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Preface

During annual summer treks leading high school students in building houses for the poor, |
gradually came to see what became some of the central themes of this book.

In the part of the country where we work, most of the people who qualify for the houses are
black Americans with full-time jobs. A steady income is necessary because housing recipients
must make monthly payments to Habitat for Humanity for the cost of materials used in building
their small, simple houses. But without the free labor provided by volunteers and the interest-free
loans provided by Habitat, these American workers' wages are inadequate to secure a 900-
square-foot home that meets modern codes. The Habitat efforts are able to help but a tiny
percentage of those in need; many of the masses who continue to live in substandard housing do
not even have indoor bathrooms. That Americans who seem to play by the rules and work hard
would have to live in such conditions, or rely on our charitable assistance to have decent
housing, strikes many of the teenage volunteers as unjust.

Questioning the reason for the inadequate wages is a part of the religious tradition of the
youths' sponsoring church. The tradition holds that charity is an insufficient response to need if
the cause of the need is an unjust system that could reasonably be corrected. | looked further
for causes of the low wages. | found that nearly every job these Americans have is in an
industry into which Washington brings thousands of additional foreign workers each year
through its immigration policies. There are many factors in the poor housing and job condi-
tions of the area where we work, but the federal government inexplicably makes matters worse

by running an immigration program that intensifies the job competition for these low-income



Americans. Not surprisingly their already low real wages have been flat or declining during the
last two decades of radically increased national immigration.

Additional research revealed that a person could step into local communities and
neighborhoods all across America and find similar circumstances, not just for the poor and
unemployed but even for middle-class professionals thrown into decline by immigration
competition. The evidence leads to a disconcerting conclusion: The federal government's
current immigration program primarily benefits a small minority of wealthy and powerful
Americans at the expense of significant segments of the middle class and the poor. Attempts to
protect the current level of immigration by wrapping it in the language of tradition or
humanitarianism generally distort both history and the practical realities of our own era while
diverting attention from immigration's role as a tool against the interests of the broad public.

This book primarily addresses that theme. It is not about future immigrants' personal
attributes, their intelligence, character, race, and nationality; the focus instead is on the effects
of quadrupling the annual number of immigrants over traditional levels. The book is not about
illegal immigration, despite the importance of reducing it; the focus is on legal immigration,
because it produces more than three quarters of the numbers and is the simplest to change
legislatively.

The battle to greatly reduce illegal immigration will be a long and complex one. One of
the major tools in cutting illegal migration, however, is to reduce legal immigration. The
relatives and fellow villagers from the home country who come as legal immigrants are
essential for many illegal aliens in providing shelter from detection and in helping them to
enter the labor market. It is also those legal immigrants who send back letters and gifts that
entice more people to leave their Third World villages and urban neighborhoods to enter the

United States, often illegally. The number of illegal aliens has proliferated over the last three



decades as the United States has allowed larger and larger numbers of people to enter legally.
A drastic reduction in legal immigration over time will significantly reduce the opportunities
for both illegal U.S. entry and for illegally overstaying temporary tourist, student, and work
Vvisas.

While the number of immigrants-not their attributes-is the main factor of immigration that
causes many U.S. problems, it is the only factor of real significance in terms of environmental
concerns. | originally turned my journalistic attention to the immigration issue and moved into
full-time study, research, and writing about it in 1991 because of my interest in America's
environmental resources. Beginning as a newspaper reporter in the 1960s, | had written on the
emergence of the modern environmental era and the giant strides toward restoring
environmental health during the 1970s. But by the 1980s, progress had substantially stalled.
For every several steps forward in overall environmental quality because of reductions in each
American's negative impact, the addition of millions more residents drove environmental
results several steps backward. | discovered that immigration, a topic to which I'd given little
thought, had become a central environmental issue that | could no longer avoid.

Unfortunately, to write about problems of immigration is to risk seeming to attack
immigrants themselves. Even worse is the risk of inadvertently encouraging somebody else to
show hostility toward the foreign-born.

I encounter too many immigrants and children of immigrants in daily affairs where | live
in northern Virginia to take those risks lightly. From five continents, members of immigrant
families pass through my home, especially in the persons of friends of my two teenage sons.
They are among the physical therapy patients of my wife; they are participants in youth

activities which | lead; they are friends at my church, which has received national recognition



for creating local service to new immigrants; they are neighbors; they are business clerks and
owners where | trade; they make up nearly half of my sons' high school.

Thus, as is the case for millions of other Americans, | have a very personal stake in not
wanting to provoke hostility or discrimination toward the foreign-born who already are living
among us.

To be sure, this proximity to so many foreign-born persons includes some less than
positive experiences, along with the delightful, which preclude me from a superficial,
romanticized view of immigration. The influx into my own community clearly has been too
fast and in too large a volume, a key factor in the emergence of dozens of law violating youth
gangs, in the overcrowding of schools, in the rise in the cost of governmental services, and in
the difficulty of achieving further environmental progress in the region.

Nonetheless, the local problems of immigration are not the result of bad-acting individuals
(except for a small minority) among the newcomers. Rather, most of the problems stem from bad
recent public policies that raised the volume of national immigration above social, economic,
educational, cultural, and environmental thresholds. Public opinion polls repeatedly have shown
that most Americans understand this-that while they oppose continued high flows of
immigration, they retain generally positive attitudes about immigrants as individuals. Most
Americans seemingly want a pragmatic policy that steers between blind immigration
romanticism on the one side and the politics of hatred (nativism) and irrational fear of
immigrants (xenophobia) on the other.

For those readers who become convinced that the volume of immigration must be restricted,
I strongly urge scrupulous avoidance of nativism. The word "nativism," despite its common
misuse by many in public life and in the news media, does not describe opposition to

immigration. What it does describe is actions by native-born Americans that are hostile and



discriminatory toward the immigrants who already live in the United States. As Joseph Barton,
historian at Northwestern University, has clarified: An American with no malice toward the
foreign-born in this country could push for stopping all immigration forever and not be guilty of
nativism. In fact, as we shall see in Chapter 3, limiting immigration could very well be classified
a kindly act toward recent immigrants since they often are the chief economic losers from further
immigration.

Immigration is such an emotionally charged issue that it is difficult to tackle it publicly
without subjecting oneself to speculation about motives. There are plenty of ugly motives to be
found among people on all sides. At the extremes, there are racists whose prime aim of re-
stricting immigration is to keep out foreigners because they are not white, and there are racists
who support high immigration because it provides them with a way to keep from having to hire
native-born black Americans.

I cannot prevent speculation about my own motives. | can only hope that the evidence and
analyses marshaled for this book will be weighed on their own merits.

The book documents problems that are real, substantial, and pervasive. Those who would
argue that immigration should not be drastically reduced have an obligation to the millions of
American victims of such problems to outline their own solutions and suggest practical methods

to affect them immediately.
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Chapter One

A Nation of (Too Many) Immigrants?

Since 1970, more than 30 million foreign citizens and their descendants have been added to
the local communities and labor pools of the United States.” It is the numerical equivalent of
having relocated within our borders the entire present population of all Central American
countries.

Demographic change on such a massive scale-primarily caused by the increased admission
of legal immigrants-inevitably has created winners and losers among Americans. Based on
opinion polls, it appears that most Americans consider themselves net losers and believe that
the United States has become "a nation of too many immigrants.”

What level of immigration is best for America, and of real help to the world? Although we
often hear that the United States is a nation of immigrants, we seldom ask just what that means.
It can be difficult to ask tough questions about immigration when we see nostalgic images of
Ellis Island, recall our own families' coming to America, or encounter a new immigrant who is
striving admirably to achieve the American dream.

But tough questions about immigration can no longer be avoided as we enter a fourth
decade of unprecedentedly high immigration and struggle with its impact on job markets, on

the quality of life and social fabric of our communities, and on the state of the environment.

! Total immigration-related population growth was calculated in a three-step process: (1) Demographer Leon Bouvier
determined the 1995 population of 1970stock Americans (those who were in the country in 1970, plus their
descendants, minus all deaths of the two groups by 1995). (2) The U.S. Census Bureau estimated the total U.S.
population in 1995. The total included both 1970-stock Americans and post-1970 immigrants and their descendants.
(3) I merely subtracted the 1970-stock American population from the U.S. total population to determine the segment
of total population that can be attributed to post-1970 legal and illegal immigrants, plus their descendants. See Roy
Beck, "Immigration: No. 1in U.S. Growth," The Social Contract (Winter 1991-92).
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Efforts to discuss these questions alarm some business interests and others who support high
immigration. They often express shock that Americans could consider violating what they
claim to be the country's tradition of openness by cutting immigration. But they misunderstand
U.S. history. It is the high level of immigration during the last three decades that has violated
our immigration tradition. The anti-immigration tenor of the times is not nearly so much
because Americans have changed as that immigration has changed.

Over the long span of history from the founding of the nation in 1776 until 1965,
immigration varied widely but averaged around 230,000 a year. This was a phenomenal flow
into a single country, unmatched in world history. It should be noted that during large parts of
that period, the United States-with vast expanses of virtually open land-was much better able
than today to handle 230,000 newcomers annually. Suddenly in the 1970s and 1980s, at the
very time that the majority of Americans were coming to the conclusion that the U.S.
population had grown large enough, immigration soared above American tradition, averaging
more than 500,000 a year. And it has been running around 1 million a year during the 1990s.

Until recently, policymakers and politicians of every stripe had ignored what public opinion
polls found to be the public's growing dissatisfaction with the abnormally high level of
immigration. Majority public opinion can be shallow, fleeting, and wrong, but an honest look
at major trends during the recent mass immigration shows that ordinary Americans' concerns
can hardly be dismissed as narrow and unenlightened:

Whole industries in the 1970s and 1980s reorganized to exploit compliant foreign labor,
with the result that conditions have deteriorated for all workers in those industries.

Long trends of rising U.S. wages have been reversed.

Poverty has increased.
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The middle-class way of life has come under siege; income disparities have widened
disturbingly.

Aggressive civil rights programs to benefit the descendants of slavery have been watered
down, co-opted, and undermined because of the unanticipated volume of new immigration. A
nearly half-century march of economic progress for black Americans has been halted and
turned back.

The culture-and even language-of many local communities has been transformed against the
wishes of their native inhabitants. Instead of spawning healthy diversity, immigration has turned
many cities into caldrons of increased ethnic tension and divisiveness.

A stabilizing U.S. population with low birth rates (like other advanced nations) has become
the most rapidly congesting industrialized nation in the world (resembling trends in Third World
countries). Vast tracts of remaining farmland, natural habitat, and ecosystems have been
destroyed to accommodate the growing population. Environmental progress has been set back by
the addition of tens of millions of new polluters.

Numerous organized crime syndicates headquartered in the new immigrants' home countries
have gained solid beachheads of operations. Law enforcement agencies have been confounded
just as they thought they were near victory over the crime organizations that other ethnic groups
had brought with them during the Great Wave.

It is common when discussing those negative trends to focus on individual immigrants' skills,
education, and morals, their country of origin, culture, and race. If one side points out that some
immigrants are prone to crime and destructive behavior, others note that most immigrants arrive
with high motives, good character, and laudable behavior. Some observers fear that the volume

of non-European immigration threatens to swamp America’s cultural heritage; others welcome an
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ever more multicultural society. Nonetheless, the chief difficulties that America faces because of
current immigration are not triggered by who the immigrants are but by how many they are.

The task before the nation in setting a fair level of immigration is not about race or some
vision of a homogeneous white America; it is about protecting and enhancing the United States'
unique experiment in democracy for all Americans, including recent immigrants, regardless of
their particular ethnicity. It is time to confront the true costs and benefits of immigration

numbers, which have skyrocketed beyond our society's ability to handle them successfully.

* k* *
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The cumulative effect of years of high immigration has taken a while for Americans to
comprehend. But in the 1990s, many Americans have awakened to a rather startling realization:
The unrelenting surge of immigration above traditional levels is transforming communities
throughout the United States into something their residents often don't like or quite recognize as
their own.

The unprecedented flow of immigration has dramatically reshaped the social and ecological
landscape up and down America's coasts, and it has spilled over into the hinterlands, carving new
economic and cultural channels in the Ozarks Hills, Wisconsin's little northwoods cities,
Atlanta's outlying towns, the Rocky Mountains, and the Kansas-Nebraska-lowa plains. Millions
of new immigrants now pulse through the economic arteries of most urban areas, from New
York City to Dodge City, and of an increasing number of non-urban regions, from North
Carolina fishing villages to North Arkansas mountain hamlets.

None of this has been inevitable. Legal immigration into this country has quadrupled over the
traditional American level for only one reason: Congress and the president made it happen.

Legal immigration could be stopped with a simple majority vote of Congress and a stroke of
the president's pen-as early as next month, if they desired. Or it could be increased just as
quickly. The volume of legal immigration is entirely at the discretion of Washington.

Nobody ever intended for such an onslaught when the immigration laws were changed in
1965; the huge increase in numbers was an accident. But for nearly three decades during various
efforts to control illegal immigration, Congress stood by as the much larger legal immigration
soared ever upward and as citizen opposition rose correspondingly.

Finally in 1993 and 1994, a few lawmakers of both parties-but outside their parties'

leadership-proposed major cutbacks (of two-thirds to three-fourths) in annual legal immigration.
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They shocked everybody, including themselves, by drawing almost 100 supporters from among
the 535 members of Congress.

Then, in 1995, more modest reductions (of about one-third) were proposed independently by
two key Republican subcommittee chairmen, Senator Alan Simpson of Wyoming and
Representative Lamar Smith of Texas, and by a bi-partisan federal commission led by former
Democratic congresswoman Barbara Jordan. President Bill Clinton endorsed the concept. The
emerging centrist consensus, however, quickly drew strong opposition from several top
Republican congressional leaders (especially free-market libertarians) and from the Democrats'
liberal wing, all of whom wished to protect current high immigration levels or increase them.

The United States entered 1996 with Congress assessing the effects of the unprecedented
foreign influx of the last thirty years and trying to determine how drastically annual
immigration should be cut. Despite the loud outcry from immigration advocates that something
draconian was being considered, a one-third reduction would leave legal admissions still near
the level of the 1880-1924 Great Wave. Even after a one-third cut in 1996, the number of
immigrants would be triple the average who entered during America's golden immigration era
between 1925 and 1965. In that time of far lower immigration, immigrants enjoyed more
popularity and a higher and quicker success rate than at any other time in American history.

Given the three decades of inertia that had made any rollback seem impossible, the leaders
who proposed cutting legal immigration by around one-third have to be lauded. But they have
approached the issue by starting with the current unprecedented immigration peak, determining
that it is harmful to the country, and then asking what can be cut. If instead they were
designing immigration policy based on what is best for the American people, they would start
at zero and ask what level of immigration actually is needed by the nation. The final number in

that exercise would be far lower-and far closer to what the American people most desire.
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The country's grateful reaction to a cut of merely one-third might be similar to that of
residents of a Mississippi River town after a flood has crested in the upstairs bedroom and then
receded to the living room downstairs: "Conditions are improved, but we're still flooded.” This
self-inflicted flooding of the past three decades has undercut ambitious efforts during the same
period to create a society of more fairness and opportunity for all Americans. Strong evidence
amasses that the levels of immigration after 1965 have eroded the country's ability to achieve
some of its most cherished goals. Many politicians and pundits have said it is hyperbolic to
suggest that the single phenomenon of renewed mass immigration could so negatively affect
the country. But major demographic upheavals, like the Baby Boom after World War 11, touch
every aspect of a nation's life and reverberate for decades. Certainly, the more than 30 million
people added by immigration policy during the last three decades qualify as a major
demographic phenomenon.

There have been many impediments to reaching some of our nation's highest goals.
Immigration has not been the only cause-and not usually the major cause-of various societal
problems. But research from numerous sources converges to show that the new massive
volume of immigration has played an important "spoiler” role in efforts to reach at least four of
America's goals: (1) a middle-class society; (2) equal opportunity for the descendants of slavery;

(3) harmonious and safe communities; and (4) a protected and restored natural environment.
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IMMIGRATION AND U.S. POPULATION GROWTH

The chart on the facing page shows the total growth in U.S. population, from 1970 to 1995, as
calculated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

The lightly shaded section at the bottom of the chart represents the portion of total population
growth contributed by 1970 Americans and their descendants. Tulane University demographer Leon
Bouvier calculates, and U.S. Census Bureau projections agree, that this portion of the population will
grow slightly for a few more decades as the last of the women baby boomers pass through their
childbearing years, but it is on track to level off around the year 2030.

The more darkly shaded section of the chart shows that post-1970 immigration more than doubled
U.S. population growth between 1970 and 1995. Of all the new schools and classrooms that the
United States has been forced to build since 1970 to accommodate larger student populations, more
than half have been for immigrants. More than half of all other additional public infrastructure
needed since 1970 has been due to immigration. More than half the additional people placing
pressure on U.S. environmental resources have been new immigrants and their descendants. Because
of high immigration and high fertility among immigrants, the country has had to meet far more
additional infrastructure demands in the last twenty-five years than it otherwise would have faced
over an eighty-year period.

