place a
numerical restriction on Mexican immigration, it made a
fundamental change in the way immigration was to be dealt
with. Instead of a basically open border and welcoming at-
titude toward immigrants—including Mexicans, who were
considered nominally “white” and therefore eligible for cit-
izenship—the 1924 lawclosed the borderand demanded that
every potential immigrant be serutinized. It created two new
things that now seem to be a natural part of our immigration
policy: the Border Patrol and deportation. In the process, it
also created the category of the "illegal immigrant.”

Prior to 1924, immigrants could be deported for com-
mitting certain crimes, but with an open border there was
no such thing as illegal entry or an "illegal” immigrant. The
1924 law made "unlawful entry” a crime and created a new
police force, the Border Patrol, to prevent and punish it.
Suddenly, there was a new legal category of people in the
country: not citizens, not immigrants. They were people
entirely without rights. And almost all of them were Mexi-
can—those people without arace who couldn’t be denied cit-
izenship or excluded on a racial basis. Now there was a new
rationale for excluding them.

Racial exclusions from citizenship were removed in
1952, and Congress revised the national origins quotas in
1965. Legalized segregation and second-class citizenship

hased onrace were also dismantled at the federal level inthe -

19508 and '60s. But the Border Patrol, the policy of depor-
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tatior, and the concept of the "illegal immigrant™ were here
to stay.

Mexicans became the ultimate subject labor force, espe-
cially for seasonal agricultural work. Employers, and the
government, could @mwmwoﬁ% control the labor supply, first
openingthe gates and then closing them, deportingworkers
when the season ended or when the depression began. Over
400,000 people of Mexicanoriginwere deported during the
early 1930s, some 60 percent of them U.S. citizens.*

The 1942 bracero program reatfirmed the role of Mexi-
cans as workers to be imported and exported according to
the needs of U.S. agribusiness rather than as humans with
rights. A similar program, the British West Indian Program,
brought temporary workers from the Caribbean to work
in agriculture on the East Coast from 1943 to 1952. The
1952 immigration overhaul created yet another method for
bringing in temporary workers: the H-2 program, which al-
lowed forthe contracting of temporary agricultural workers.
The H-2 program was later divided into H-2A for agri-
cultural workers and H-2B for other temporary, seasonal
workers and continues in existence to this day. Because West
Coast growers already had other systems in place, the H-2
program was used primarily by East Goast agriculture. In
1999, almost half of the nearly 30,000 H-2B visa entries
worked in the Southeast, mostly in tobacco. The top states
using the program were North Carolina (by far the largest,
with over 10,000 H-2 workers), Georgia, and Virginia.**

Initially, the H-2 program brought workers primarily

from the Caribbean. Interestingly, it was implemented just
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as British West Indians were excluded from actually immi-
grating under the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952.
The INA specifically stipulated that residents of Britain’s
colonies would not be considered eligible as immigrants
under the quota assigned to Great Britain--even though they
were British. It was an eerie recapitulation of the rationale
of slavery: we want black people to come here to work, but we
won't consider them potential citizens.

“Operation Wetback” in 1954, in which over a million
Mexicans were deported, provides another example of the
dueling logic of U.S. attitudes toward Mexicans. It occurred
in the midst of the bracero program, which was bringing
about 200,000 Mexicans a year into the country as guest
workers. The deportations meant that there were fewer
workers available for agriculture, and that more were re-
cruited as braceros—about 300,000 in 1954, and 400,000
to 450,000 a year in subsequent years.”” Deportations and
recruitment served the same purpose: they provided work-
ers, but ensured that the workers remained “aliens” without
rights. And they reinforced the notion that citizens and peo-
ple with rights were white people.

Operation Wetback occurred inthe same year that Brown,
v. Board of Education marked the resurgence of a movement
for rights for black people—a concept that had been experi-
mented with during Reconstruction and then submerged
for several generations. As in the past, the tentative expan-
sion of rights for some was accompanied by simultaneous
repression, making it clear that the concept of rights was still

aIl @NOHGmwOH_.m.H% one.
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When the bracero program (which served mostly the
Southwest) was ended in 1964, the demand for cheap, ex-
ploitable, temporary workers didn't evaporate—in factit was
increasing, dueto the structural changes inthe economy de-
scribed earlier. Over its twenty-two-year life, the program
had brought some five million Mexican workers into the
country.”® So a new category for filling that demand emerged:
workers who were deemed “illegal.”

They may have been crossing the border legally to do
agricultural work for decades. Their employers were still
recruiting them, and they still needed the work. But with
the stroke of a pen, they lost even the meager rights offered
under the bracero program. Suddenly, they were "illegal.” It
seemed the United States couldn't live with imported Mex-
ican workers, and couldn't live without them.