To see what high immigration will do to U.S. population in the near future, see facing page.
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IMMIGRATION AND U.S. POPULATION GROWTH

In the chart on the facing page, the projected growth in total U.S. population is as calculated by
the U.S. Bureau of the Census in 1993. The projection is based on a continuation of fertility,
mortality, and immigration similar to current trends. The fertility of today's immigrants and their
descendants is not decreasing as that of immigrants in past waves did, but is continuing at a high
level-approximately 50 percent higher than 1970 Americans and their descendants.

To a population of 203 million in 1970, another 189 million residents will be added to the
United States by the year 2050. Most of that phenomenal increase in population congestion-and 90
percent of the increase after 1995-will be the result of post-1970 immigration. To find similar
population growth in foreign countries, we must look to the Third World.

The harsh impact that immigrant-driven population growth from 1970 to 1995 has had on
efforts to address national problems-in education, infrastructure, environment, community
tensions, crime, and excess labor competition-will pale beside that of post-1995 immigration, if it
continues at the present level.

To see what will happen to U.S. population if the immigration reduction bills before Congress

in early 1996 become law, see facing page.

20



Projected U.S. Population Growth
If Inmigration and Fertility
Do Not Change

Immigrants and
Descendants Since
1970

Tolal Fopulation)
in Millwis

ars

350

a0k

275

25

21



IMMIGRATION AND U.S. POPULATION GROWTH

The chart on the facing page shows that even a cut in current immigration of around one-half
would still more than triple population growth by the year 2050. Every aspect of American society
would face wrenching adjustments to accommodate 145 million additional people over the 1970
population of 203 million.

Beginning in 1995, proposals to cut legal immigration by one-third to one-half arose from key
committees in the House and Senate and from a bipartisan congressional-presidential commission
chaired by the late Barbara Jordan. This chart is a U.S. Census Bureau projection of what would
likely occur if the largest of the cuts being considered by Congress in early 1996 was enacted.

The Census Bureau projection assumes net immigration of 350,000 people a year (net, that is,
after subtracting from the total number of immigrants in a given year the number of Americans who
emigrate to another country). Most proposals in Congress would lead to a far higher net number. But
one proposal in the Senate would after several years lower legal immigration to a gross level of
450,000 people per year. If new laws were able to cut the number of illegal immigrants settling here
each year from an estimated 300,000 to 100,000 people-and if around 200,000 Americans continue
to emigrate to other countries annually-that 450,000 gross-legal-immigration proposal would leave
the country with a net immigration of around 350,000 people a year.

Cuts much greater than that will be necessary to preserve the American ideal of a country

with both wide-open spaces and widespread opportunity.
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A MIDDLE-CLASS SOCIETY

Today, Americans live in a society of widening economic disparity, with an increasing gulf
between poor and rich, and fewer and fewer people in the middle class. This is a reversal of our
egalitarian dreams of a society in which all who were willing could find a job, and in which even
those who performed the lower-skilled tasks needed by society would earn an income that could
support a family in modest dignity.

The Council of Economic Advisors told the president in 1993 that "immigration has increased
the relative supply of less educated labor and appears to have contributed to the increasing
inequality of income. . . ."? That was consistent with a United Nations report on the effect of
immigration on the industrialized nations. It concluded that immigration reinforces existing gaps
between rich and poor.?

Nonetheless, immigration definitely brings some benefits to a nation. In fact, most Americans
may have benefited as consumers because the immigrants have kept the price of labor lower,
which may have led to lower prices than otherwise would have occurred. But consumers also
tend to be laborers drawing those depressed wages. According to the UN report, it is only for the
upper crust that the financial benefits of immigration tend to outweigh the losses. And that serves
to increase income disparity.

Who wins and who loses? A glance through the roster of immigration winners quickly finds
business owners who have followed a low-wage labor strategy. Land developers, real estate
agents, home mortgage officials, and others who tend to profit from population growth are

winners. Owners of high-tech industries have lowered their costs by importing skilled

2 Council of Economic Advisors, 1993 Annual Report to the President (4 February 1994).

® United Nations Population Fund, State of the World Population 1993 (New York: United Nations Population
Fund, 1993).
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immigrants who will work at lower wages than college-educated Americans. People who can
afford nannies, gardeners, and housekeepers have benefited from lower costs. Americans who
prize cultural diversity are among the non-financial winners. Others have won by having the
security, prestige, or pay of their jobs enhanced by the high immigrant flow. That would include
immigration lawyers, refugee resettlement agency personnel, officials of immigrant-advocacy
groups, and educators and other social services employees who work with immigrants.

Unfortunately, the roster of immigration losers is much larger and includes some of
America's most vulnerable citizens: poor children, lower-skilled workers, residents of
declining urban communities, large numbers of African Americans, the unskilled immigrants
who already are here and face the most severe competition from new immigrants, and even
some of America's brightest young people, who lose opportunities to pursue science-based
careers because of some corporations' and universities' preferences for foreign scientists and
engineers.

Also among the losers from immigration are all Americans who prefer to live in a more
middle class and less economically polarized society. Under low-immigration conditions from
1925 to 1965, the United States enjoyed increasing egalitarianism. But by the middle of the
1980s, it had a larger gap between the rich and poor than could be found in any other major
industrialized nation, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. Nearly every community receiving
substantial numbers of immigrants has experienced increased disparities among its population
and diminished cohesiveness. Even many Americans who would gain financially from high
immigration into their community have come to oppose it because of the changes it would
bring; they don't want to create a community of rising disparities, even if they would make

more money. Consider the recent examples of Clay County, Alabama, and Clay County, lowa.
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In Alabama, the county chamber of commerce helped organize business, civic, and
educational leaders in 1995 to discourage an Arkansas corporation from using immigrant labor
to expand its existing poultry-processing operations in rural Clay County. Asked if it wasn't a
little strange to have a chamber of commerce opposing local economic and population growth,
executive director Carolyn Dunagan said: "I don't know about other places, but here when it
comes to a choice between quality of life and growth, quality of life is the most important.”
The Clay County leaders acted out of two primary concerns: (1) The importation of immigrants
likely would hurt the county's black workers, harming their already modest economic position;
and (2) the impoverished, Deep South county was having enough trouble trying to create a
cohesive culture out of its black and white residents, without adding foreign cultures and
languages into the mix and contributing to a population growth unlikely to pay its own way.

Mayor Irving Thompson of Ashland, the county seat, told me that many townspeople
believed the corporation was preparing to recruit immigrant workers in response to recent
protests by local black employees over working conditions. "The fear," high school history
teacher Mark Tucker said, "is that the next time black workers walk out over a labor problem,
they'll be replaced by Third World workers."” It is not a frivolous fear; replacing black
employees-more than any other Americans-with foreign workers has become somewhat
commonplace around the country under Washington's expanded immigration programs.

In Clay County, lowa, the economic enticements were greater. An outside corporation sought
a zoning change to allow it to start up operations in an abandoned plant in Spencer, the county
seat. An enraged citizenry crowded into the high school fieldhouse in an emotional
demonstration before the city council, winning unanimous approval to block the corporation.

Why would they kiss good-bye 350 new industrial jobs for the city of 11,000? In a word:

immigration. The proposed operation was in an industry with a long track record of drawing
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foreign workers. Local advocates for the new jobs accused opponents of being racist. Opponents,
though, noted that the community had freely embraced refugees over the years, and that their
concern about an influx of foreign workers was that the experience of other cities showed an
unacceptable change in a previously egalitarian way of life.

The most telling reason Spencer citizens gave for blocking the new jobs was: "We don't want
to become another Storm Lake."

Until the 1980s, Storm Lake-less than an hour's drive to the south-had been like a twin to
Spencer: neighboring agricultural county seat, same size, similar history and economy, a shared
bucolic, safe, midwestern lifestyle with excellent schools, and the same epic prairie sky of
uninhibited expressiveness. But a corporation similar to the one just blocked in Spencer moved
into Storm Lake and immediately began attracting foreign workers. The steady flow soon turned
Storm Lake into one of the scores of new immigration hubs created by federal immigration
mandates since 1965.

The unrequested changes to life in Storm Lake followed patterns similar to those in many
new-immigration cities. Overnight, Storm Lake schools were dealing with the cultural
ramifications of a student body that now is one-fifth immigrant (predominantly Laotian and
Mexican) and with the challenges of teaching in different languages. New facilities have been
needed to handle the growing population of high-fertility foreign families with their low incomes
and low tax payments. Some Storm Lake residents have lost their jobs to immigrants; more have
seen their wages depressed because of the loosening of the labor market and the immigrants'
lower expectations. The immigrants have tended to occupy housing units in higher densities than
natives and have settled in enclaves, changing the character of neighborhoods and causing some
elementary schools to be disproportionately filled with newcomers. For the first time, parts of

town became undesirable in the real estate market based on which schools had high populations
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of students who didn't speak English. A community, which previously had little reason to think
in terms of haves and have-nots, became a starkly stratified society.

Especially unsettling-but to be expected in a community of wide disparities, transience, and
separate cultures-has been the deterioration in Storm Lake residents' sense of safety. The crime
rate soared above that of the rest of lowa. It is four times higher than crime in Spencer, its former
twin.

To a visitor from a coastal city, where the national trend toward economic stratification has
been visible longer, Storm Lake still can seem like a delightful place to live. But to those who
knew the city before, the changes have been difficult to accept. "It breaks my heart to see what
has become of my hometown," said Mary Galik, a Storm Lake native who moved to Spencer.

Given a choice, there was nothing about the creation of sharp disparities in the Storm Lake
population that Spencer's citizens wanted to risk duplicating. Even main street merchants did not
oppose efforts to block the new industry. As business owners, they favored the new plant
because it would have increased their retail sales, explained Bob Rose, program manager of the
merchants' economic growth organization. But as parents and grandparents, the merchants did
not look favorably on economic development that might endanger what they saw as Spencer's
special midwestern small-town culture and quality of life.

Nationally during the last two decades of high immigration, the richest 20 percent of
Americans have enjoyed some economic improvement and the richest 1 percent have reaped
strong increases of income. But the average wage for most American groups has declined. No
scholar suggests that increased immigration is the chief culprit in America's overall decline in
wages. The economist Paul Krugman, of Stanford University, says the obvious central cause of
the disappointing economic conditions for the American majority since 1973 is the drastic drop

in the rate of growth in output (productivity) per worker. But the experts are uncertain about
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precisely why productivity growth has dropped so low and stayed there.* Clearly, though,
Congress picked a terribly inappropriate period of U.S. history to be increasing the number of
U.S. workers through immigration.

At the same time immigration was snowballing in the 1970s, the labor market was being
flooded with baby boomers who were reaching employment age and with a big increase in
married women seeking jobs. Based on recent research by several economists, it would appear
that the big increases in the labor supply probably contributed to the drop in productivity growth,
and definitely worked against efforts to improve it after it did drop.

Research by the economist Paul Romer explains that the problem with a large increase in the
number of workers is that it tends to result in a lower amount of capital investment per worker. It
is the capital investment per worker, along with technology, that is the most important ingredient
in increasing per capita output, according to Romer's study, published in the authoritative
National Bureau of Economic Research journal. Thus, immigration during the last two decades,
by greatly increasing the labor supply, would seem to be undermining capital investment per
worker, the very process that could send wages upward again.

Romer's research flies in the face of today's immigration advocates, who insist that the federal
government must continue to run a high-immigration program in order to boost the economy.
Adding workers usually does increase the nation's overall economic output, but not by enough to
improve the circumstances of the average worker. "In fact, what the data suggest is that labor
productivity responds quite negatively to increases in the labor force,” Romer maintains.

Looking across American history, Romer found that when the growth in number of workers went

* Paul Krugman, Peddling Prosperity: Economic Sense and Nonsense in the Age of Diminished Expectations New York: W. W.
Norton & Co., 1994).
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up (through high immigration and fertility), there was a decline in the growth of per capita
output-just as has occurred during this latest time of high immigration and depressed wages.”

Studies by Harvard's Jeffrey G. Williamson have found that during those same periods of high
immigration, the United States became less of a middle-class society and experienced its highest
degree of economic disparity-just as is happening during the current period of high immigration.®

It isn't difficult to see how an abundant supply of new foreign workers could retard wage
increases. U.S. Secretary of Labor Robert B. Reich fretted in 1994 that constant supplies of
foreign labor have enticed many employers to continue relying on low-paid, low-skilled jobs,
instead of making technological improvements and then training workers for more productive,
higher-paying jobs.’

A U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics study concluded that immigration was responsible for
roughly half the decline in real wages for native-born high school dropouts in the fifty largest
metropolitan areas during the 1980s. The study found that immigration accounted for 20 to 25
percent of the increase in the wage gap between low-skill and high-skill workers.® And
economists Timothy J. Hatton and Jeffrey G. Williamson declared in 1994 that all standard
mainstream economic models predict migration will tend to lower wages where immigrants
settle.’

Because the United States has had a surplus of workers, even the profits of the small recent
growth in per capita productivity have not been passed on to the workers. Krugman has noted

that when the number of workers surges, "the way that a freely functioning labor market ensures

® Paul Romer, "Crazy Explanations for the Productivity Slowdown," Macroeconomics Annnal (Cambridge, MA: National
Bureau of Economic Research, 1987), pp.181-183

0 Jetfrey Williamson, Ineguality, Poverty and History: The Kugnets Memorial Lectures (Cambridge, MA: Blackwell,
1991).Jeffrey Williamson, Inequality, Poverty and History: The Kugnets Memorial Lectures (Cambridge, MA: Blackwell, 1991).
" Roberto Suro, "Immigrants Crowd Labor's Lowest Rung," The Washington Post, 13 September 1994.

® David A. Jaeger, "Skill Differences and the Effect of Immigrants on the Wages of Natives," Bureau of Labor
Statistics Working Paper No. 273 (U.S. Department of Labor, December 1995).

S Timothy J. Hatton and Jeffrey G. Williamson, "International Migration 18501939: An Economic Survey," in Migration
and the International Labor Market 1850-1939, Hatton and Williamson, eds. (New York: Routledge, 1994), p. 19.
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that almost everyone who wants a job gets one is by allowing wage rates to fall, if necessary, to
match demand to supply.” Most of the profits from recent increased productivity have gone to
Americans in the top 1 percent of income.™® According to the research of immigrant economist
George Borjas, high immigration during the 1980s helped facilitate a massive redistribution of
wealth-more than $100 billion a year-from American workers to the upper class.™

The trend in this country during the previous decades of low immigration had long been
toward higher wages, less poverty, and a larger middle class. Beginning with the shortage of
workers during World War 11, more and more Americans found that the toil of their labor earned
them middle-class status. The number of Americans in poverty declined for decades. That happy
circumstance came to a halt in 1973. Except for minor variations, the number of impoverished
Americans has been increasing ever since.

The United States now routinely violates what Washington policy analyst Norman Ornstein
has concluded is an implicit, national bipartisan compact. In words similar to Bill Clinton's
during his first presidential campaign, Ornstein says the compact holds that "if people play by
the rules, working hard and doing their jobs, they will not have to live in poverty."*? But his
contention has become increasingly difficult to uphold as inflation-adjusted wages have declined
for Americans without college degrees and even many with degrees.

What to do about the millions of Americans mired in poverty or struggling just above it? "The

best way to help these young unskilled workers is through supply-side interventions,”

10 Krugman, Peddling Prosperity, pp. 124, 137-138.
1 George J. Borjas, "Know the Flow," National Review, vol. XLVII (17 April 1995): 49.
2 Norman Ornstein, "Can America Afford $5.15 An Hour?" The Washington Post, 12 February 1995, p. C1
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maintains labor professor Robert M. Hutchens of Cornell University. Initiatives that limit
immigration of workers "can promote an environment where academic underachievers have at
least some opportunity for upward mobility," he adds.*®

No studies suggest that halting immigration would immediately put middle-class wages into
the pockets of a large percentage of today's poor. But America's poor and its working class are
not among the net winners of an immigration policy that brings in people who can compete
directly with them in the job market. If the nation desires a return to a more middle-class
economy, it is difficult to understand why its government would allow more than a nominal

flow of immigrants at this time.

3 Robert M. Hutchens, A Path to Good / jobs? Unemployment and Low Wages: The Distribution of Opportunity for Young Unskilled
Workers. Public Policy Brief No. 11 (Annandale-on-Hudson, NY: The Jerome Levy Economics Institute, 1994).
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EQUAL OPPORTUNITY FOR THE DESCENDANTS OF SLAVERY

The uncompleted agenda of economic and political equality of opportunity for the
descendants of American slavery ranks as perhaps our most troubling and pervasive national
agony. No social problem seems untouched by the acrimony of racial recriminations that rises
out of the failure to end the massively disproportionate presence of blacks in poverty. Despite a
thriving, large population of well-educated, well-paid, highly productive black Americans,
one-third of the total black population seems intractably stuck in poverty-and the number has
been increasing throughout most of this era of rising immigration.

High immigration has eliminated the best economic friend black Americans had: a tight
labor market. Little known to most Americans, the 1924 to 1965 period of low immigration
contained the economic golden era not only for immigrants but for black Americans.
According to papers in the Journal of Economic Literature, tight-labor conditions during that
time helped all Americans to make impressive gains. Real incomes of white males, for
example, expanded two-and-one half-fold between 1940 and 1980. But for black men, they
quadrupled, rapidly closing the gap between races. The greatest increases for black workers
occurred before 1965, the year both the Voting Rights Act and the Immigration Act were
passed.™

Those who blame racism for the worsening wages for lower-skilled blacks today might
consider that institutional and social racism were thriving in the 1940-65 period. But racism-
and the absence of civil rights laws and affirmative action-could not halt phenomenal

economic progress for black Americans during the tight-labor conditions of that era.

1 James P. Smith and Finis R Welch, "Black Economic Progtess After Mytrdal," Journal of Economic Literature (June 1989).
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If the black economic trends in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s had continued, America would
be a far different society today. But progress for the average black wage earner stalled in 1973.
The rapid ballooning of the labor supply has conspired to strike most Americans, but black
Americans have been hit the hardest. During renewed mass immigration, the wage gap
between black and white workers has widened since 1973.%

Immigration and loose labor markets hurt black workers more than others in part because
American employers always have tended to put African Americans toward the back of the
hiring line, Harvard's Ronald F. Ferguson suggested in the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences' exhaustive study on the state of black Americans. When the hiring line is short-and
especially if it is shorter than the number of jobs to fill-the anti-black prejudice of employers is
less harmful. By lengthening the hiring line with so many immigrants over the last three
decades, Washington has made the end of the line a lot farther from the front.*°

Recent investigative reports by the Wall Street Journal and New house Newspapers have
shown the preference of employers for immigrant workers over African Americans. And
businesses owned by immigrants appear to be especially heavy practitioners of anti-black job
discrimination, they found. The federal government's immigration program allows into this
country every year: several hundred thousand foreign persons on special work visas; nearly a
million legal immigrants; and another few hundred thousand illegal aliens. They settle
disproportionately in the neighborhoods of lower-income blacks, with whom they tend to

compete for jobs, education, social services, and housing.

© John J. Donohue III and James Heckman, "Continuous Versus Episodic Change: The Impact of Civil Rights Policy
on the Economic Status of Blacks," Journal of Economic Literature (December 1991).

% Ronald F. Ferguson, "Shifting Challenges: Fifty Years of Economic Change Toward Black-White Earnings
Equality," Dadalus: Journal of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, vol. 124 (Winter 1995): 52-53.
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The increase in poverty is due to many changes in society. Certainly, there is merit to the
arguments of analysts who point to a long list of contributing behavioral traits that have risen
in prominence, such as illegitimacy, divorce, single parenting, and involvement in drug use and
trade. But the labor economist Vernon Briggs, Jr., of Cornell University suggests an
immigration connection to even those factors in his immensely useful history, Mass
Immigration and the National Interest. "Immigration policy was not purposely intended to
harm black Americans, but it has done just that,” he says. He finds the increase in labor supply
caused by immigration to be a significant factor in the inability of young, non-college-educated
black males to obtain jobs that pay enough to support a family and make marriage an option.

And that is one of the causes of the incredible increase in black illegitimacy, he maintains.
"The longer it [immigration] is allowed to function as a political policy, the worse are the
economic prospects for blacks.”*’

According to a 1993 Urban Institute report, 53 percent of black men between the ages of
twenty-five and thirty-four did not earn enough to support a family of four above the poverty
level. "We hear people talking about black families falling apart,” said Roger Wilkins of
George Mason University. "But we don't hear anybody talking about putting black men to
work, giving black families the economic wherewithal to stay together and raise their
children."®

Some political leaders have been fearful of talking about immigration, saying that
highlighting the negative effects of immigration on black Americans risks pitting one group of

disadvantaged Americans (poor blacks) against another (poor immigrants). In fact, though, the

harm of continued immigration to poor Latino, Asian, and Caribbean immigrants in this

'V Vernon Briggs, Jt., Mass Immigration and the National Interest New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1992), pp. 214-215.ernon
Briggs, Jt., Mass Immigration and the National Interest New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1992), pp. 214-215.

18 Roger Wilkins, interviewed by Daniel Schott, "Weekend Edition," National Public Radio, 14 October 1995
(transcribed in "Morality and the Message," Washington Post, 15 October 1995).
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country is very similar to what it does to black Americans. The immigrants and other
disadvantaged groups among us would benefit from any immigration changes designed to help
the descendants of U.S. slavery.

Federal officials wring their hands over the failure of government programs to more
appreciably help the black underclass. While Congress argues over which programs actually
work, one would think that it would not intentionally take action that would weaken the
chances of the members of the underclass resuming their march into the middle class. Yet the
federal government continues its program of importing foreign labor into poor black
communities.

Considering the political climate and current federal budget realities, it is unlikely that
Congress soon will increase the spending aimed at helping poor black Americans. But with a
revised immigration policy, Congress could at least take the stance of first doing no harm to
the black poor; drastically cutting immigration would cost the government next to nothing, and
would take considerable pressure off poor black communities and the programs designed to

serve them.
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HARMONIOUS AND SAFE COMMUNITIES

Immigration has not been a useful companion to the major efforts of the last three decades
to reduce the grievous ethnic tensions in our cities. Ann Scott Tyson of the Christian Science
Monitor noted in 1994 that many social scientists had anticipated that immigration would en-
courage greater cultural and racial mixing; instead, they discovered that the "influx of
immigrants is provoking sharper racial divisions." Dr. William Frey, demographer of the
University of Michigan's Population Center, bleakly observed: "Rather than leading toward a
new national diversity, the new migration dynamics are contributing to a demographic
Balkanization across broad regions and areas of the country."*

Describing California, which is the number-one destination of immigrants, Time magazine
in 1991 painted an equally dismal portrait of our efforts toward a healthy diversity: "The state
is dividing and subdividing now along a thousand new fault lines of language and identity. ...
Los Angeles, for example, is one of the most segregated cities in the world-a horizontal
patchwork of ethnic and racial enclaves, all almost self-sufficient, inward turning and
immiscible.”?

This relentless wave of high immigration is transporting ethnic conflict to communities and
regions where nothing of the sort even existed in the 1960s. A sweeping Ford Foundation study

found that the most prevalent relations among natives and newcomers in communities with

moderate to high immigration is competition, tension, and opposition. Every ethnic group in

% Ann Scott Tyson, "Ethnic, Economic Divisions of US Growing," Christian Science Monitor, 7 July 1994.
2 Jordan Bonfante, "The Endangeted Dream," Time (18 November 1991).
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America resents heavy flows of immigrants into their communities, regardless of the ethnicity
of the immigrants .%*

A RAND Corporation study of urban school systems with high numbers of immigrants
concluded that the newcomers exacerbate already serious problems in those schools. Education
failure is the norm for immigrants and natives alike. Fewer than one of two kids going into
these high schools comes out employable. The "size of the wave and the chaos of the situation
are too great" for schools to be able to keep poor natives in class.?

And then there is crime-the factor that may top all others in driving capital and the middle
class from the cities and in creating inhumane conditions for those residents trapped behind.
Crime historian Ted Robert Gurr of the University of Maryland explains that this third great
crime wave in America's history is similar to the other two in that it is linked to three factors:
increased economic deprivation; the aftermath of war (this time, Vietnam); and a big jump in
immigration, all of which "interfere with the civilizing process...... It is not that the immigrants
themselves are especially oriented toward crime and anarchy, but the arrival in such large
numbers of people of different cultures contributes a transience and lack of community
cohesiveness that is healthy for neither the newcomers nor the citizens .%

Cities-ranging in size from millions to a few thousand-struggle with an immigration influx
that few ever requested. And the federal government never asked the local officials if they
desired or could handle the flow. Each successive Congress and president simply adopted or
maintained policies that forced massive immigration upon thousands of neighborhoods across

the land.

21 Robert Bach, Changing Relations: Newcomers and Established Residents in U.S. Communities (New York: Ford
Foundation, April 1993).

?2 Lorraine M. McDonnell and Paul T. Hill, Newcomers in American Schools: Meeting the Edncational Needs of Imnrigrant Y outh
(Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1993).

2 Ted Robett Gurr, Vislence in America: The History of Crime Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1989).Ted Robert Gurr, iolnce
in America: The History of Crime (Newbury Park, CA: Sage, 1989).
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Residents have not approved. A Times-Mirror Center poll in November 1994 indicated that
82 percent of Americans think the United States should restrict immigration. Opposition to
immigration is not ideological. A CBS/New York Times poll two months earlier found only 6
percentage points difference among those identifying themselves as Democrats, Republicans,
or independents; all overwhelmingly objected to current immigration levels. Other polls show
that no matter how the populace is sliced into demographic groups-by income, ethnicity,
education, region, gender, age, religion, or size of community-a majority of them dislike
current immigration levels. It isn't that Americans don't like immigrants. Polls show that most
citizens retain generally positive attitudes about immigrants as individuals. But the number of
those individuals arriving each year has overwhelmed individual communities. There are
numerical thresholds for how many additional and culturally different residents any
community can or wants to handle-economically, socially, educationally, and environmentally.
But most Americans have had little choice. They have had to stand by passively as Washington
sent wave after wave of radically increased immigration crashing over their communities.

Most Americans apparently would like to accomplish what the citizens of Spencer, lowa,
and Ashland, Alabama, thus far have done: Stand up to Washington and barricade themselves
against the national tide of immigration. But such efforts are bound to fail if the federal
government continues Great Wave-level immigration. Whatever difficulty the nation is having
accommodating the post-1970 immigrants and their descendants, the fact that cannot be
escaped is that current immigration and fertility rates are projected to increase those numbers
by 500 percent during the next fifty years.

A cautious person might question adding another 100,000 immigrants a year-let alone a half
million-to the social pathologies and crumbling infrastructures of the cities. Drastically

reducing legal immigration and giving the cities a breather for at least a while might be the
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cheapest and most helpful gift Congress could give the cities to allow them to succeed at
revitalization efforts for their inhabitants, including the millions of recent immigrants who now

live there.

A PROTECTED AND RESTORED NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

For three decades, Americans have demanded that their government protect and restore the
country's natural environment so that it could continue to meet human needs for health, food,
recreation, psychic or spiritual nourishment, and commerce.

A nation's concern for the natural resources entrusted to it within its borders is, at its heart,
concern for the descendants of the present inhabitants. It is anticipating the pain that our great-
grandchildren might have if we destroy their chance of ever experiencing or using parts of our
present natural endowment. Conflicts often described as pitting the needs of people against the
needs of the environment frequently really are conflicts of the needs of today's people versus
the needs of our descendants.

At enormous costs, as taxpayer and consumer, the average American since 1970 has slashed
his or her destructive impact on the country's environmental resources. The results in aggregate
are impressive: rivers no longer catch fire or run in brilliant colors (as | witnessed when | first
began covering the environment for newspapers during the 1960s); the air in our cities is far
cleaner and even healthy much of the time; the bald eagle has been rescued from oblivion.

But we have fallen far short of our goals. Forty percent of America's lakes and streams
remain unfishable and unswimmable. The giant factories of biodiversity-the Chesapeake Bay
and the Everglades-teeter in precarious ecological health. Thirty-five states are withdrawing

groundwater faster than it is being replenished. In 1988, fifteen years after passage of the
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Endangered Species Act, five hundred plant and animal species still were listed; by 1993, the
number had increased to more than seven hundred.

The most important change in America that has so counteracted all the positive efforts to
restore and preserve the environment is this: an additional 65 million U.S. residents. If we were
still the 203 million Americans of 1970 whose government committed itself to saving the U.S.
environment, most of our environmental goals would have been met or be within reach by
now. But there now are more than 265 million of us!

Immigration has been a substantial cause of the negative environmental news that must be
mixed among all the good. This is not because immigrants are environmentally bad people, but
because they are people. Like the Americans they join, immigrants flush toilets, drive cars, use
public transportation, require land to feed, clothe, and house them, and to provide the materials
(and space) for their commerce, recreation, and waste disposal. As additional people, they
require more streets, parking lots, and all sorts of other asphalting of farmland and animal
habitat. More than 1 million acres are blacktopped each year.

Not only do immigrants do all those additional things to the U.S. environmental resources,
but they add to the world's overall environmental problems by emitting far more hydrocarbons
into the air than they did in their home countries.

Having already destroyed some 50 percent of its wetlands-the prime incubators of
biodiversity-the United States is filling in another 300,000 acres a year to accommodate its
expanding population. With 90 percent of northwestern old-growth forests gone, there is
intense pressure to log much of the rest.

U.S. immigration policy, combined with the much higher fertility of immigrants, has been
the number-one cause of population growth since 1970. Using recent U.S. Census Bureau data

and projections, demographer Leon Bouvier of Tulane University ran a computer study which
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found that immigrants and their descendants since 1970 have comprised more than half of U.S.
population growth. They will be responsible for 90 percent of the population expansion
between now and 2050, if current fertility and immigration rates remain constant.

Thus, to whatever extent environmental problems can be blamed on U.S. population growth,
the preponderance of that blame rests on U.S. immigration policy. Changing the composition
of the immigration stream-whether by skill, country of origin, education, etc.-will not diminish
the threat. Only a reduction in numbers will deal with the environmental problem.

The fight against air pollution may be America's greatest environmental success story.
Despite Herculean cleanup efforts, however, about 40 percent of Americans live in
metropolitan areas that still fail to meet some of the Environmental Protection Agency's health
standards. How different would this statistic be if there were 65 million fewer Americans
driving cars and using electricity? And it only gets worse. Each year, the U.S. population
grows by another 3 million people, most of them immigrants and the descendants of recent
immigrants.

As expensive as it has been to clean up the air thus far, that was the easy and cheap task
compared with what lies ahead. Every additional 1 percent of decrease in air pollution now
becomes much more expensive than before, in terms of both money and restrictions on personal
freedom. Because 65 million more people are contributing to the air pollution, the emissions per
person must be cut another 30 percent just to make the air as clean as it would have been if our
population had remained at 1970's 203 million.

That will take care of this year. But what about next year, and the decades afterwards? The
U.S. Census Bureau currently considers the most likely population scenario to be one of fertility
continuing close to the present rate and of immigration running slightly below recent levels.

Under those assumptions, it projects an increase to nearly 400 million Americans by 2050: that is
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another 130 million Americans, almost all of them resulting from post-1970 immigration
policies.

Such figures pose a chilling threat to biodiversity, farmland, recreational spaces, and air and
water quality in the United States. To avoid further encroachment on those resources, federal and
state governments must enforce deep cuts in material standards of living and in individual
freedoms (such as choices of transportation and where to live) to accommodate another 130
million people. Nothing in the current political climate suggests that such cuts will occur. The
more likely direction now appears to be toward cuts in environmental standards and
enforcement.

According to the conservation biologist Thomas Lovejoy, the United States doesn't have a lot
of environmental leeway. An adviser to the U.S. government who has been decorated by the
Brazilian government for his decades of work with the rainforests, Lovejoy says the United
States is "demonstrably losing biological diversity.... On top of the general threat of pollution
and other stresses, we have some areas that are really sort of close to 'last-minute' situations....
Population growth is probably the single most important factor in the ability to protect biological
diversity and manage the environment."?*

The United States has pledged itself in international arenas to move toward an
environmentally sustainable way of life. That would mean that the total environmental impact of
all Americans would not diminish the ability of future Americans or citizens in other countries to
enjoy at least the level of lifestyle of today's inhabitants. But if sustainable living can be defined

as enjoying the fruit without harming the tree that produces it, then there is ample evidence that

265 million Americans are hacking fairly vigorously at the trunk today.

% "Interview: Thomas Lovejoy," FOCUS, vol. 4, no. 2 (Washington, DC: Carrying Capacity Network, 1994),
pp. 63-67.
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It is immigration-driven population growth perhaps as much as any other factor that gives
many Americans the feeling that they are running in place when it comes to efforts to protect
the environment. Environmental efforts too often merely slow the rate of destruction. The
geopolitical analyst George Kennan wrote in his Around the Cragged Hill that there is an
"optimal balance, depending on the manner of man's life, between the density of human
population and the tolerances of nature. This balance, in the case of the United States, would
seem to me to have been surpassed . . . the question is not whether there are limits to this
country's ability to absorb immigration; the question is only where those limits lie, and how
they should be determined and enforced.... "%

Kennan suggested that the optimal population was passed sometime in the 1970s. Most

Americans apparently would tend to agree. In 1992, Americans by a ratio of 7 to 1 told
Roper pollsters that the United States was suffering from too many people. In fact, by their
own behavior, Americans have been opting for a stabilized population since 1972 by having
less than the average 2.1 children per woman that eventually leads to a level population size.

For three decades, Congress has run a government-induced population-growth program
through immigration that has negated the low-fertility decisions of America's citizens. Among
the winners have been those who profit from converting natural ecosystems and agricultural
land into urban development. But the losers have been all who sought to protect America's
environmental resources from the assault of an endlessly increasing human population. And
the day of environmentally sustainable living in the United States has been pushed much
farther into the future.