The civil rights impulse that was restoring or extending
some rights to black citizens, and creating national unease
with the guest-worker program, ended at the bounds of "le-
gality.” Agribusiness could live with civil rights, as long as
it could also be assured of a workforce without rights. The
AFL-CIO and even, for a time, the United Farm Workers
union, went along with the notion. As long as popular opin-
ion accepted the division between "legal” and “illegal,” the
social structures of inequality—and the profits they facili-
tated—could continue.

Startinginthe19gos, the numbers of workers broughtin
on the H-2 program rose sharply, and recruitment shifted
from the Caribbean to Mexico. By 1999, 96 percent of H-3
workers came from Mexico.” In the well-established pat-
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tern, recruitment programs set off a stream of migrants:
precisely those states thatwere bringing inlarge numbers of
temporary workers from Mexico in the 1990s began to see
increases in permanent migration in the 2000s. By 2004,
these three recent destinations for immigrants were each
estimated to have from 200,000 to 300,000 undocumented
immigrants.” Between 1980 and 1990, the foreign-born
population rose from 1.3 percent to 1.7 percent in North
Carolina, 1.7 percent to 2.7 percentin Georgia, and 3.3 per-
centto 5 percentinVirginia.” By 2003, the foreign born had
reached 6.2 percent in North Carolina, 7.9 percent in Geor-
gia, and 9.2 percent in Virginia.” By 2005, the proportions
were 7.0 percent in North Carolina, 8.8 percent in Georgia,
and g.7 percent in Virginia—and they ranked fourteenth,
ninth, and eleventh, respectively, in numbers of immigrants
by state.” .

Today's immigrants, then, are heirs to a long history of
immigration and expansion that has incorporated people
into the country’s population in a distinctly unequal man-
ner. Today’s immigrants are still immigrants, like the Huro-
peans of a century ago. But they are also Asians and Latinos,
whose history in the United States has been one of exclusion
and conquest. Both of these intertwined histories structure
the ways in which today’s immigrants come to, and are re-
ceived by, U.5. society today.
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TODAY’S IMMIGRANTS THREATEN
THE NATIONAL CULTURE BECAUSE
THEY ARE NOT ASSIMILATING

In1993, Toni Morrisonwrote, inaspecial issue ofTimemag-
azine on immigration, that the “most enduringand efficient
rite of passage into American culture” for immigrants was
"negative appraisals of the native-born black population.
Only when the lesson of racial estrangement is learned is
assimilation complete.” Blacks, she said, were permanent
noncitizens. “The move into mainstream America always
means buying into the notion of American blacks as the real
aliens.™

Italian, Polish, and Jewish immigrants may not have

" jdentified with, or been accepted into, white society when

theyfirstarrived in the United States. But they, ormore often
their children, assimilated by becoming “white” and expe-
rienced upward mobility as they melded into the white ma-
jority. And part of the assimilation into whiteness meant the
adoption of white racial attitudes.

Black Puerto Rican author Piri Thomas described the
generational gap among Italians in his Bronx neighborhood
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in the 194,08: the mothers and grandmothers accepted him
as one of their own while the new generation attacked him as
a “spic.” One of the Italian boys speculated that if Pirihad a
sister, they could "cover the bitch'’s face with the flag an’ fuck
‘er for old glory,” in a graphic rendering of Toni Morrison’s
point.*

James Loewen points out that just as European immi-
grants moved out of their inner-city enclaves and merged
into white America, African Americans were being residen-
tially segregated as the phenomenon of “sundown towns,”
which explicitly prohibited blacks from remaining in them
afterthe sunset, spread acrossthe country.’ Assimilation for
people of European origin was accompanied by ongoing ex-
clusion of people of color already in the United States.

For immigrants of color, assimilation means something
very different than it historically has for European immi-

grants. For Latin American immigrants, assimilation more

often means shedding their American dream and joining
the lowest rungs in a caste-like society where Native Amer-
icans and African Americans, the most "assimilated” peo-

ple of color, have been consistently kept at the bottom.
When Haitian immigrants assimilate, explains one study,
“they become not generic, mainstream Americans but spe-
cifically African Americans and primarily the poor African
Americans most valnerable to American racism.™

As Toni Morrison suggested, racial inequality is so
deeply embedded in the national culture and social fabric
of the United States that assimilation has historically meant

finding, learning, and accepting one’s place in the racial

IMMIGRATION AND RAGE

order. If new immigrants could succeed in challenging
and transforming the racial order of the United States, that
would be a good thing. But the signs do not point in that di-
rection. The current anti-immigrant sentiment reinforces
racial inequality.

The United States, as we have seen, defined itself from
the first as a white, Anglo-Saxon country. Africans and Na-
tive Americans may have lived in the territories claimed by
the United States, but they were not citizens. The Mexicans—
primarily people of Spanish and Native American origin
—who were added to the U.S. population with the 1848
conquest were granted citizenship, of a sort—but without
shaking the firmly held idea that the United States was an
Anglo-5axon country.