If Congress had run a replacement-level immigration program (matching in-migration to

out-migration) to go along with Americans' replacement-level fertility after 1972, U.S.

% George F. Kerman, Around the Cragged Hill (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1993), pp. 151-154
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population never would have reached 250 million, peaking below that mark during the 2030s,
according to Bouvier.

Instead, we're already above 265 million and headed to near 400 million by 2050. Virtually
every aspect of U.S. environmental protection and quality-and of the quality of life for
America’'s human inhabitants-is changed because of that.

In addition to the resources listed in the footnotes, the following sources were relied upon in
this chapter:

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Population Projections of the U.S. by Age, Sex, Race and
Hispanic Origin: 1993 to 2050 (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, September
1993); Time magazine poll (September 1993), Roper Poll (April 1992), News'week magazine
poll (July 1993), CBS News poll (May 1994); Carrying Capacity Network, "Our Immigration
Crisis,"” Network Bulletin, 5 (June-July 1995): 1-2; World Resources Institute, The 1993
Information Please Environmental Almanac (Washington, DC: World Resources Institute,

1993).
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Chapter 2

Learning from the Great Wave

In 1910, the fears of many Yankee settlers of Wausau, Wisconsin, came true. For years, they
had worried that they would be overwhelmed by the German, Polish, and other immigrants
pouring into town as part of what we now call the Great Wave of immigration. By 1910, the
demographic takeover had occurred: immigrants and their children were in the majority. They
changed the local culture, totally reversed the ruling political ideology, and by 1918 had taken
over nearly every elected office in the county. Communities all across America similarly were
caught in the social, economic, and political undertow of the Great Wave. Native-born
Americans often felt like foreigners in their own hometowns, amidst a babel of foreign tongues
and customs. For years, citizens clamored unsuccessfully for relief from Washington. Anti-im-
migrant hostilities and explosions of ethnic turmoil marred the society.

That is a different sort of history from the rose-colored views preached from many of the
nation's political, media, and religious pulpits today: Americans are urged to turn from their
opposition to today's levels of admissions and instead to "honor our nation's immigration
tradition,” as if that phrase describes a past in which Americans eagerly welcomed masses of
immigrants. There are constant reminders that "we are an immigrant nation,” that "we're all
descended from immigrants,” and that "immigration made our nation great.” The Chicago Sun-
Times reflected this view of history when it editorialized in 1994 that national policy must be

consistent with "the country's historic openness toward immigration."*

! "California Schemin'; Stop Prop. 187 Now," Chicago Sun-Times, 25 November 1994.
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For all of today's dewy-eyed remembrances of "tradition™ and "openness," however, mass
immigration always has provoked widespread, deep-rooted objections from much of the public.
The historian John Higham of Johns Hopkins University detailed Americans' traditional anti-
immigration sentiments in his seminal book, Strangers in the Land (1956), which is quoted
often by immigration advocates who seek to show that restrictionists generally have been
motivated by bigotry and irrational distrust of foreigners. But in the preface to his second
edition and in subsequent writing, Higham emphasized that Americans also had some very
legitimate reasons to campaign for immigration cuts.?

One would never guess from most editorial writers and politicians today that there ever
were legitimate complaints against immigration. They still speak of the Great Wave of 1880 to
1924 as a kind of golden era of immigration. Observing the congressional debate over
immigration in the mid-1980s, University of California history professor Otis Graham wrote in
The Public Historian that it was filled with remarks about what "history taught™ but without
anybody ever consulting a historian: "History was said to reveal a simple story, that mass
immigration produced unalloyed benefits: economic growth and creative, law-abiding people
like your grandparents and mine." While there was truth in those statements, they left out very
important understandings about the costs that accompanied those benefits, he said.?

Romanticized and sanitized by sentimental movies, novels, high school textbooks, stump
speeches, and Fourth of July newspaper editorials, the Great Wave has been allowed to teach
false lessons that have led present-day Americans to distorted positions on both sides of the

immigration debate.

2 John Higham, Send These to Me: Jews and Other Immigrants in Urban America (New York: Atheneum,
1975); John Higham, Strangers in the Land (2nd ed. New York: Atheneum, 1963).
¥ Otis L. Graham, Jr., "Uses and Misuses of History," The Public Historian, vol. 8, no. 2 (1986).
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THE IMMIGRATION RESTRICTIONISTS' DISTORTION:

Opponents of immigration often blast today's newcomers for being inferior to European
immigrants of other eras because they hang on to their language and culture, because they are
clannish and live in ethnic enclaves, because they fail to raise themselves to middle-class
standards of living, and because they sap public services. In every community | have visited,
the most common complaint about immigrants is that they don't live up to the standards of the
European-Americans' immigrant ancestors, who "at least learned English” and didn't burden

society.

THE IMMIGRATION ADVOCATES' DISTORTION:

Supporters of high immigration point to the Great Wave as the reason the United States has
nothing to fear from the present wave. Everything worked out fine back then, they reason, so
why shouldn't the present wave work out fine, too? Many take that reasoning a step farther and
suggest that the only reason the United States ever was able to succeed was because of mass
immigration. America simply would no longer be America without it. An editorial in The
Washington Times captured this sentiment in 1995 with its dismissal of calls to limit the
volume of immigration: "The openness of the United States to immigrants-and their openness

to the American experience-is an integral part of the lively and dynamic spirit of the country.
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Quashing that would cause fundamental damage to our society-in ways that no influx of
immigrants, of whatever class or education or color, could.”

Both arguments are fundamentally flawed. Layer upon layer of family tales and national
myths have obscured the fact that most of our ancestors who came during the Great Wave
placed an enormous burden on the country. Large numbers didn't learn the language and cul-
ture quickly; they were clannish and lived in ethnic enclaves; they remained poor, and their
arrival was in numbers that were devastating to many communities. For many of the
immigrants themselves, life was a struggle for even a tenuous hold on the American dream.
The "running sores” of immigration at the turn of the century were sweatshops, paupers,
substance abuse, and fetid slums, according to immigration historian David Bennett of
Syracuse University.’

If today's immigrants are burdening our society, it is not essentially because they come from
countries other than Europe, as many restrictionists claim. And it is not because of some
supposed deficiency in intelligence or character in comparison with native-born Americans'
immigrant ancestors. If there are problems, it is fundamentally because immigrants today are
having much the same aggregate effect on society that immigrants always have had when they
arrived in large numbers.

Likewise, to dismiss today's concerns by saying that everything eventually turned out all
right after the Great Wave is to trivialize the pain of all who had to live during the time of high
immigration. And it ignores the fact that "things turned out all right" only after Washington
finally lowered immigration levels in 1924 and kept them down for forty years. To recover

tolerance and civic harmony, John Higham said, the United States depended on "a period of

4 "Immigrants, Not Aliens," The Washington Times, 10 May 1995.

® David Bennett, The Party of Fear: From Nativist Movements to the New Right in American History (Chapel Hill, NC:
University of North Carolina Press, 1988).
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relief from heavy immigration, during which an inclusive national enterprise could bring old
and new Americans together.”®

To understand the Great Wave and the current immigration wave, it is helpful to place them in
the context of our entire immigration history. Compare the immigration flows during the five

major eras below with the average annual admissions of 507,000 between 1965 and 1989, and

the more than | million entries a year during the 1990s.

1607-1775-COLONIAL ERA:

APPROXIMATELY 3,500 IMMIGRANTS (ANNUAL AVERAGE)

These are the immigrants whose numbers were so high and whose arrivals were so
unrelenting that they forced the indigenous inhabitants off the eastern seaboard, rolled back the
wilderness, and created a new nation. In many of the years, the majority of newcomers were
involuntary "immigrants” from Africa.

The first part of the Colonial era was the only time we truly were a "nation of immigrants.”
But long before the colonies declared themselves a nation in 1776, the majority of their
inhabitants were native-born. The country of the United States has always been a "nation of
Americans," in which only a small fraction of the population were immigrants or the children
of immigrants. As a so-called immigrant nation, the United States is not much different from
all other nations which at one time were infused with immigrations from other lands; all but a
handful, though, eventually declared themselves mature societies no longer desiring the
transplantation of new populations. The United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand

simply got a later start at nation building and at starting to shut off the outside flow.

6 John Higham, professor emeritus of history, Johns Hopkins University, speech on 10 June 1988 in Washington, D.C.
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The Colonial era represents our immigration tradition in its rawest form. If we honored
tradition by matching the immigrant flows to the one era when we truly were an immigrant
nation, we would take 3,500 immigrants every year. Right now, we take almost 3,500 a day.

During the last eight months of 1995, the United States welcomed more immigrants than

came during the entire 169-year Colonial era.

1776-1819-THE NEW NATION:

APPROXIMATELY 6,500 IMMIGRANTS (ANNUAL AVERAGE)

The legal slave trade came to an end in 1808, but the number of people annually arriving from

other continents to join the newly independent nation doubled from the Colonial era.

1820-79-CONTINENTAL EXPANSION:

162,000 IMMIGRANTS (ANNUAL AVERAGE)

The United States bought, fought, and wrought vast territories into a nation from sea to
shining sea during this era. With an open frontier to settle and new tribes of Indians to be driven
from their lands, America welcomed an explosion of immigrants who took advantage of the in-
vention of steamships that provided relatively safe and quick travel. Businesses imported foreign
laborers and the government enticed foreign land settlers. But even then, the annual immigrant

flows were less than one-eighth of the volume of total migration in the 1990s.
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1880-1924-THE GREAT WAVE:

584,000 IMMIGRANTS (ANNUAL AVERAGE)

Just as the frontier was being declared closed by the U.S. Census Bureau, industrialization
created a new market for labor. Employers sent labor contractors and flotillas of ships to Europe
to bring back workers. This incredible increase in immigration was extremely unpopular with the
American people, who several times, beginning in 1897, persuaded Congress to pass laws to
dampen the wave. But three presidents were swayed by industrialists seeking cheap labor, and by
the ever-growing immigrant voting bloc, to veto the congressional immigration restrictions and
keep the wave going.

The Great Wave could just as aptly be called the "Great Aberration” because it departed so
radically from the rest of America's immigration history in terms of its size and long

unresponsiveness to the public will.

1925-65-THE RISE OF THE MIDDLE CLASS:

178,000 IMMIGRANTS (ANNUAL AVERAGE)

By 1924, the nation overwhelmingly believed it needed time to digest the Great Wave.
Immigration flows were reduced, although only back to more traditional levels. Today's
pundits often refer to the 1924 Immigration Act as having "shut the door" on immigration.
Nothing of the sort happened. Rather, the law merely returned the country to the annual

average flows of immigration from 1820 to 1879 that had dazzled the world with their high
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volume when the United States was settling an open continent. Nonetheless, the cutbacks were
deep enough to allow labor markets to tighten. Sweatshops virtually disappeared, black
Americans finally got the chance to enter the industrial economy in major numbers, and most
Americans eventually achieved a middle-class economic status during this era. A booming
wartime and postwar economy played a significant role in this, but so did the gradual
tightening of the labor market as the country caught its breath and assimilated the millions of

immigrants who had arrived in the Great Wave.

* k%

53



During each of these eras, immigration numbers went through surges and lulls every few
years, oscillating above and below the era's average level. When Congress approved the 1965
Hart-Celler Amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act, the nation already had been in
a ten-year surge and ordinarily would have been ready for a lull. But the congressional action
changed that. The tradition of surges and lulls ended.

Since 1965, there have been no lulls, only a precipitous climb upward in numbers, as
immigrants flooded the country in nearly the same numbers as during the spasm of the Great
Wave. The average rate of immigration from 1966 through 1989 was 507,000 a year.

That flow might be called the "Family Chain-Migration Wave." Current discussion of
immigration is filled with references to the country's long tradition of family reunification. In
fact, though, relatives of U.S. residents had never been given top preference in immigration law
until the 1965 act. If the legislation had extended the preference only to spouses and minor
children, there would have been little effect on the numbers. But it also gave preference to adult
sons and daughters, parents of adult immigrants, brothers and sisters. If one member of a family
could gain a foothold, he or she could begin a chain of migration within an extended family,
constantly jumping into new families through in-laws and establishing new chains there.

Then, in 1990, after years of protests from citizens that the immigration numbers were too
high, Congress raised them even more in what might be called the "lrish-Booster Wave."
Congress approved the huge boost incongruously just before the nation sank into an economic
recession. The originators of the action were Irish-American members of Congress who felt that
the law's emphasis on relatives of recent immigrants discriminated against people in Ireland,
most of whom had only distant relatives in the United States because of the lull in immigration

between 1924 and 1965. In contriving legislation that would greatly increase Irish admissions
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and that could gain approval, the sponsors had to accept all manner of provisions that helped
other special interest groups and ballooned the total immigration numbers by 30 to 40 percent.

The bill, which received almost no public attention, was approved with very little
congressional debate but began attracting major criticism once the public became aware of it
within the next two years. Total immigration has averaged more than 1 million a year since 1990.
When Senator Alan Simpson, Representative Lamar Smith, and the bi-partisan federal
commission chaired by Barbara Jordan first proposed cuts in immigration in 1995, they
essentially were trying to negate the increases of the 1990 act, while leaving the number near the
1980s level which had surpassed that of the Great Wave.

Advocates of population growth and high immigration-such as the Cato Institute and the
Urban Institute-look at the annual flows of the eras just listed and make a remarkable
observation: Today's level of immigration really is not very high at all, they say. They can make
such a statement because they contend that the actual numbers of immigrants each year don't
matter. The measure that means something, they say, is immigration's proportion of the total U.S.
population. Annual immigration in the 1990s is a smaller proportion of population than it was
during the Great Wave. Thus, they conclude, it should not be difficult to handle the present level,
and ergo the present level should continue.

The proportion-of-population argument is central in the pro-immigration lobby's justification
for keeping the level far above what the public desires.

But the proportion-of-population measure fails to have practical significance for several
reasons, including a failure to account for the fact that conditions change. Just because something
worked in the past doesn't mean it will do so today. The "proportion™ argument also suggests that
the more congested a nation becomes, the more immigrants it can handle. This surely is

foolishness. It would mean, for example, that overpopulated China should now be taking
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millions of immigrants each year. It would mean that California should continue to receive far
more immigrants than any other state because it is the most crowded with the most people
already. It would mean that California should receive even more immigrants in the 1990s than in
the 1980s because it now has a larger population, when precisely the opposite is true.

The assertion that the United States can continue to take more immigrants every year as
long as the proportion-to-population stays the same also contradicts what Americans can see
with their own eyes in communities across the country. It ignores the problems that immigrants
and citizens alike face in today's high-immigration situation. One could imagine accepting
more and more people if the country were smoothly and productively incorporating immigrants
into a thriving, stable, environmentally benign, peaceful system. But that's not the reality.

Above all, the proportion-of-population argument is grievously misleading because it
contains the assumption that the Great Wave was, on balance, beneficial to the Americans
living in the United States at the time.

There is much to learn from the Great Wave. Stripping away the mythology and
encountering the reality of that enormously significant era perhaps would be as helpful as any

other exercise in improving the discussion of current immigration issues.

ANOTHER VIEW OF THE GREAT WAVE

We have heard much about the warm personal stories of ancestors who came to America a
century ago, but the hard realities and conflict brought by immigration must be restored to the
picture if we are to learn anything helpful from the Great Wave experience. First, we must
recognize that the Great Wave drew opposition from the beginning; there never was a period of

broad public approval.
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In 1880, the volume of annual immigration more than doubled over what it had been during
each of the previous four years. And it was more than double the annual average of the previous
sixty years. The Great Wave had begun. There was no fanfare or official declaration. Only later
did Americans realize that something unprecedented was happening. There had been a surge like
this in 1872-73 and back in 1854. But this surge was different. The 457,000 level of immigration
in 1880 was not a peak but something of a floor for much of the next 44 years.

Many Americans agitated against the increased immigration almost immediately. Their anger
was understandable. Manufacturers, such as the shoemaker Calvin T. Sampson of North Adams,
Massachusetts, were importing foreign workers to fight the growing pressure from U.S. workers
for an eight-hour workday and for other improvements in working conditions. Sounding
remarkably like the pro-immigration forces of the 1990s, the industrialists of that time justified
their actions on the basis of protecting an unfettered free-market system. They condemned labor
organizing and strikes for better working conditions as violations of the "eternal laws of political
economy," according to the historian Eric Foner.’

Although American workers resented immigrants from both Europe and Asia, they gained
their first success in 1882 with the Chinese Exclusion Act. The legislation and anti-immigrant
hostilities leading to it included ugly racial overtones. But the special animus against the Chinese
immigrants also was driven by the egregious use of them for several years as strikebreakers. In
California, the imported Chinese workers had come to make up a quarter of the wage force even
before the Great Wave began.

The pressure to cut immigration did not stop with the action against the Chinese. By 1885,

Congress was persuaded to move against some of the immigration from Europe. The Alien

" Bric Foner, Reconstruction: America's Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877 New York: Harper & Row, 1989), pp. 470,
490.
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Contract Law halted the practice of companies contracting to transport immigrants who then
were legally bound to work in indentured servitude for at least a year and often for several years.

Those measures knocked the numbers down some. But the volume remained high. John
Higham says there was widespread public demand for more curbs on immigration in 1886, the
year of the dedication of the Statue of Liberty. Many otherwise well-informed people today have
misconstrued that event, suggesting that the statue was placed in New York City's harbor as a
sign of welcome to the new wave of immigrants. In fact, the statue and its symbolism had
absolutely nothing to do with immigration, as the museum inside the statue makes abundantly
clear. It was only coincidence that the statue was placed at a time and place where millions of
immigrants were entering the United States. Given the deep opposition to the increased immi-
gration numbers at the time, it is doubtful that the people of New York would have contributed
the money to build the pedestal if they had thought the statue, which officially was entitled
Liberty Enlightening the World, had been intended as America Inviting the World.

While the rapid industrialization of the northern economy created openings for many new
wage earners, the country did not require hundreds of thousands of foreign workers to meet that
need. Large numbers of rural Americans, especially white and black workers in the war-ravaged
South, could have taken many of those new northern jobs. But most were shut out of the
opportunity by the Great Wave immigrants from Europe. The economist Joshua L. Rosenbloom
of the University of Kansas found that immigrants were able to use ethnic networking as a means
to fill job openings with workers from their own nationality groups. Like many employers in the
1990s, once northern companies learned that they could easily fill their jobs through immigrant
networking, they made few efforts to attract new supplies of American workers. "Only when

European immigration was cut off during the First World War were concerted efforts undertaken
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to develop the machinery necessary to attract low-wage southern workers,” Rosenbloom
concluded.”®

The most tragic result of the manufacturers' preference for immigrant labor was a half-century
postponement of opportunity for most of the freed slaves to seek higher-paying jobs outside of
the South. That left a large percentage of them dependent for jobs from the very class of
southerners that previously had enslaved them. The Great Wave began just as the federal
government had abandoned Reconstruction and had withdrawn federal troops from the South.
With the immigration-filled northern industries having no need of their services and the federal
government no longer willing to protect their rights, many black workers were trapped in the
South where most of their political and economic gains since the Civil War were stripped away.

Meanwhile, native-born white Americans in the North and West were feeling their own
effects of the greatly expanded pool of labor. One reason the industrialists were so eager to
enlarge the labor supply was to try to flatten American wage rates, which were far higher than
wages in Europe. Because of an abundance of underutilized natural resources (especially open
land) and a relatively small population, the New World in 1870 paid wages that were 136 percent
higher than in the heavily populated Old World. But by 1913, American workers had lost almost
half that pay advantage, after decades of massive additions of foreign workers. Immigrant labor

depressed wages for native labor by competing directly on almost equal terms, according to the

economists Timothy J. Hatton and Jeffrey G. Williamson, in their book Migration and the

® Joshua L. Rosenbloom, "Employer Recruitment and the Integration of Industrial Labor Markets, 1870-1914," NBER
Working Paper Series on Historical Factors in Long Run Growth (Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic
Research, January 1994), p. 18.
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International Labor Market 1850-1939. They state that the immigrants "marginalized” most
native women and black workers, keeping them out of the mainstream of industrial jobs.”

Adding to Americans' concerns about the labor competition from immigrants was the
psychological shock of being informed in 1890 by the U.S. Census Bureau that so many people
had settled in the West that the frontier, under the Census definition, no longer existed.
Williamson has written that, around that time, the absorptive capacity of the American labor
market declined; thereafter, immigration dragged down wages even more than it had during the
early part of the Great Wave.

At that point, it didn't matter what proportion of the population immigration had once been;
conditions had changed. The country had reached a level of maturity that no longer needed or
could handle immigration at the old proportions or numbers. Frederick Jackson Turner, the most
famous of the country's chroniclers of the closing of the frontier, found immigration much more
threatening than during a time of open land. He wrote in the Chicago Record-Herald for 25
September 1901

The immigrant of the preceding period was assimilated with comparative ease, and it can
hardly be doubted that valuable contributions to American character have come from this infu-
sion of non-English stock into the American people. But the free lands that made the process of
absorption easy have gone. The immigration is becoming increasingly more difficult of as-
similation. Its competition with American labor under existing conditions may give increased

power to the producer, but the effects upon American well-being are dangerous in the extreme.™

® Timothy J. Hatton and Jeffrey G. Williamson, "International Migration 18501939: An Economic Survey," in Migration
and the International Labor Market 1850-1939, Hatton and Williamson, eds. (New York: Routledge, 1994), pp. 17,
20,23.

10 Frederick Jackson Turner quoted in Richard White, "Frederick Jackson Turner and Buffalo Bill," The Frontier in
American Culture (Berkley, CA: University of California Press, 1994), p. 46.
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A heightened sense of urgency drove Americans to insist on decisive action in Washington.
On 9 February 1897, the U.S. House of Representatives began a dramatic series of legislative
events: (1) The House voted 217 to 36 to approve an immigrant literacy test. That test would
have significantly curtailed the immigration of the next decades. (2) A week later, the Senate
voted 34 to 31 to send the immigration restriction bill to President Grover Cleveland. (3)
Cleveland vetoed it on March 2. (4) The next day, the House overrode the veto by 195 to 37.
(5) The Senate-having earlier approved it by such a narrow margin-did not bother to attempt a
two-thirds override of the veto. Thus the Great Wave narrowly escaped being shut off after
only seventeen years and before it grew to its greatest strength.

Restrictionism had failed for the moment. There were no public opinion polls to record the
actual attitudes of the American people. But the majority of their representatives in Congress
worked for the next twenty-seven years to reduce legal immigration levels. That suggests a
large segment of Americans who wanted to substantially change the spectacle on Ellis Island
where hundreds of thousands of immigrants a year lined up to be processed into the U.S. labor
force.

The restrictionist issue carried over to the next presidential election. William McKinley,
running on a platform that supported restriction, was victorious; this time there would be no
presidential veto protecting the foreign influx. But while the Senate voted 45-28 in 1898 to
stop the Great Wave, a reconstituted House narrowly defeated the restriction, 104 to 101. If
two members had switched from "no" to "yes," the Great Wave would have lost much of its
volume. And the peak decade for Ellis Island never would have occurred.

One branch or the other of Congress was in nearly constant motion during the next two
decades, trying to stop the Great Wave. The majority of the members of the U.S. House of

Representatives voted to restrain immigration in 1897, 1902, 1906, 1912, 1913, 1915, 1916,
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1917, 1921, and 1924. The Senate did the same in 1897, 1898, 1912, 1915, 1916, 1917, 1921,
and 1924. But for years, the supporters of high immigration always were able to persuade a
president to veto restrictionist legislation and managed to win just enough votes in one of the
houses of Congress to prevent a two-thirds vote to override a veto. Industrialists lobbied hard
to protect their supply of cheap labor. And leaders of growing blocs of newly naturalized
immigrant citizens were influential in making sure immigration continued to add more people
to their ethnic power bases.

The country paid high costs for the delay in enacting restrictions. John Higham-who
continues to believe that immigration generally has strengthened the American character-has
warned defenders of the current wave of immigration that they risk repeating the disastrous
mistakes of those who early this century insisted on keeping the Great Wave going. "The
inescapable need for some rational control over the volume of immigration in an increasingly
crowded world was plain to see, then as now,"” he wrote. But the business interests, the
immigrant leaders, and the traditionalists who feared any increase in the powers of government
blocked all reform and allowed problems to fester and grow. As another 14 million immigrants
entered between 1897 and 1917, the social fabric frayed, as exemplified by the upheaval in Wau-
sau, Wisconsin. Frustrations among Americans overflowed. America endured a nationwide
spread of intense anti-Semitism, anti-immigrant hysteria, and the heyday of the new Ku Klux
Klan as a "nationwide, all-purpose vigilante movement," according to Higham.**

It was that extreme reaction to the extreme volume of immigration that has tended to cause
immigration restrictionists today to be suspect as right-wing racists. But Otis Graham of the

University of California, Santa Barbara, has noted that "Restrictionism attracted some of the best

H John Higham, letter to the editor of The New York Times (July 1984), quoted in Otis Graham, Jr., "Uses and Misuses
of History in the Debate Over Immigration Reform," The Social Contract, vol. 1, no. 2 (Winter 1990-91): 54.
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minds in America, including many liberal clergymen, spokesmen for organized labor and the
black community, and socialists.”

Part of the concern of the liberal restrictionists was the abominable conditions for many
immigrants. A congressional study found that new arrivals were three times more likely than
natives to be on welfare in 1909; immigrants comprised more than half the people on welfare
nationwide. Chicago was especially hard-hit; four out of every five welfare recipients at that time
were immigrants and their children. Foreign-born residents constituted a third of the patients in
public hospitals and insane asylums in the country. The situation was worse in New York City,
where the president of the board of health said that almost half the expenditures were for the
immigrant poor.

A national commission studied the impact of immigration for five years and concluded in
1911 that it was contributing to low wages and poor working conditions. It was not until 1917,
however, that immigration restrictions finally were enacted into law as the House (287106) and
the Senate (62-19) overrode President Wilson's second veto. In the public's view, the 1917 action
did not block enough immigrants. Another act in 1921 set a numerical ceiling for the first time.
And then in 1924, Congress decisively gave the American people the respite they so long had

sought. The "Great Aberration" was over, after forty-four years.

* * *
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To criticize the Great Wave-or any period of immigration-is not to criticize the individuals
who were part of it. Often through no fault of their own, the immigrants were used by certain
Americans to undercut the wages and power of other groups of Americans.

Because immigration was drastically reduced after 1924, the problems caused by having too
many immigrants gradually subsided; we now can look back positively and affirm the sizable
fraction of the current population who descended from that wave. None of that, however, should
blind us to the reality of the damage the Great Wave level of migration did to this country at the
time-or the further damage that likely would have occurred had the era not ended. Nor should the
reality of consequences necessarily take away any of our admiration for the courage, hard work,
and perseverance of the majority of immigrants who endured despite harsh conditions.
"Obviously, immigration has given this country wonderful people,” says Jim Placyk, a self-
described New York leftist activist. "I'm glad my grandparents came from Ireland. I'm glad about
all kinds of specific descendants of immigrants. But let's not pretend that nobody got hurt
because the immigrants came."

With the flow of immigration cut back so substantially after 1924, urban turmoil began to
subside throughout the country, including in Wausau, Wisconsin, the very setting of which is
symbolic of that part of immigration history. Wausau scenically nestles on rolling land shaped
over the ages by the confluence of the Wisconsin River from the north, the Eau Claire River
from the east, and the Rib River from the west. The power of these rivers is evident from the
famous Wisconsin dells and smaller Eau Claire dells carved out of land both upstream and
downstream. Settlers during the 1800s decided they liked the lay of the land and didn't want any
more flooding. They constructed dams to regulate the flow of the rivers, restraining them from
significantly changing the terrain further while channeling their power for the benefit of the

community.

64



The 1924 immigration taw functioned in much the same way as gates on a well-placed dam:
Over the next forty years, immigration policies regulated the flow of foreign migration streams
to keep them low enough to be beneficial to native and immigrant alike. Immigration no longer
was allowed to transform the social landscape of local communities against their wills.

American municipalities were given a long "cooling-off" period to create tranquility out of
their caldrons of human divisions and enmities. In Wausau, the quarreling Germans, Poles, and
Yankees began to explore ways of creating a common local culture with common goals. By the
time Chinese refugee Billy Moy pulled into Wausau's train station in 1952, the city's different
ethnic groups had mixed into something close to a common culture. Moy was a teenager fleeing
Chinese Communist authorities. He arrived in America during an era that was especially
welcoming to the modest number of immigrants coming at the time. Moy remembers that as a
refugee he was a novelty in Wausau: "l didn't know a word of English when | arrived. People
were very nice, especially the teachers. Kids never harassed me. Never a bad word." He was
able to learn English quickly and move into the local job market. Because migration numbers
were low, nobody had reason to fear a loss of local control from people like Billy Moy.

And so it was in most of the United States. Partly because of the low immigration from
1925 to 1965, Americans developed a whole new attitude toward immigrants, becoming
substantially positive about them for perhaps the first time since the country's birth. A poll in
1965, for example, found Americans had an overwhelmingly positive attitude on immigrants
and immigration, with only about one third desiring that the immigration level be lowered.

Many Americans today have been surprised to find themselves changing from supporters to
opponents of immigration. They had been so welcoming and admiring of immigrants in the
decades before 1965 that they mistakenly assumed that was how Americans usually had

reacted. Americans may have been blinded by the unusual profile of immigrants who had
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arrived in the reduced numbers between 1924 and 1965. Those immigrants had much better
education than the average American and made contributions highly valued by natives. Some
were geniuses who fled Nazism, World War 11, and communism. They assimilated quickly and
enjoyed great economic and career success. George Borjas, an economist at the University of
California-San Diego, suggests that Americans came to attribute the qualities of 1924-65
immigrants to the immigrants who had arrived much earlier, during the Great Wave. That led
to a false memory of a kind of golden Ellis Island era of mass immigration.

In fact, though, progress for the Great Wave immigrants was extremely slow. One reason was
that there simply were so many of them. Borjas matched 1910 Census data with recent data to
discover how long it took the descendants of Great Wave immigrants to reach educational and
economic parity with the descendants of American natives of the time. He discovered that they
haven't yet done so. His calculations showed that it is taking around one hundred years, four
generations.

Progress was far more swift for those who arrived in smaller numbers in the 1924-65 era.
Billy Moy, after years of hard work, perseverance, and saving, bought the abandoned train
station that sat on an island in the middle of the Wisconsin River across from downtown
Wausau. He opened his restaurant, Billy Moy's One World Inn, in the island depot in 1965. It
was the same year Congress inadvertently unhinged the immigration floodgates.

By the 1990s when | talked with Moy, Wausau again was reeling from swollen streams of
immigration like those that overwhelmed it during the Great Wave. The accelerated
immigration-this time from Southeast Asia-had once again dramatically changed Wausau, creat-
ing deep resentments among the citizenry and sharply diminishing the ability of foreign migrants
to move into the city's mainstream. As we talked in his restaurant, Moy showed printed cards

with sketches he had made of the low-water Wisconsin River while the nearby dam was being
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repaired some years ago. "Good food in a town of good people,” one card read on the back. Moy
spoke in puzzlement about local ethnic tensions that now are common and the fact that recent
refugees tell of hostile treatment at the hands of the native-born.

Any visitor to Wausau can observe stark lines of social, economic, and cultural differences
between the native-born and the large-and largely poor-new Southeast Asian population. But a
careful observer, says local history professor Jim Lorence, can look at who wields local power
and at memberships in churches and other organizations and still see some faint signs of a
continuing divide between the descendants of the Yankee settlers and of the Great Wave
immigrants. Such signs remain even though it has been more than seventy years since the
Great Wave ended. Americans contemplating the assimilation of the current thirty-year wave
of immigrants might want to consider what America would be like today if Congress had not
adjusted the gates on the immigration dam in 1924 and had not given the nation's diverse
peoples forty years to adjust to each other without the constant large infusions of newer

groups.
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Chapter 3

How Many Refugees?

Support for today's high-immigration policies often is wrapped in the language of refugees
and compassion. If the United States is to be a "good™ country, according to some Americans, it
must annually accept hundreds of thousands of foreign citizens. To do less, they say, is to renege
on humanitarian obligations and to abandon the country's necessary role as a refuge for people
fleeing persecution.

But of the 1 million immigrants who have been arriving each year during the 1990s, people
requiring refuge from persecution comprise only a small fraction. Just a little more than 100,000
of the slots have been designated for refugees each year. And even that number gives an inflated
image of actual refugee admissions.

Most of the people who enter the country in those 100,000-plus refugee slots are not
recognized by the United Nations as refugees; Congress and the president merely call them
"refugees™ so they can use those slots, according to the State Department.

The U.S. refugee program obviously does not follow the internationally recognized definition
of a refugee as a person who has fled a home country after facing an individualized threat of
persecution based on race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or
political opinion. Incredibly, most people who have been arriving here as "refugees™ had never
fled their country; most were still living in their home country-under no individualized threat
of persecution-when they got their notification that Washington had invited them to come as

refugees: 67 percent in 1990, 73 percent in 1991, and 80 percent in 1992.
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The United States even allows "refugees” to get their visas now but stay in their home
countries until a more convenient year to move. The reason for the official subterfuge is that
Congress uses the refugee program as a way to help preferred nationalities-usually with a vocal
American constituency-to get around other immigration quotas. For example, long after the fall
of the Communist government of the former Soviet Union, Congress, through its Lautenberg
Amendment, has required the State Department to bring in many Russians as refugees. A
Scripps-Howard investigation by Michael Hedges in 1995 examined internal government
documents about the approximately 300,000 Jews, Christian Pentecostals, and other Russian
religious minorities who had been allowed into the United States as Lautenberg refugees since
1989. Hedges reported that U.S. memos indicated that by 1993 less than 1 percent of the tens
of thousands of Russian "refugees™ each year actually met refugee criteria, an incredibly loose
operation that allowed significant numbers of hardened criminals to expand crime syndicates in
the United States.