The new, non-Anglo-Saxon immigrants, starting with
the Irish in the 1850s and growing with the southern and
eastern Europeans from the 1870s on, were neither Anglo-
Saxons nor people of color. Many of these new European
jmmigrants came from nations that Anglo-Saxons consid-
ered inferior, and many of them came from peoples without
states. They were oppressed minorities in the countries or
empires they came from. Many came from the Ottoman
Empire or the Austro- Hungarian Empire. Many were Irish,
from a land controlled by England, or they were Jews from
Fastern Furope. Some were southern Italians, in a country
only justunified, where the South was economically depen-
dent on the North.

When European immigrants assimilated, they joined

white society in social and cultural terms. Obviously, the
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color of their skin did not change—but the category of
"white” expanded from its former association with Anglo-
Saxons to include these newcomers. Anglo-Saxonism was
fundamentally based on the domination of P?Hmﬁm, Native
Americans, and Asians, and the institutions and ideolo-
gies of the United States reflected this realify. Southern and
eastern Europeans were not originally part of this racial
dynamic. Assimilating into it meant accepting it and iden-
tifying with the racial inequality it entailed—insisting, suc-
cessfully, on their place among whites.

When Asian and Latino immigrants assimilate, they also
assimilate to the United States racial hierarchy, but in a
different way. Very few of them can cross the line into white-
ness. Instead, they assimilate by becoming people of color
in a racially divided society. Assimilation, instead of bring-
ing upward mobility, brings downward mobility. Of course
there are exceptions, but overwhelmingly, the social and
economic statistics have told the same dreary story for many
generations: blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans are
at the bottom of the social hierarchy, even—perhaps espe-
cially—those whose ancestors have the longest presence in
the country. It's not lack of assimilation that keeps them
marginalized—it’s assimilation itself.

The relationship between assimilation and downward
mobility has been especially noted in studies of school-
children. Education professor Marcelo Suarez-Orozco con-
ducted two major studies of Latino adolescents in which he
found that the most recent immigrants tended to be the stu-

dents with the highest aspirations and the strongest belief
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in the American dream. This was because, as immigrants,
they were not yet educated into the U.S. racial order. Teach-
ers consistently reported on new immigrants’ commitment
to education, their work ethic, and their respect for their
teachers. As they became more Americanized, they entered
an oppositional inner-city teenage culture that valued
money, drugs, and reckless behaviors defined as cool—the
opposite of the hopeful and hard-working recent arrivals.

Over time new immigrants lost their optimism. They be-
came acculturated by becoming aware of the long-standing
historical place of Latinos in U.S. society. They realized that
education was not the solution they had originally believed
itwas. Infact, studies have shown that the higher the educa-
tional level, the greater the income disparity between whites
and nonwhitesinU.S. society. Ratherthanleveling the play-
ing field, educational achievement maintains or even exac-
erbates inequalities.®

Although students of color maynotbe aware of the statis-
tics, their decisions seem to reflect a larger awareness that
education is not an automatic ticket to the American dream.
A 2000 study found graduation rates to be 76 percent for
white students, 57 percent for Native Americans, 55 percent
for African Americans, and 53 percent for Hispanics.® The
newest immigrants look a lot like the oldest “foreigners” in
the United States in terms of social status. Unlike whole
generations of European immigrants, no amount of assim-
ilation will ever make them white.

Like earlier generations of immigrants, those arriving

today still seelearning English as crucial to survival and suc-
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cess. But new immigrants also become aware that learning
to speak English will not resolve the problems of race. Na-
tive Americans and African Americans are native speakers
of English—but this has not helped them to assimilate into
a U.S. society that still in many ways defines itself as white.

Of all Latino groups in the United States, it’s Puerto Ri-
cans who are the most assimilated. All Puerto Ricans have
been citizens since 1917. Puerto Ricans tend to know En-
glish, and to speak English as their primary language, at
much higher rates than other Latinos.” Puerto Ricans also
have a huge advantage over other immigrants because their
citizenship status makes them eligible for public social ser-
vices and gives them the automatic right to work, rights that
many immigrants from other parts of Latin America lack.

Although Mexican nationals are not automatically citi-
zens the way Puerto Ricans are, Mexicans have the longest
history in the United States of any Latino group. Mexicans
residing in the territories taken by the United States in 1848
were granted citizenship, and Mexicans have been migrat-
ing into the United States for a longer time than any other
group.

Yet Mexicans and Puerto Ricans have the highest poverty
rates of any group of Latinos in the United States. Gubans,
the vast majority of whom came to the United States after
1959, Dominicans, who started coming in large numbers in
the1970s, and Central Americans, whose massive migration
dates to the 1980s, all have much lower poverty rates: 24.1
percent of Mexicans and 23.7 percent of Puerto Ricans inthe
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United States lived below the poverty line in 2003, while
only 14.4 percent of Cubans did.®

In aninteresting study of black West Indian immigrants,
Mary Waters found that "immigrants and their children do
better economically by maintaining a strong ethnic iden-
tity and culture and by resisting American cultural and
identity influences . . . those who resist becoming American
do well and those who lose their immigrant ethnic distine-
tiveness become downwardly mobile. .. When West Indi-
ans lose their distinctiveness as immigrants or ethnics they
become not just Americans, but black Americans.”

The picture is clear. Immigrants of color do assimilate
into U.S. society, but, in contrast to white immigrants, for
people of color assimilation means downward mobility. As-
similation means learning the racial order of the United
States, and for people of color it means joining the lower
ranks of that racial order. The association often made be-
tween assimilation and upward mobility is based on the ex-
perience of white immigrants. For immigrants of color, the

trajectory of assimilation is a very different one.
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to be give and take, not just take, take, take by the United
States.”

The specific events described here help to explain why
the Philippines, like Puerto Rico, sends such an extraor-
dinarily high proportion of its population to the United
States. They also reveal alarger pattern. Golonialism sets up
asystem in which colonized peoples work for those who col-
onized them. This system is not erased after direct colonial -
ism ends. Rather, it evolves and develops. The colonizer
continues to use former colonial subjects as cheap workers,
and the unequal economic relationship is also reinforced in
this way. Immigration is just one piece of this larger puzzle,

interlocking with all of the other pieces.

PART FIVE
THE DEBATE AT THE TURN
OF THE MILLENNIUM

The immigration debate has become increasingly acrimo-
nious in the first years of the new millennium. Pundits and
politicians demand a solution to the immigration "crisis.”
The more they talk about the crisis, the more worried peo-
ple seem to become about it. With so many well-placed
voices talking about a crisis, people begin to feel there
really is one.

We need to pause, though, and think about what exactly
is so dangerous about immigration—what makes it a erisis.

For many Americans, there is indeed a crisis. It's a cri-
sis of worsening jobs and working conditions, of deterio-
ration of public services, of lack of health insurance. It's an
economic crisis. It's also a crisis that benefits one sector of
socicty: the very rich. And it’s a crisis that has very little to
do with immigration.

There’s also another crisis facing many Americans, and
that’s the crisis of national security. Americans are being
sent to fight in far-off wars, and like Rudyard Kipling's
“new-caught, sullen peoples,” people in Iraq and Afghan-
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for her children’s education and for her older son’s wedding.
Again, she was not alone: over one-third of Guatemala’s
population received some of the $3 billion in remittances
that migrants to the United States sent home in z005." De-
ported acrosstheborderand deposited in Tijuana, Martinez
wanted to get back to Los Angeles, to her job, as quickly as
possible.

Crossing the border in Tijuana was extremely difficult,
8o Martinez and several others traveled 150 miles east to-
ward Mexicali. It's easier to cross the unguarded border in
the desert between Tijuana and Mexicali, but it means an
eight- to ten-hour hike through remote trails in punishing
heat.

Martinez’s group succeeded in getting across the border.
But after four hours of hiking in hundred-degree heat with
little water, she began to suffer from heat exhaustion and
finally collapsed at the side of the trail. Part of the group
continued, but when their water ran out they panicked and
turned back to Mexico along a different trail. Martinez's
sun-blackened, decomposing body was discovered by a
Border Patrol helicopter days later. Her story reveals the
real “problem” of immigration—a problem that few U.S. cit-
1ZE€NS ever see.,
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COUNTRIES NEED TO CONTROL
WHO GOES IN AND QUT

Governments have often tried to control the size and
makeup of their populations byhowtheyestablish their bor-
ders, by expelling or exterminating groups of people within
their national wowmmww, by controlling movement and settle-
ment, and by controlling reproduction inside their fron-
tiers. Generally, when we study how governments have done
this in the past, we are horrified.

There’s a parallel between racial thinking and economic
thinking here. One pattern is that colonizers fear losing
their racial control over those they colonize. There is talk of
race suicide, and worries &Ewwmoﬁm of color are Hoﬁwo&s@;
ing far too quickly and will overwhelm the white population,
Population control becomes a method for preserving white
dominance.

The economic pattern is that in societies divided be-
tween haves and have-nots, the haves often see eliminating
the have-nots as the best solution to inequality, rather than
redistributing the resources. As a solution to poverty, the
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haves propose methods to make poor people stop repro-
ducing.

Because the division of the world, and of individual so-
cieties, into haves and have-nots has been so structured by
conquest and ideas of racial superiority, the racial and the
economic arguments are often two sides of the same coin.
Andthe solution too is the same: find ways to eradicate, and
justify the eradication of, poor people of color.