The bi-partisan federal commission chaired by Barbara Jordan recommended in 1995 that
the number of annual refugee slots be cut from more than 100,000 to 50,000. That stirred a
huge outcry from religious groups and other organizations that are paid by the federal
government to handle refugee settlement. But 50,000 still is far above the number of refugees

to the United States who actually have been internationally designated for resettlement.

* * *

70



Despite a total worldwide refugee population that often exceeds 20 million, the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees does not advocate large-scale refugee resettlement
because its drawbacks far outweigh its benefits. International humanitarian officials know that
even if the rich countries were generous to the point of totally disrupting their own societies,
they never could take more than a small fraction of the refugees. So, humanitarian efforts are
concentrated where they can help the most people-in the camps near their home country, and in
clearing barriers to the refugees going back home.

Each country's limited funds for assisting refugees are much better spent on the camps and
repatriation than on settling a lucky few in a place like the United States. Roger Winter,
director of the non-profit U.S. Committee for Refugees, has estimated that a day's worth of the
funding needed to settle a single refugee in the United States would cover the needs of five
hundred refugees abroad.’> Humanitarian concerns about helping the most people with
available money would seem to dictate that the United States take as few refugees as possible
and instead spend the money abroad to help far more people. Refugee analyst Don Barnett
wrote in Newsday that the total costs of resettling refugees in the United States during 1994-
including direct resettlement costs, and public assistance at the local, state, and federal level
approximated the entire U.S. foreign-aid budget of $13.5 billion for all purposes.

Refugee settlement in the United States is one of those "nice™ things to do that can end up
harming more people than it helps. Hearing that a few of their fellow countrymen have been
settled in a rich country can entice far more people to flee their countries than otherwise would,
thus swelling refugee numbers. The initial openness of the West to Vietnamese refugees in the

1970s is widely suspected of having given false hopes to masses of people still in Vietnam who

2 See Roy Beck, "Immigration: A Test of Clinton's Commitment to the National Interest," Scope (Winter 1993).
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had little chance of meeting true refugee criteria but who took to boats and risked their lives
for the slim possibility of being allowed into a rich country.

In order not to trigger unnecessary-and often dangerous-refugee migrations, the United
Nations asks the advanced countries to be cautious with refugee resettlement.

The power of even the remotest possibility of settlement in the United States could be seen
in Southeast Asia again in 1995. Two decades after the end of the war and the subsequent
Communist takeover that sent hundreds of thousands of Vietnamese fleeing in boats, the
United Nations began trying to shut down refugee camps in nearby countries. Conditions again
were safe for living back home, according to the international diplomatic community,
including the U.S. State Department. The would-be refugees had been screened and judged
able to travel home safely. "We feel sure that it is now time for these people to go home," said
Werner Blatter, a UN official. "It's time to wrap this up.”**

But columns, editorials, and news stories in U.S. newspapers carried arguments that the
camp people be offered another round of interviews to give them one more chance to come to
America. A few members of Congress introduced legislation to try to halt the repatriation.

Ruth Marshall, a spokeswoman for the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, responded,
calling for a larger view: When refugees who have entered another country uninvited refuse to
go home although they don't face personalized threats of persecution, they have become illegal
aliens. "There is no moral or legal principle that requires the international community to continue
to assist a large population of illegal immigrants,” she maintained. U.S. journalists interviewing
returnees inside Vietnam found that they commonly expressed regret that they had not gone

home sooner. "I left because | dreamed of a better life," one man said. "l found that nowhere is

B See Philip Shenon, "Throngs of Boat People to Be Sent Home to Vietnam Soon," The New York Times, 3 April 1995.
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better than your home.”** But the chance to go to America had a much stronger hold over those
still in refugee camps, where the Vietnamese resisted orderly relocation and even turned to
violence and rioting.

Because of such volatility in Third World communities, the United Nations asks industrialized
nations to concentrate their settlement efforts on the relatively few refugees with special needs.
These are the people who face imminent persecution, death, or critical health concerns. In 1995,
the United Nations requested all countries to resettle a combined total of only 31,900 refugees.
Yet U.S. policy required bringing in 112,000 people under the heading of "refugees."

The U.S. refugee resettlement program has had very little connection to true international
humanitarian efforts. In 1994, for example, only 18,543 of the 112,573 people entering the
United States under the refugee heading actually were recognized by the international relief
community as special needs refugees requiring resettlement in a third country. U.S. refugee
admissions easily could be cut to 30,000, or even 20,000 a year; at that level, the United States
still would meet its international obligations to those who actually require permanent refuge and
who are refugees in fact and not just in name.

The possibility always exists that America from time to time may need to provide temporary
first-asylum protection for larger numbers of refugees fleeing neighboring countries. But
temporary asylum protection should not on humanitarian grounds increase the number of people
permanently settling in the United States. Since the purpose of refuge is to save lives and protect
from persecution, temporary refugees should go home as soon as the dangerous conditions
subside there. Bad economic conditions or a climate of discrimination in the home country
should not be allowed as justification for temporary refugees to stay in the United States

indefinitely. If those two conditions were criteria for permanent residency here, hundreds of

 See Kristen Huckshorn, "Boat People Find You Can Go Home Again," San Jose Mercury News, 25 July 1995, pp. 1A,
7A.
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millions of people around the world-who live in dismal economies and under a government that
does not respect their full human rights-would qualify to come. The U.S. population today
contains large numbers of supposedly temporary refugees from a couple dozen countries who
never went home. Salvadorans and Nicaraguans, for example, are allowed to remain here, even
though it has been years since the wars in their countries ended and since democratic government
was established. Their refusal to go home and the federal government's unwillingness to insist
that they do so has led most people to believe that there is no such thing as temporary refuge.
That opinion undoubtedly has contributed to the increasing reluctance of the United States to

provide temporary refuge to other nationalities in recent years.

* X *
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Although true refugees make up less than 3 percent of all U.S. immigration, the proponents of
high population growth and high immigration often speak of the entire program as a form of
international humanitarianism. They say that although few immigrants actually are fleeing for
their lives, most are fleeing desperate economic circumstances. Immigration then becomes an
important way for the United States to show compassion to the Third World.

Immigration, though, is not an effective humanitarian tool. While having an anti-humanitarian
effect on many vulnerable people within U.S. borders, taking in a half million or more
immigrants a year does virtually nothing positive for the economically distressed people in other
countries. Consider that the International Labour Organisation estimates that some 800 million
people are unemployed or underemployed. And the UN Development Programme estimates that
900 million people are malnourished. U.S. immigration cannot make a dent in those numbers.

If indeed our immigration policy is driven by humanitarian concerns, Mexico appears to set
the standard. From 1981 through 1990, 23 percent of all U.S. admissions were from Mexico. A
humanitarian case can be made for rescuing people from Mexico, where per capita income is
only about 15 percent of the level in the United States. But more than 4,500 million people live
in countries with annual individual incomes below that of the average Mexican.

Consider also that during a year in which the United States takes a half-million immigrants
from Third World countries, for example, the excess of births over deaths in those countries adds
another 80 million or so to the impoverished population. By way of illustration, we could say
that the year begins with 4,500 million people living in misery in the Third World, and after U.S.
immigration, ends with 4,499.5 million, plus the additional 80 million. Neither the United States,
nor the industrialized nations as a whole, can possibly take enough immigrants to serve as a
population safety valve for the Third World. Clearly, for anything significant to happen for the

sake of Third World residents, it must happen where they now live.
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From the standpoint of the people of the Third World-almost none of whom will ever get a
chance to immigrate-the international humanitarianism of immigration is at best a mixed
blessing. Let's take a closer look at four areas of impact:

Loss of U.S. capacity to help. Geopolitical analyst George Kennan believes that the United
States remains one of the great sources of hope for the Third World. But the hope is not that
Third World people can move to the United States, because "even the maximum numbers we
could conceivably take would be only a drop from the bucket of the planet's overpopulation.”
Rather, it is important that the Third World have a United States to help them "by its relatively
high standard of civilization, by its quality as example, by its ability to shed insight on the
problems of the others and to help them find their answers to their own problems."

Kennan worries that current immigration may be creating conditions within this country "no
better than those of the places the masses of immigrants have left" . . . "As that happens, Kennan
says, the United States becomes more and more inward-looking, with less and less ability and
willingness to help others. Recent political trends concerning foreign aid seem to bear him out.*®

Then there is immigration's effect on the food-producing capacity of America's land. That
capacity is of major humanitarian importance to more than one hundred grain-importing nations.
Lester Brown of the World Resources Institute suggests that U.S. farm production may already
surpass a level that is sustainable. "By definition, farmers can overplow and overpump only in
the short run. For some, the short run is drawing to a close.... The United States already has
converted 11 percent of its cropland to grassland or woodland because it was too erodible to
sustain continuous cropping. The USDA reports that water tables are falling by 6 inches to 4 feet
per year beneath one-fourth of U.S. irrigated cropland, indicating that eventual pumping

cutbacks are inevitable."®

' George F. Kerman, Aronnd the Cragged Hill (New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1993), pp. 153-154.
16 |_ester Brown, State of the World 1994 (Washington, DC: World Resources Institute, 1994).
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As immigration drives the U.S. population sharply upward, there are more and more
Americans who are forcing the conversion of prime agricultural land to urban use. An average of
1.5 million acres of arable land per year are being destroyed through urban development and
erosion from overuse. When agricultural land disappears under a parking lot, it is gone forever.
"Asphalt is the land's last crop," in the memorable phrase of Rupert Cutler.*’

Immigration puts the food-producing capacity under a three-pronged attack. It is responsible
for a rapidly growing U.S. population, which (1) converts farmland to urban use, taking it out of
agricultural production; (2) competes with agriculture for water; and (3) eats more of what
otherwise would have been an exportable food surplus to the world's hungry nations.

Bad population example. No humanitarian gesture from the United States is likely to reduce
the future numbers of people in poverty by a larger amount than participation in massive,
international efforts to halt the Third World population growth that annually is adding another 80
million to the ranks of the impoverished.

Leaders of most countries recognize the need to slow that growth or to stabilize their
populations. But most must contend with counterforces which suggest that a growing population
is a source of power. The United States is the chief model for those counterforces, who can point
out that the world's most powerful nation not only refuses to stabilize its own population but has
government policies that force a U.S. population growth of nearly 3 million a year (primarily
recent immigrants and their descendants), higher than all but a half-dozen countries. With that
kind of record, the United States lacks credibility in its efforts to preach environmental and
population responsibility in the world arena.

Remittances. Here is a factor with obvious benefits for the people left behind by immigrants.

U.S. communities discover a whole new phenomenon at their local post office soon after

Y World Resources Institute, "Who Will Feed China?" World Watch (September-October 1994),
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immigrants begin to move in: long lines of foreign workers on payday, waiting to send money
orders back to family members in their home countries.

In 1992, immigrants to the developed nations sent back some $66 billion in remittances to
their relatives in Third World nations. Only the sale of oil brings more money into the under-
developed countries, the United Nations says. Remittances of $600 million a year to El Salvador
exceed the value of coffee sales there.

But remittances aren't always enough to compensate for immigration losses to the home
communities, according to a study by the United Nations Population Fund. The money usually is
spent on consumer goods rather than being pooled for long-term economic development. To
some extent, remittances improve the diet and health of the families receiving them. But "fewer
than one in five wives has received any remittances from husbands who migrate. And when
remittances are received, they seldom account for as much as half of the family income."

A study by the Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences found that Mexican communities that
had sent large numbers of people to the United States were "now in a downward spiral™ despite
the remittances. "Yes, they have raised their lives a bit economically, but it is a pity," said a
priest in one town. The remittances are a poor substitute in towns devoid of younger men, where
tense and saddened women cope with the responsibilities of running a household alone."*°

And it must not be forgotten that the only reason most immigrants are able to send home
remittances based on low-wage earnings in the United States is that they sacrifice their personal

lives to work most waking hours at menial labor, as a group of scholars concluded in a study for

the Aspen Institute Quarterly. The immigrants can send money home because they “submit

'8 United Nations Population Fund, Szaze of the World Population 1993 (New York: United Nations Population Fund, 1993).
¥ Quoted in Esther Schrader, "Exodus of Men Haunts Mexico," San Jose Mercury News, 15 August 1993.
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to overcrowded, deteriorating housing. They trim food budgets and adopt lower standards for
mental and physical health, putting up with sickness and putting off medical attention. "%

Brain drain and change drain. Despite the difficulty that the majority of immigrants are
having in succeeding in the United States, very few of the 1 million people who come each year
are among the world's most needy and least able. "You can't say this is the most just system,"”
comments Katharine Betts, an Australian sociologist. "What you have now is young, strong able
men crossing the borders and the weakest, poorest left behind to endure.” Immigration deprives
Third World countries of needed skills, says Nafis Sadik, head of the United Nations Population
Fund. Africa has lost one-third of its highly educated manpower in recent decades. In Sierra
Leone, for example, hardly anybody with an education is left to help a country with only a 15
percent literacy rate. And the brain drain can be debilitating to some countries that are desperate
for leadership. Jamaica, Trinidad, and Tobago, with a total of only 3.8 million residents, have
lost 38,000 of their professionals to the United States.”*

A sizable portion of Haiti's population has been admitted to the United States over the last
decade-more than 200,000 out of a population of 6 million. Over 12,000 of Haiti's
professionals are among them. The effect has worsened conditions for those left behind. Haiti's
public and private schools three decades ago were the envy of the Caribbean. Now so many
teachers and other educated Haitians have left that a whole generation of schoolchildren is

growing up without much education at all, raising the question whether Haiti will have a

citizenry capable of supporting a true democracy.?

2 Robert A. Hackenberg, David Griffith, Donald D. Stull, and Lourdes Gouveia, "Meat Processing and the
Transformation of Rural America: The Emergence of a New Underclass?" Aspen Institute Quarterly, vol. 5 (Spring
1993), p. 9.

! David Simcox, "The Caribbean Immigration Centrifuge: A Portent of Continued Immigration Growth," NPG
Footnotes (Teaneck, NJ: Negative Population Growth, February 1995).

%2 Garry Pierre-Pierre, "Turmoil in Haiti Dims Future of Its Students," The New York Times, 6 July 1994.
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Many Americans who have worked in Third World countries are torn about whether the
United States should pressure skilled people to remain to help their own people. While those
countries desperately need the assistance of their most educated citizens, those citizens often
cannot seem to do much to help because of political and cultural barriers.

In addition, some Third World countries simply can't make much use of one of their citizens
who has obtained an advanced physics degree, for example. Immigration advocates argue that
the only way for such persons to bloom to their potential is to bring them into one of the
advanced industrial nations. On the other hand, if the brightest of the Third World didn't think
they had a chance of immigrating, they might not major in physics in the first place. Instead,
they would seek education appropriate for their own country's needs, perhaps specializing in
civil engineering, agriculture, business and public administration, and public health.

If the political and cultural systems of a Third World country are keeping its residents in
misery, who can we expect to change those systems? Immigrants-especially political refugees-
often are the people who have the most inclination, energy, or education to bring about change
for their fellow countrymen. U.S. immigration then is not just a brain drain but a "change
drain,” siphoning off the very people who might have been able to help change oppressive
systems or contribute to community progress. "You now see skilled people from Mexico
coming to take unskilled jobs here [in the United States],” says migration specialist Carol
Zabin. "It's a waste for everyone."?

The option of immigration also can encourage ruthless dictators and the military to use it as
a convenient way to get rid of people they would rather not have around. For that reason, the

United Nations was hesitant about endorsing the large-scale immigration of Bosnians to rich

nations because it might seem to be endorsing ethnic cleansing. Cuba has been especially adept

%% See Todd Robberson, "Migration Grows, Heads South as Well as North," The Washington Post, 18 September
1995, pp. Al, Al4.
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at using emigration to solve its own domestic problems, says Dan Stein, executive director of the
Federation for American Immigration Reform. "As we look at other countries that have over-
thrown communist or authoritarian governments in recent years, we find that in each case the
revolution was sparked from within. With a domestic opposition in place, the forces of
democracy were able to pick off, one by one, the rotting regimes of Eastern Europe and Latin
America. But instead of an organized opposition in Havana (Cuba), Castro's opposition is
comfortably ensconced 90 miles away in Miami. From there they are free to howl about what
Fidel has done to their island, and little else."*

With few dissidents staying around to model activism for others, Cuba's young people don't
imagine that they could change the country from the inside. That has led to cynicism. "Unlike the
older people, the young people see no possibility of change,” Gerardo Sanchez, a director of the
Cuban Commission of Human Rights in Havana, told reporter Nancy Nusser. Typical among the
Cubans risking their lives on rubber rafts to reach Florida in 1995 were young adults, many of
them "smart, educated people who, if they stayed, might revitalize the economy or drive a
political opposition movement,” Nusser wrote. But U.S. immigration policies have drained the
agents of change out of Cuba. %

It is commonly forgotten today that the original symbolism of the Statue of Liberty undergirds
the philosophy of helping people in their homelands, rather than trying to help just a few by
allowing them to immigrate. Through the years, that symbolism has been largely supplanted by
exactly the opposite message which is contained in a poem by Emma Lazarus. It calls for "your

tired, your poor, your huddled masses yearning to breathe free" to solve their problems by

coming to the United States.