Let’s look at some examples. Inthe United States, Native
Americans were the original aliens who had to be expelled
fromthelandinorderto create awhite, English societyhere.
English migrants had no intention of assimilating into the
land they migrated to: they wanted to replace the societies
that existed there. “The tribes which occupied the countries
now constitutingthe Eastern States were annihilated or have
melted away to make room for the whites,” President An-
drew Jackson explained in an address to Congress in 1830.
This history justified his own Indian removal program, “the
benevolent policy of the Government, steadily pursued for
nearly thirty years, in relation to the removal of the Indians
beyond the white settlements,” which he announced was
“approaching to a happy consummation.™

African Americans constituted a different kind of alien
in white America’s midst: not potential citizens, yet nec-
essary as a labor force. So they were forced to be physically
present, while legally, they were nonpersons. Until the
1870s, that is. After the brief experiment with Reconstruc-
tion, white society embarked on a century of African Amer-

ican expulsion. Jim Crow laws, lynchings, and regulations
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drove African Americans out of institutions, towns, coun-
ties, and even states.

Like African Americans, the Chinese were used for la-
bor, denied citizenship, then excluded. For Mexicans, tem-
porary worker programs and periodic waves of deportation
followed the same pattern. The incarceration of Japanese,
and people of Japanese descent, during World War 11 reiter-
ated the message: this is a white country, and you are not
wanted among us.

Advances in technology, combined with the develop-
ment of the pseudoscience of eugenics, provided another
means of population control. When they weren't physically
driven out or slaughtered, people of color were the subject of
eugenics campaigns to tryto curtail their reproduction. The
same “eugenical thinking” that was behind immigration re-
strictions was also behind anti-miscegenation laws aimed
atkeepingthe races separate, and anti-reproduction strate-
gies aimed at preventing population growth among those
considered racially inferior.

Part of the rationale for eugenics policies was that med-
ical and social advances had interfered with the process of
natural selection, which would have naturally eliminated
the inferior races in the absence of human intervention.
As geographer James A. Tyner explains, "especially pro-
nounced was a popular belief that welfare and charity
programs were counteracting the ‘bloody hand’ of evolu-
tion. Rather than succumbing to nature’s law of “survival of
the fittest,” misguided philanthropy—including minimum
wages, set working hours, free public education, public
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health reforms—was enabling inferior peoples to live longer
and to reproduce.™

Madison Grant, the U.S. scientific racist thinker, wrote
in 1918 that "the most practical and hopeful method of race
improvement is through the elimination of the least desir-
able elements of the nation by depriving them of the power
to contribute to future generations.” His ideas were be-
hind the 1920s immigration restrictions and also provided
scholarly justification for sterilization campaigns directed
against citizens who were considered undesirable. From
Vermont to California to the Deep South to Puerto Rico,
nonwhite women were sterilized in disproportionate num-
bers by zealous doctors intent on improving the race.*

California, consistently the state with the highest rates
of involuntary sterilization, kept its law on the books from
1909 to 1979. By 1942, over 15,000 people had been steril-
ized. Mexican Americans were sterilized at a rate double
their proportion of the population, and African Americans
at four times their proportion.’

Shortly after taking Puerto Rico in 1898, U.S. officials
started to worry about "overpopulation” on the island. "It
was first used in policy debates to explain off-island labor
contracts, where agents from U.S. business or agriculture
would offer transportation to places like Hawaii, Arizona, or
Georgia, in exchange for work contracts. .. By the 1930s,
however, the term ‘overpopulation’ had acquired another
meaning, one that blamed excessive sexuality and fertility
for the poverty of the island as a whole.”

Women’s studies professor Laura Briggs explains that
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by 1932, responding to the problem of ‘overpopulation’
had become the cornerstone of federal policy in Puerto
Rico.” Promoters of birth control policies in Puerto Rico
believed that “it was better to prevent poor or dark-skinned
people from being born.” In the 194,05 and '5os, U.S. phar-
maceutical companies used the island as a giant laboratory
for contraceptive research, including early trials of the birth
control pill.”

High rates of sterilization of blacks and Native Ameri-
cans also continued into the second half of the century. In
the 19508, sterilization, “preponderantly aimed at African
American and poor women, began to be wielded by state
courts and legislatures as a punishment for bearing illegit-
imate children or as extortion to ensure ongoing receipt of
family assistance.” Sterilization rates rose again, especially
after the War on Poverty in the 1960s introduced federally
funded sterilizations #rwo;mr. Medicaid and the Office of
Fconomic Owwgggg leading to what one analyst called
:?Emm@wmma sterilization abuse” during the 1960s and "7os,
Between 1960 and 1974, over 100,000 sterilizations were
carried out annually.™

© The Indian Health Service began providing family plan-
ning services in 1965. Protests and federal investigations
revealed that regulations requiring consent were routinely
violated. In an article in American Indian Quarterly, Ph.D.
student Jane Lawrence cited a study by the Health Research
Group in Washington, D.C., that found that “the majority of
physicians were white, Euro-American males who believed
that they were helping society by limiting the number of
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birthsinlow-income, minority families. They assumed that
they were enabling the government to cut funding for Med-
icaid and welfare programs while lessening their own per-
sonal tax burden to support the programs.”* Between 25
percent and 5o percent of Native American women were
sterilized in the 1970s. A study by a Native American physi-
cian concluded that Indian women often agreed to steriliza-
tion because they were told that otherwise they would lose
their children or their welfare benefits.”

In spite of a national outcry when Dr. Helen Rodriguez-
Trias discovered rates of sterilization approaching 40 per-
cent in Puerto Rico in 1965-prompting federal legislation
to restrict involuntary or coerced sterilizations—federally
funded sterilization programs continued to target women of
color. Over 40 percent of Puerto Rican women were still get-
ting sterilized inthe 1980s." Studies in the 19708 and 1990s
showed that black women had double the sterilization rate
of white women.” Former Reagan administration official
William |. Bennett revealed that "eugenical thinking” has
not completely disappeared from our culture with his noto-
rious commentthat “you could abort every black baby in this
country, and your crime rate would go down.”*

Of course the United States is not the only country to
have used exclusionary citizenship, expulsions, racial pu-
rification campaigns, sterilizations, and eugenics to try to
create an ethnically homogenous nation. Jews, the quintes-
sential “others” inthe European nation-states inwhich they
lived, were subject to periodic expulsions and extermina-

tions there. They then reversed the balance in Palestine,
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where they drove out Palestinian inhabitants and created
laws allowing Jews who had never set foot there to "return,”
while Palestinians became aliens forbidden to return to
their homes in 1948 and againin 1967

Immigration restrictions against people of color in the
United States have historically responded to the same logic
as other forms of population control. Today’s immigration
restrictions do not explicitly mention race, but they still
apply, overwhelmingly, to people of color. And they still re-
spond to the idea that governments should mandate the
composition of the populations within their territories, and
ensure that socially dominant groups remain numerically
dominant,

An interesting twist on this logic in the United States
has been the move to take children away from sectors of the
population being eliminated and have them raised by the
dominant sectors. The Native American boarding school
program starting in the late 18005 was one early example of
a dominant society trying to culturally and racially remake
the population by removing children from their families.

Governments ranging from Franco's Spain in the 1940s
to the dictatorships of Argentina in the 1970s and El Sal-
vador in the 1980s engaged in programs of abducting chil -
dren of supposed leftists and placing them for adoption.”” In
the words of women's studies professor Laura Briggs,

Raising the "orphans” of colonized people is a very

familiar practice. From the nineteenth century French

orphanages in Indochina to U.S. children’s homes in
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Puerto Rico in the early years of the twentieth, manag-
ing children and raising youth to belongto a different
culture from that of their ancestors has a history.
Indeed the white settler colonies of the British
empire—the United States, Canada, Australia—made
acculturating native children in boarding schools as
indispensable a part of their policies toward indige-

nous people as war and reservations.

The American Association of Indian Affairs (AAIA)
noted in the 1960s that an astonishing one in four Na-
tive American children in some states had been removed
from parental care into adoptive, foster, or institutional
homes. In the '60s and '7os, Native American and Afri-
can American groups including the AAIA and the National
Association of Black Social Workers protested the ongoing
state-mandated removal of children from these communi-
ties and their placement with white families."

The current growth in international adoptions illumi-
nates the continuing ironies in U.S. immigration policies.
Most international adoptions are carried out by white,
middle-class families from countries whose inhabitants
face severe restrictions in trying to come to the United
States. For the children entering white families, however,
law and mamnﬂom smooth the way. In the summer of 2006,
as Israeli bombs systematically flattened the country of
Lebanon, Lebanese desperate to escape to safety found the
doors ofthe so-called liberal democracies slammed in their
faces. Callingto mind what Paul Farmer had said about Haiti
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in the early 1990s, the country was coming to resemble a
burning building with no exits. In the midst of it all, the
Boston Globe reported cheerily that “Logan Edward Maroon
Gabriel is home, finally.” A Salem, New Hampshire, woman
was waiting in Beirut to complete the adoption of the bahy
when the invasion unfolded. In contrast to the hundreds of
thousands of Lebanese who had no way out, this baby’s pa-
pers were quickly put in order, and the beaming family pic-
tured prominently in the newspaper as they were welcomed
by "100 cheering relatives and friends.”
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WE NEED TO PROTECT OUR BORDERS TO
PREVENT CRIMINALS AND TERRORISTS
FROM ENTERING THE COUNTRY

The potential that a citizen will commit a crime or evenater-
rorist act is just as real as the potential that an immigrant
will. No country has amonopoly onviolentlawbreakers, and
in no country are they nonexistent. The rule of law, mnm. the
lawtul prosecution of those who commit erimes, makes a lot
more sense than closing borders as a way to reduce erimi-
nality.

Terrorist acts in the United States have been committed
by citizens and by immigrants, and for causes related to do-
mestic as well as international issues. In 2000, the FBI re-
ported no incidents of international terrorism carried out
inside the United States and eight incidents of domesticter-
rorism, all carried out by U.S. citizens belonging to animal
rights groups or environmental groups. In 2001, there were
twelve incidents of domesticterrorism, one (the September
11 attacks) of international terrorism, and one (the anthrax-
laced-letter incidents) of unknown origins. Environmental

and animal rights groups (in this case the Earth Liberation
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Front and the Animal Liberation Front) were again the ap-
parent perpetrators of several of the twelve domestic inci-
dents, .w.og@@ in 2001 by two carried out by anti-abortion
activists.'