% Dan Stein, "Blanket Acceptance of Cubans Is an Idea 3 Decades Out of Date," Paln Beach Post, 28 July 1991.

% Nancy Nusser, "Young Cubans See No Reason to Strive for Political Change," The Washington Times, 25 September
1994,
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Contrary to claims by numerous politicians and editorial writers, the poem is not carved in the
base of the statue that sits in the harbor of New York City. Nor is the poem part of the official
"message" of that monument. Rather, it appears on a small plaque that was allowed to be hung
privately by friends of Lazarus, an obscure poet, seventeen years after the statue was erected and
sixteen years after her death. Virtually nobody knew of the poem at the time it was

written or when it was placed on the plaque without any public notice. It is one of thousands
of museum pieces in the pedestal. But once it was noticed by the news media in later years and
given wide distribution, the poem came to be as well known as the statue.

Anybody visiting the museum under the Statue of Liberty today will encounter the official
symbolism of the monument: A French historian conceived of the statue as a way to
commemorate the alliance of France with the American colonies during the American
Revolution. When it was dedicated in 1886, the French sculptor and all the American officials
hailed its representation of democratic freedom and the rule of law. Historians say the statue
looked out toward the rest of the world, inviting all countries to emulate the American republican
system of government. Nobody ever suggested associating the statue with a promise of new life
in the United States for the downtrodden of the earth. Rather, the symbolized solution was to
break tyranny in their own home countries. The statue was raised not as an invitation for
immigrants to cut and run for the best deal they could get individually, but for them to stay and
fight for their own peoples.?®

Implicit in all that symbolism is that the United States maintain a system of justice for its own
citizens that is worthy of emulation. In weighing the humanitarian value of U.S. immigration,
one has to consider the effects on America's most vulnerable groups-the descendants of the

victims of U.S. slavery and of the land's indigenous peoples who have not overcome the results

% Christian Blancher and Bertrand Dard, Stazue of Liberty: The First Hundred Years (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1986);
Elizabeth Koed, "A Symbol Transformed," The Social Contract (Spring 1991).
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of centuries of discrimination and persecution; the physically handicapped; poor children; low-
skilled workers; and residents of impoverished urban and rural communities, to name several.

Unfortunately, large movements of outsiders into a society tend to undermine support for
programs that redistribute resources to the needy, as sociologist Katharine Betts told an
Australian government board at a 1995 conference. "Biology may help program us to care for
our near kin, but complex social arrangements are required if we are to set up institutions which
enable us to care for fellow members of our community, people who are personally unknown to
us. The modern nation state is such a set of institutions and it and they depend on borders.... A
continuing inflow of new members erodes support for social policies, and politics take an ugly
turn in which welfare is seen as something paid for by “us' for “them.” "’

Among the Americans who must be included in any humanitarian considerations in setting
immigration levels are those recent immigrants who are now a part of "us." Policymakers,
though, rarely weigh the effects of future immigration on recent immigrants.

Increasingly, our nation's program of high immigration appears to be anti-immigrant.
Advocates for potential immigrants show little concern for how the continuing unprecedented
immigration they seek might lower the quality of life for the immigrants they had worked so hard
to bring in during previous years.

There is no question that most new immigrants immediately improve their income upon
arrival, given the abysmal conditions in their home country. Even failure in this country can be a
financial improvement; welfare in Wausau, Wisconsin, for example, pays twice as much in one

month as a job in Southeast Asia pays in an entire year. Some new immigrants-especially the

%" Katharine Betts, "The Problem of Defining Borders in Western Democracies,”" presented at the Third Annual
Outlook Conference sponsotred by the Board of Immigration, Multiculturalism and Population Research at Adelaide,
Australia (22-24 February 1995).
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approximately one-quarter who arrive with advanced education-do exceptionally well upon
arrival in this country.

Immigration, however, is not an unmitigated blessing for the newcomers, many of whom
seem stuck in the basement of the American dream. Take a look at what has happened to
immigrants in affluent Wisconsin: More than 48 percent of Asian children and 32 percent of
Latino children live in poverty.?

Numerous journalistic reports have chronicled the lives of thousands of immigrants whose
income is so low (and debts often so high) they must cram into tiny, windowless cubicles that
they share with other immigrants who work and sleep different hours. A study by the United
Nations focused on how life changed for women moving from Third World countries to the
United States and other industrialized countries. It concluded that most educated women
migrants move into the same low-status, low-wage production and service jobs as unskilled
women. Although they often end up making more money than back home, the advantages of
migration are not clear-cut as the women contend with rape, abduction, sexual harassment,
physical violence, and demands for sexual favors, the United Nations reported.

Some people leave unrest in their countries only to live in U.S. urban precincts where the
chance of violent death is even higher. When a man who had fled violence in the Sudan was
beaten to death while working in the U.S. capital as a pizza deliveryman, a friend noted that the
slain man's father had asked him to forget about America and come back to the Sudan where
there aren't as many crazy people.® By a 7 to 5 margin, immigrants told pollsters that they

believe their homelands were safer than the United States has turned out to be.*

28 »\isconsin Leads U.S. in Asian Child Poverty," La Crosse Tribune, 17 February 1994; "Wisconsin Enters the
Third World?" La Crosse Tribune, 18 February 1994,

2 Avis Thomas-Lester and David Leonhardt, "Sudanese Student Working Toward Ametican Dream Dies After Street
Attack," The Washington Post, 11 June 1994.

%0 Maria Puente, "Immigrants' Images of Their Lives in the U.S.A.," USA Today, 5 July 1995.

84



U.S. immigration policy entices foreign parents to make decisions that split up their families
and cause great emotional harm to their children. A RAND study noted that new immigrant
families suffer "deep affective losses™ from breaking ties with family and other networks necessary
for their psychological well-being. Parents often abandon their children in the home country for
years while they gain a foothold in America. In other instances, the children are sent ahead of the
parents. The principal of one Los Angeles school described a Hispanic population in which 80
percent of the students had been separated from their parents, at one time or another, for about five
to eight years. RAND concluded that many recent immigrant children "suffer from severe
emotional stress." Many students are separated from parents or have recently moved in with
parents they barely can remember. "Even intact families are frequently disrupted by parents'
emotional distress and their need to work multiple jobs," the RAND study said.*

Recent immigrants in such dire straits do not need the federal government to add to their
burdens. Yet that seems to be what it is doing by running a program of such high immigration.

Most economists and other observers of immigration agree that the people who face the stiffest
job competition from each year's new immigrants are the immigrants who came the previous few
years. A U.S. General Accounting Office study, for example, found a pattern in the pole tomato
and tortilla industries in which employers constantly replaced immigrant workers with newer
immigrants, or used the presence of each year's new immigrants to undercut the wages of those
who had come in previous years.*

Gracie Franco, a Mexican-American in San Jose, California, complains that new

immigrants take jobs that more established Mexican-Americans otherwise could get: "They

come here and in no time at all they have a job because they are willing to work for below

3! Lorraine M. McDonnell and Paul T. Hill, Newcomers in American Schools: Meeting the Educational Needs of Inmmigrant Y outh
(Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1993), pp. 5-6, 61, 63.

%2 Government Accounting Office, I/legal Aliens: Influence of Illegal Workers on Wages and Working Conditions of Legal Workers
(Washington, DC: Government Accounting Office, 1988), pp. 38-39.
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minimum wage. Meanwhile, I'm trying to demand fair wages and | can't find anything.” The job
competition is so great that new Mexican immigrants complained to the San Jose Mercury News
that the most severe discrimination they face is from other Mexican-Americans.

A group of immigrants and other American minorities formed the Diversity Coalition for an
Immigration Moratorium in 1995, claiming that immigration levels disproportionately hurt the
minorities represented in its membership. Its members point out that their position against
immigration reflects what various polls have found are the majority views held by ethnic
minorities.** Opinions among Latinos are especially striking. The Latino National Political Survey
by Rodolfo de la Garza of the University of Texas discovered that 75 percent of Mexican-
American citizens, for example, said there are too many immigrants. That compared to 74 percent
of non-Hispanic white American citizens who said so. Probably reflecting the fact that the most
recent immigrants face the toughest job competition from additional immigrants, Mexican-
Americans who are not yet citizens are even more opposed to further high immigration-84
percent of them.3* Any survey of Hispanics or Asian-Americans is largely a survey of recent
immigrants. Census Bureau tabulations on America's students, for example, find that 68 percent
of Hispanics and 72 percent of Asian-Americans are immigrants or the children of immigrants.

Although the leadership of most national ethnic organizations does not agree with the pro-
restriction sentiments of the ethnic grass roots, many of those leaders have been acknowledging
problems from immigration. "Migration, legal and undocumented, does have an impact on our
economy ... [particularly in] competition within the Latino community,” explains Antonia

Hernandez, president of the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund. "There is

* The Diversity Coalition for an Immigration Moratorium, "Minorities Back Moratorium on Legal Immigration," news
release (12 October 1995).
% Rodolfo de la Garza, The Latino National Political Survey December 1992).
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an issue of wage depression, as in the garment industry, which is predominantly immigrant, of
keeping wages down because of the flow of traffic of people.”*®

Po Wong of the Chinese Newcomer Service Center in San Francisco maintains that the
continuing flow of newcomers is too overwhelming for his community. And Lora Jo Foo of the
Asian Law Caucus says that previous immigrants are seeing "their wages and working conditions
eroded” by new immigrants. The greatest adverse impact of new immigrants on wages and
employment will be on "minorities and established immigrants,” says Paul On, of the University
of California-Los Angeles. Sociologist Hsiang-Shui Chen has conducted several studies in the
New York Chinese-American community and found that new Chinese entrepreneurial
immigrants reduce profits for established Chinese businesses, and the immigrant laborers reduce
job opportunities for native and earlier-immigrant Chinese. The Boston Globe similarly found
resentment among earlier Chinese immigrants to the infusion of new Chinese immigrants who
bid down the wages available to them in Boston's Chinatown.*

But with the largest number of immigrants coming from Latin America, the greatest impact of
our immigration policy appears to be on Latinos. A study by University of Texas professors
Jorge Chapa and Richard R. Valencia for the Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences concluded
that the more the Latino population is swollen by immigrants, "the more they get behind."
Latinos are 126 percent more likely than all other Americans to live below the poverty level.

Chapa and Valencia identify lack of educational attainment as a key cause of Hispanic

economic stagnation and deterioration. And a major reason for educational problems, they say, is

the increasing segregation of this predominantly immigrant population. Why are they becoming

% Hernandez quoted in Norman Matloff, "Immigration Hits Minorities Hardest," San Diego Union-Tribune 26 February
1995, p. G3.

% See Norman Matloff, "American Minorities Tty to Hold the Line," Los Angeles Times, 30 September 1994; Yeh Ling-
Ling, "US Can't Handle Today's Tide of Immigrants," Christian Science Monitor, 23 March 1995, p. 19; and Randolph
Ryan, "Asian Mob Torments Newcomers," Boston Globe, 12 February 1995.
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more segregated in their schools? Because of "the groundswell of immigration patterns, the high
birthrate of Latinos, and the foot-dragging of desegregation efforts.”*’

Although immigrants voluntarily cluster in their housing patterns, they tend to view the
resulting educational clustering as negative. In Wausau, Wisconsin, for example, the Southeast
Asians pushed for cross-district busing out of the belief that too many of their children in one place
created a harmful educational effect. Yi Vang, a local immigrant leader, said the local refugees
wanted their children to be able to learn to assimilate from established American children: "It is
better to spread them out so that when a Southeast Asian kid has trouble, he is easier to control. We
want our children to be with Anglo children in an integrated culture. Lincoln and Franklin schools
[where the immigrants arc concentrated] have too many Southeast Asians for them to assimilate."

The very fact that Wausau has such a large refugee population is due in part to the rate of
immigration being so high in California. A large number of Wausau's refugees settled first in
different parts of the country, especially California. But they found California too overcrowded
with other immigrants from all over the world, Vang said. They didn't like all the "crime,
unemployment, and overcrowding,” and the fact that the schools there were filled with a
cacophony of languages. VVang said refugees in California and other places heard about Wausau's
good schools and the chance to learn English and assimilate into an American culture.

Latino immigrants are not having much luck at all in getting an education where English is
predominant. According to the National School Board Association, Latino students in California
and Texas are more segregated than blacks in Mississippi and Alabama. In fact, Latino students
nationwide now are the most segregated ethnic group in American schools.

As new immigrants pour into the school districts already laden with previous immigrants, the

increasing concentration is strongly related to negative educational outcomes, Chapa and Valencia

%" Richard R Valencia and Jorge Chapa, "Latino Population Growth, Demogtraphic Characteristics, and Educational
Stagnation: An Examination of Recent Trends," Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 15 (May 1993): 179-181.
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maintain. The dropout rate rises, the number of college preparatory courses diminishes, and the
average college admissions test scores decline. The Census Bureau found that only half of Latinos
over the age of twenty-five had completed high school. That is a dropout rate 144 percent higher
than for all other Americans.

The humanitarian nature of the U.S. immigration program is suspect when one considers the
cavalier consideration given to the immigrants themselves. The system looks a bit like a
caricature in which middle-aged rich men idolize very young women and marry them as "trophy"
wives who, as they age, are cast aside for the next batch of eligible women reaching their
twenties. Like year-old cars in the showroom when the new models are unveiled, "last-year's-
model” immigrants seem quickly forgotten as attention is focused on the "new-model"
immigrants asking to come in next.

As a humanitarian policy, immigration offers no clear-cut evidence that current U.S. levels
are particularly helpful to the rest of the world-and on balance, they could even be harmful to
Third World countries. That weak or nonexistent international benefit hardly seems a

justification for the harm immigration is doing to the vulnerable members of American society.

89



In addition to the resources listed in the footnotes, the following sources were relied upon in
this chapter:

Phyllis Oakley, "Consultation on Refugee and Humanitarian Admissions,” Commission on
Immigration Reform hearing, 25 April 1995; Virginia D. Abernethy, "To Reform Welfare,
Reform Immigration,” Clearinghouse Bulletin, vol. 5 (January-February 1995): 5; Don Barnett,
"Neither Responsible Immigration Nor Refugee Resettlement: Subsidized Migration from the
Former USSR Continues on Automatic Pilot,” The Social Contract (Spring 1995); Commission
on Immigration Reform, "Briefing Material for Consultation on Refugees and Humanitarian
Admissions,"” Washington, DC (25 April 1995); Hal Kane, "What's Driving Migration?" World
Watch (January-February 1995): 30; Terry Coopman, spokesman for United Nations High
Commission for Refugees, phone interview (5 June 1995); Population Reference Bureau, 1994
World Population Data Sheet (Washington, DC: Population Reference Bureau, 1994);
Population-Environment Balance, Know the Facts: The United States' Population and
Environment (Washington, DC: Population-Environment Balance, September 1993); David
Pimentel, "Land, Energy and Water: The Constraints Governing Ideal U.S. Population Size," in
Elephants in the Volkswagen, Lindsey Grant, ed. (New York: W. H. Freeman, 1992); David
Pimentel, "The National Carrying Capacity Conference” (Arlington, VA: Carrying Capacity
Network, 4-6 June 1993); Don Barnett, "Asylum Policy Is Mired in Confusion,” Newsday (8
September 1995); Michael Hedges, "Vast Soviet Refugee Fraud Detailed,” The Washington
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Chapter 4

Engineering a Disaster

In 1958, Senator John F. Kennedy wrote a little book with huge consequences. Largely
ignored at the time, A Nation of Immigrants eventually helped change the direction and very
nature of the country. Together with historical events that Kennedy could not have foreseen, the
book revived the age of mass immigration that had been declared dead and buried in 1924,

As a result, nearly every aspect of American life in the 1990s is different. Nobody had
intended to transform the nation in this way. The revival of mass immigration was totally
unintentional.

Of the two great questions of immigration policy-"Who should come?" and "How many
should come?"-Kennedy had begun a debate only about the "who." He wrote in his book: "The
clash of opinions arises not over the number of immigrants to be admitted but over the test for
admissions."*

Virtually all policymakers agreed that the pattern of low immigration set by the Immigration
Act of 1924 should continue with little change. What motivated the reformers- including
Kennedy-was their opposition to provisions of the law that reserved most of the limited annual
immigration slots for Northern Europeans and barred all but a few Asians from the opportunity.
Each country was given a quota representative of its population in the United States as of the

1920 Census. The idea was that immigration should not be an instrument to change the ethnic

balance of the United States. Presidents Truman and Eisenhower unsuccessfully tried to change

% John F. Kennedy, A Nation of Immigrants New York: Harper & Row, 1986), p. 80.
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the quota system during their terms. Kennedy first had called for the changes as a senator from
Massachusetts in 1959, and then did so again in 1963 as president.