Those involved in the g/11 attacks, which in scale
dwarfed the other attacks taking place in the United States,
were not citizens. However, all but four were legally in the
country at the time of the attacks, having entered on tourist
or student visas. A study of forty-eight "militant Islamic
terrorists” who commitied crimes in the United States,
by the anti-immigration Center for Immigration Studies,
found that thirty-six of them were in the country legally at
the time they committed crimes, and seventeen were either
permanent residents or naturalized citizens. Those who
were not permanent residents had received visas—mostly
tourist visas—to come to the country, and most of them had
not violated the terms of their visas.* Not even the highest
fence orthe most militarized border inthe world would have
kept them out. Their crimes were crimes of violence, not
crimes of immigration.

It's true that there have been in the past, and may be in
the future, individuals working with international terrorist
organizations who want to enter the United States. However,
these are actually among the least likely people to risk arrest
and death trying to cross the border illegally. It's much more
likely that members of an international organization like
Al-Qaeda will, like the September 11 perpetrators, use per-
fectly legal channels to get into the United States.

Does this mean that we need to do better, or different,
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screening of those who want to enter the United States by
legal means? Possibly. But the idea that screening people
who cross borders is an effective way to deter terrorist at-
tacks is also a kind of a mirage. Just as U.S. planes cross in-
ternational borders to drop bombs, usually without going
through any kind of immigration control process, so could
the United States become the victim of international attack,
regardless of its border control policies. The planes thatflew
into the twin towers on September 11 happened to take off
in Boston. . . But they could just as well have taken off from
some other country. Hijackers, like invaders, have proven
quite able to cross borders and kill people without permis-
sion. And criminals can be born anywhere, including inside
the United States. There is just no logical relationship be-
tween border security and the prevention of terrorism.

[sthere, then, nothing that can be done to prevent future
terrorist attacks? First, those of us who live in the United
States should remember that the number of civilians killed
by U.S. military attacks on other countries has far, far ex-
ceeded the number of U.S. civilians killed by attacks on the
United States, or against U.S. citizens elsewhere. So curbing
U.S. military aggression would probably be the most effec-
tive way to achieve a global reduction in attacks onunarmed
civilians.

As far as preventing future attacks against U.S. targets, a
combination of two approaches seems mostlikely to achieve
that result. On one hand, seeking to reduce global tensions,
and in particular U.S. unilateralism and aggression, could

substantially reduce anti-Americanism in other countries.
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Second, effective police and investigative work—abiding by
international law, international agreements, and the Ge-
neva Conventions—at least offers the possibility of working
toward a world ruled by law, in which criminals are prose-
cuted under the rule of law for the crimes they commit, and
those not accused of any crime are spared the fate of hecom-
ing collateral damage.
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THE PROBLEMS THIS BOOK RAISES
ARE SO HUGE THAT THERE'S NOTHING
WE CAN DO ABOUT THEM

Inthis book I've tried to show that immigration is part of an
interconnected global system that has been shaped by his-
tory and economics. People have been moving around the
eartheversincetheystood upright millions of years ago. Na-
tional borders, and attempts to govern the flows of migra-
tion from above, are only a few hundred years old.

Today's immigration is structured by contemporary
relationships among countries and regions, and by their
history of economic inequality. Unequal economic rela-
tionships should be changed-—mot because they lead to mi-
gration, but because they lead to human suffering and an
unsustainable world. High levels of migration are a symp-
tom of aglobal economic system that privileges the few at the
expense of the many. It could be called capitalism, it could
be called neoliberalism, it could be called globalization, it
could be called neocolonialism. Aslongas it keeps resources
unequally distributed in the world, you're goingto have peo-
ple escaping the regions that are deliberately kept poor and
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violent and seeking freedom in the places where the world’s
resources have been concentrated: in the countries that
have controlled, and been the beneficiaries of, the global
economic system that took shape after 14.92.

If our goal is to slow migration, then the best way to do so
is to work for a more equitable global system. But slowing
migration is an odd goal, if the real problem is global in-
equality. Fences and borders might be touted as a curb on
migration, but in fact they serve to harden global inequality.

Of course global inequality can’t be transformed over-
night. And immigration policy is only one piece of a much
larger system. It may seem overwhelming to try to imagine
how to get from our current state to a more just and egalitar-
jan world.

Still, there are certainly concrete steps that we could take
to make our immigration policy more humane. A more hu-
mane mggwmwmﬁoﬁ policy would reduce human suffering by
a significant, if limited, amount. It would not, in and of it-
self, make much difference in the way the world is struc-
tured. If changes in immigration policy were accompanied
by similar small steps to ameliorate glaring injustices in
other areas, though, we might actually be on our way to cre-
ating a better world.

Inamore equal world, border issues would cease to hold
the importance that they do. Consider the example of the
European Union. Given the relatively equal distribution of
resources, power, and opportunity among the countries of
Europe, the virtual elimination of borders among them was

not an earth-shattering event. Another example of rela-
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tively open borders is that which exists among the various
states in the United States. Residents of Massachusetts can
travel freely to Connecticut, through an entirely unpoliced
border. Still, while there they must obey Connecticut's speed
limit, tax, and seat belt laws. It's entirely possible for open
borders to coexist with orderly administration and a state
of law.

Our currentimmigration policyis so overloaded within-
human, and inhumane, provisions that improving it would
be first and foremost an exercise in eliminating its most
baleful characteristics. We could start by rolling back the
punitive and discriminatory changes thathavebeen made in
the last several decades, especially inthe 1996 Ilegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act.' Revok-
ing some of the most draconian elements of that law would
be alogical first step in a process aimed at eventunally guar-
anteeing full equality before the law for immigrants.

Another step forward would be to reverse the militariza-
tion of the border that began with Operation Gatekeeper in
1993. The decriminalization of border crossing would en-
courage almost all would-be immigrants to pass through es-
tablished inspection stations, just as, for example, the vast
majority of U.S. citizens do when they travel to Mexico or
Canada. Would-be immigrants would no longer have to turn
to smugglers and risky desert crossings. Those inthe United

States could return home freely. Families could be reunited.

Extending full legal rights to all immigrants would go

far toward eliminating the economic exploitation of im-

migrant workers. Some immigrants—just as some citizens
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do—would probably still work under the table. But employ-
ers would no longer be able to use the threat of deportation,
and workers would no longer be subject to the constant fear
of discovery. Their ability to stand up for their rights, and to
unionize, would be mﬂom&% enhanced. These first stepswould
put us on the road to a humane immigration policy.

Would these steps lead to a huge influx in immigration?
It's hard to tell, but most of the signs suggest that they would
not. The increasingly punitive, dangerous, and exploitative
policies of the past two decades have not led to any decrease
inimmigration—just the opposite. Inmigration has steadily
increased as anti-immigrant policies have become harsher.
As I've tried to show in this book, the main causes of immi-
mwmmob are structural, economic, and historical, and they
have to do with global relationships and global inequality.

Taking steps to humanize immigration policy would not,
of course, eliminate the global and domestic economic in-
equalities that are the underlying cause of migration. But
there are also small steps we could conceive of taking toward
creating amore equal society, and a more equal world. While
these steps would inevitably lead to a slowing of migration,
that’s not the main reason we should follow them. We should
work for a more just world for moral, ethical, and humani-
tarian reasons. Migration would be reduced because poor
people’s lives and livelihoods would become more sustain-
able—which is a worthy end on its own.

Domestically, we could think about reweaving and
strengthening the social safety net that has been so frayed

since the 1970s. Working for national health care and uni-
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versal preschool might be a place to start. Or restructuring
the tax system so that corporations and the super-rich pay
their fair share. Or enforcing corporate accountability to-
ward workers and communities. We could work toward a
thirty-hour work week and full employment.

Globally, we could forgive Third World debt and create
a system of democratic oversight for U.S. corporations
operating abroad. We could respect the sovereignty of gov-
ernments like Guba’s, Venezuela’s, and Bolivia’s, which are
experimenting with different economic models. We could
eliminate military “aid” that is used primarily, in Latin
America, to repress domestic movements for social change.

Trying to build a new world of more just relationships is
aworthygoal inand of itself, regardless of the effect it right
have on migration. But a more just world will, inevitably,
also lead to a drop in migration. Some migrants leave their
homelands for fun, adventure, or curiosity. The vast major-
ity, though, leave because they have no alternative. They
leave their homes, their families, and their loved ones as a
last resort.

More of the same kinds of foreign policies that have
brought the world to its present state will not change the
structures of global inequality. More invasions, more for-
eign domination, more free trade, and more foreign invest-
ment are not the answer. A different kind of global system
would necessarily entail a more just distribution of the
world’s resources. It would mean that the industrialized
countries—led by the United States, by far the world's largest

consumer of resources—would have to lower their levels of
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consumption, so that there would be something left for the
rest of the world.

Uruguayan journalist Eduardo Galeano wrote in 1992:

The average American consumes as much as 5o
Haitians . . . What would happen if the fifty Haitians
consumed as many cars, as many televisions, as many
refrigerators or as many luxury goods as the one Amer-
ican? Nothing. Nothing would ever happen again.

We would have to change planets. Ours, which is
already close to catastrophe, couldn't take it.

The precarious equilibrium of the world depends
on the perpetuation of injustice. So that some can
consume more, people must continue to consume less.
To keep people in their place, the system produces
armaments. Incapable of fighting poverty, the system
fights the poor.”

Fifteen years after Galeano wrote these words, today’s

war on immigrants continues the fight against the poor.