Reformers, who sought to give all nationalities an equal opportunity at immigration, promised
that they weren't renewing mass immigration. But that is precisely what they did in the way they
reworked the proposal in 1965.

Congress rewrote immigration law in the national wave of emotionalism that followed
Kennedy's assassination in 1963. A new edition of A Nation of Immigrants was published
within a year of his death. Some seized upon the book as a blueprint for how a grieving nation
could honor its slain leader. Newsweek magazine suggested that reforming immigration law
would be as worthy and lasting a memorial as something in marble, and far better than the
"oceans of empty rhetoric [that] have been spilled in ineffectual tribute since November 22."%°
President Lyndon Johnson evoked the memory of Kennedy in a State of the Union address as he
urged enactment of immigration reform. Passage of the Immigration Act of 1965 essentially was
a legislative tribute to Kennedy, according to former senator Eugene McCarthy of Minnesota,
who co-sponsored the act with fellow Democrats Philip Hart of Michigan, Robert Kennedy of
New York, and Edward Kennedy of Massachusetts.

Reformers also appealed to Congress to bring immigration policy in line with the new civil
rights ethos of the country. The civil rights movement to end legalized racial discrimination had
culminated with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965. "Everywhere
else in our national life, we have eliminated discrimination based on national origins,” Senator
Robert Kennedy said before the immigration vote. "Yet this system is still the foundation of our

immigration law." Many regarded the reform as necessary symbolism to change the image of the

¥ "By JFK," Newsweek (12 October 1964): 124.
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United States abroad. During our Cold War against the Soviet Union, we wanted to demonstrate
that we were friendly to the underdeveloped world.

The high immigration and resulting tumult that we have today is not what John Kennedy or
his supporters had sought with immigration reform. But it nonetheless is what the 1965 memorial

by Congress wrought.

* X *
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The proposals to reform immigration laws did not enjoy popular support. A Harris Poll before
the vote in 1965 found the public was opposed by a 2 to 1 margin. Americans were happy both
with the relatively low number of immigrants and with who they were. Immigration since 1924
had been immensely successful, and the newcomers were unusually popular with natives. Why
mess with a successful formula, the public seemed to be saying.

During the debate over the new law, members of Congress and the Johnson administration
repeatedly guaranteed the public that immigration numbers would not rise-at least, not by very
much. "It is a limited measure, since it does not make any substantial increase in the number of
immigrants who can enter each year," McCarthy said on the Senate floor.

The immigration level in 1965 was almost exactly the level it had been in 1925, the year after
Americans overwhelmingly had persuaded Congress to put an end to the age of mass
immigration. The national consensus that the United States should be a post-mass immigration
country had included most leaders of business, religion, labor, academia, and social work. They
agreed that, like most nations, the United States no longer had need of immigrants to settle open
frontiers or to help build an infant nation; the population was mature.

That consensus continued to hold during the debate in the 1960s. A Nation of Immigrants
did not contest the legitimacy of concerns about the country's capacity for handling large
numbers of immigrants: "We no longer need settlers for virgin lands, and our economy is
expanding more slowly than in the 19th and early 20th centuries." Kennedy wrote that his
proposals "will have little effect on the number of immigrants admitted.”*

Pressed about how many additional immigrants might come under the law, Senator Robert
Kennedy surmised that perhaps another five thousand would come from Asia and the Pacific

during the first year. But those additional numbers would "virtually disappear” within a few

“0 Kennedy, A Nation of Immigrants, pp. 80, 82.
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years, he said. Representative Emanuel Celler, a Democrat from New York and chief sponsor of
the legislation in the House, reassured the public that while he was changing the intent of the
1924 law to restrict certain types of people, he was not changing that law's intent to restrict the
number of immigrants. Similar promises were given by all the chief sponsors, as well as by
Labor Secretary Willard Wirtz, Secretary of State Dean Rusk, and President Johnson.

Senator Edward Kennedy promised: "The bill will not flood our cities with immigrants. It will
not upset the ethnic mix of our society."

For forty years, U.S. immigration policy had been based on the premise that the age of mass
immigration was dead-that it had no role in the modern American nation. In passing the
Immigration Act of 1965, no supporter advocated a change in that premise, which had limited
immigration to an average of 178,000 a year since 1924.

The year after the 1965 immigration bill was enacted, however, 323,040 immigrants arrived
in the United States.

In 1967, 361,972 came.

In 1968, 454,448 came.

And the numbers continued to rise.

* * *
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When results of legislation vary from promises so quickly and so drastically, one has to
wonder if the sponsors were engaged in a widespread conspiracy to lie to the public or if they
simply didn't know what they were doing.

Eugene McCarthy today insists that the reformers meant what they said in pledges not to
increase the level of immigration. But in their rush to pass the "Kennedy memorial” and appease
conservative opponents who threatened to block it, reformers put provisions into the bill that
inadvertently created huge loopholes. Conservative Democrats many of them the same people
who had opposed the Civil Rights Acts-feared that Kennedy's proposal to remove the national
origins quotas would flood the United States with immigrants from the Third World. They came
up with something of a trick that would allow the United States to say that it had no quota
discrimination against any country but which, in actuality, would bring about the same mix of
immigrants as had been coming. The trick was "family reunification.” While the reformers had
wanted a priority on picking immigrants by skills, the conservatives insisted that the priority be
on an immigrant's family connections to Americans.

The conservatives, of course, were totally wrong in their projections about how family
reunification would work. They thought that since nearly 90 percent of Americans were of
European descent, most of the relatives would come from small European families. Congress
didn't seem to realize that family reunification primarily would bring in relatives of the large
groups of Asian and Caribbean refugees and Latin American workers who had been allowed into
the country during the last decade. In addition, successive presidents allowed vast numbers of
people fleeing Communist countries to move permanently to the United States as a Cold War
policy enacted with no thought for the dramatic consequences.

Neither the liberal reformers nor the conservative opponents wanted immigration numbers to

rise. But for all their promises, nobody thought to put an overall cap on how many immigrants
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could come annually, nor did they limit the number of refugees the president could bring in
permanently each year. That made it possible for the family reunification provision to lead to an
immigration program today that bears almost no resemblance to the reformed policies that John
F. Kennedy and his supporters sought.

By establishing family reunification as the priority of immigration for the first time in U.S.
history, Congress provided a method for each refugee or recent immigrant to begin an almost
endless chain of family migration: A man sent for his wife and minor children, and later sent for
adult children and brothers and sisters, who brought their spouses, children, and parents, who
brought their other adult children, who sent for their spouses, who sent for their parents, and so

on.

* k* *
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That the Immigration Act of 1965 had unintended consequences was not out of the ordinary in
congressional machinations. The art of legislating is one of constantly correcting and modifying.
Congress meets every year during most months. It has plenty of opportunity to correct its
mistakes or to adjust to changing conditions.

But as the size of the legislating mistake grew by the year, Congress did nothing to correct it.
The labor economist Vernon Briggs decries the "appalling indifference by policymakers to the
unexpected consequences of their actions,” and attributes it to the fact that nobody ever did a
careful study of how increases in immigration might affect Americans, particularly in the job
market. "Mass immigration” was allowed to reemerge for the first time since 1924, Briggs says.
His textbook on labor and immigration defines "mass immigration™ not just by its size but by the
fact that the numbers are set without regard for their effect on wages, employment, and social
stresses.*!

By 1969, it was clear that the 1965 act contained some mistakes. They were turned over for
study to a bi-partisan commission appointed by the leadership of the Senate and the House and
by President Richard Nixon. The Commission on Population Growth and the American Future
was charged with looking at immigration as part of a much larger task of determining whether it
was in the nation's best interests to continue to grow as in the past. In an ambitious two-year
study, the so-called Rockefeller Commission (named for its chairman, John D. Rockefeller 1)
concluded that "in the long run, no substantial benefits will result from further growth of the
Nation's population, rather that the gradual stabilization of our population would contribute
significantly to the Nation's ability to solve its problems.... We have looked for, and have not

found, any convincing economic argument for continued population growth. The health of our

' See Vernon M. Briggs, Jt., Mass Immigration and the National Interest New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1992), pp. 1-2.
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country does not depend on it, nor does the vitality of business nor the welfare of the average
person."#

By the time the report was released, the American people already had moved to a fertility rate
low enough to allow for population stabilization in a few decades. But the commission members
could see that the increasingly high immigration levels would not allow that to happen.

The commission was divided about immigration. The majority of the 24 members voted to
recommend that annual immigration be frozen at 400,000 (less than half the volume in the
1990s). A sizable and vigorous minority pointed out with accuracy that Americans never would
enjoy the benefits of population stabilization within their lifetime if 400,000 immigrants a year
continued to arrive. They called for reducing admissions by 10 percent a year for five years until
the annual level was closer to the 1925-65 average of 178,000. Despite the split, the
commission's members from corporations, unions, government, environmental, women's, urban,
and ethnic groups were in agreement that immigration, at a minimum, had to be capped at no
higher than 400,000.

The report to Congress and the president was issued in the midst of Nixon's troubles with the
Watergate scandal. Chances for acting on the calls to stabilize and cap immigration were lost as
Nixon resigned and the new president and Congress struggled to stabilize the government itself.

In 1978, total permanent admissions of foreign citizens surpassed 600,000 for the first time
since 1924.

That same year, Congress created another bi-partisan blue-ribbon panel: the Select
Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy, chaired by Theodore M. Hesburgh, the
president of the University of Notre Dame and a previous chairman of the U.S. Civil Rights

Commission. After three years, the sixteen-member commission concluded that immigration was

“2 Commission on Population Growth and the American Future, Report of the Commission on Population Growth
and the American Future (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972).
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"out of control,” and that the nation could not avoid dealing with "the reality of limitations." It
agreed with the Rockefeller Commission that immigration had to be capped. Its preferred level:
350,000. The longer mass immigration was allowed to continue and America became more and

more congested, the lower the reformed level of immigration would need to be.*?

* X *

* peter Brimelow, Alien Nation (New York: Random House, 1995), p. 262.
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By the time the Hesburgh Commission reported, the lobbies for maintaining the accidental
immigration flood had control of Congress. For thirty years, no efforts to cut immigration
numbers back toward the original intent of the sponsors of the 1965 act have succeeded because
of the power of two groups: conservative business interests; and a liberal coalition of religious,
immigrant, and civil liberties organizations.

At the time of the 1965 debate, the groups were not well organized to promote mass
immigration and had not developed such strong advocacy views. As immigration rose, so did the
two advocacy groups' enthusiasm for high numbers. By the end of the 1970s, their lobbying
against immigration reduction was so forceful that the Hesburgh Commission felt compelled
officially to try to discredit it. The commission warned that the public's interests were being
subjugated by the lobbying appeals of business, immigrant organizations, and religious groups.
The commission explicitly stated that it rejected the arguments of those special interests about
the need for high immigration.

"If it is a truism to say that the United States is a nation of immigrants, it is also a truism that
it is one no longer. . . ." Hesburgh stated.** In saying that, while advocating 350,000

immigrants a year, he obviously did not mean the United States should stop taking immi-
grants. But he was reaffirming the consensus of the nation since 1924-and agreed upon by John
F. Kennedy and the Congress of 1965-that this no longer was a nation of mass immigration. In
other words, immigration numbers had to be set according to their effect on the American
people.

Polls showed that a large majority of Americans agreed with the Hesburgh Commission's
recommendation to reduce legal immigration toward more traditional levels. But the appeals of

businesses, immigrant organizations, and religious groups won the day in Washington. Congress

“ Select Commission on Tmmigration Policy and the National Interest (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1981), p. 7.
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never seriously considered turning back, stopping, or even slowing down the ever-increasing
numbers of immigrants coming through the unintended loophole of the 1965 act.

What Americans have had to live with are the results of the 1965 act. The Hesburgh
Commission and other advocates for reductions have in effect been asking for a return to the
spirit and intentions of the 1965 act.

The Saturday Evening Post, one of the most outspoken opponents of the 1965 Immigration
Act, had insisted for years that the proposed reforms would result in a major increase in numbers.
In 1957, it had editorialized: "To open wide the floodgates of immigration could well depress our
standard of living to a dangerous level without making more than a dent on the world problem of
overpopulation. Is it wrong for us to consider first the interest and welfare of the American
people?”®

The chapters that follow focus on the interests and welfare of the American people after thirty
years of unprecedented and unintended immigration.

In addition to the resources listed in the footnotes, the following sources were relied upon in
this chapter:

Center for Immigration Studies, "Three Decades of Mass Immigration: The Legacy of the
1965 Immigration Act,” Center for Immigration Studies Backgrounder (September 1995); Ellis
Cose, A Nation of Strangers (New York: William Morrow & Co., 1992); Eugene McCarthy, A

Colony of the World: The United States Today (New York: Hippocrene Books, 1992).

* "National Origins Should Be Kept in the Immigration Law," Sasurday Evening Post (20 April 1957): 10.
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Chapter 5

Shooting the Middle Class

Before the 1970s, black and white American workers in Miami's construction industry earned
middle-class wages, had middle-class benefits, and lived middle-class lives.

That was before Washington inadvertently aimed mass immigration at America again and
began shooting the legs out from under the country's middle-class economy.

Cubans poured into Miami during the 1970s and overwhelmed the local labor market.
Immigrant firms formed and hired the excess workers at lower wages, which allowed the new
firms to underbid many of the unionized native construction companies. Immigrants "penetrated
the industry and contributed to deunionization and a decline in wages,” so the sociologists
Guillermo Grenier and Alex Stepick concluded in one study. By the mid-1980s, Miami
construction unions found that immigrants had taken away most of their bargaining power.
Unions were forced to accept wage cutbacks and to give up their right to strike. Cuban firms,
mostly non-union, with wages lower by about a third, had captured more than half the
construction market. The erosion has grown worse under the steady flow of more foreign
workers from Nicaragua, Cuba, Haiti, and elsewhere. Small new subcontractors have exploited
the surplus labor and underbid even the more established Cuban firms. Grenier and Stepick

found that many of the firms no longer paid time and a half for overtime, and paid wages in cash
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S0 as not to have to make appropriate deductions. Jobs that provided a middle-class lifestyle
before mass immigration became little more than minimum wage labor.*

Thus, the American middle class shrinks. The economic law of supply and demand has not
been repealed; it is a law that needs no official enforcement. Once the federal government pours
large numbers of foreign workers into American communities, the free-market economy takes
care of the rest, converting surplus labor into lower wages and worse working conditions than
otherwise would exist.

"In general, an increase in the number of potential workers will tend to reduce prevailing
wage levels," the U.S. General Accounting Office stated after issuing a study on illegal aliens in
1988. "This would occur whether the increase is the result of the growth of the native population,

legal immigration or illegal immigration.”™’

* X *

% Alex Stepick and Guillermo Grenier, "Brothers in Wood," in Newcomers in the Workplace: Immigrants and the Restructuring
of the U.S. Economy, Louise Lamphere, Alex Stepick, and Guillermo Grenier, eds. (Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, 1994), pp. 148-149, 161.

7 General Accounting Office, I/legal Aliens: Influence of lllegal Workers on Wages and Working Conditions of Legal Workers
(Washington, DC: U.S. General Accounting Office, March 1988).
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For at least two decades, the U.S. government has waged war on the American middle class in
numerous ways. Whether or not the war is deliberate or just the result of colossal
mismanagement, immigration policy has been a crucial weapon in carrying out the thus-far-
successful attack.

By the 1950s, the United States had become an overwhelmingly middle-class country and as
such the envy of the world. For truth be told, the appeal of America in the world's eyes has not
been that it's an easier place for the extraordinary individual to rise to the top, but that it gives the
ordinary person a better chance in life. Since mass immigration was curtailed in 1924, an
additional 20 to 30 percent of the U.S. population had moved into the middle-class ranks by the
1950s. The American culture of that time was militantly middle class.

Much has changed since then. Between the election of President John F. Kennedy in 1960 and
the Census of 1990, the middle-class portion of the U.S. population has thinned by 8 to 15
percentage points. Increasingly, wages for full-time jobs won't support a middleclass lifestyle.
By 1979, 12.1 percent of all full-time workers were paid wages too low to keep a family of four
above the poverty line. By 1990, the proportion was half again as high, at 18 percent.*

Nearly everybody is in agreement that something very different and negative has happened to
the U.S. economy since 1973. On the pessimistic side, the economist Timothy Smeeding
declared after a University of Michigan study, "What we are looking at is a permanent decline in
the size of the middle class.® The erosion of the middle class has spawned scores of books and
fueled myriad political campaign platforms. But no consensus has emerged about how to fix the
problem. We can, however, shed some light on the matter if we consider what has happened to

the middle class in relation to the increasing looseness in the U.S. labor market.

% See Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward, Regulating the Poor: The Functions of Public Welfare (New York: Vintage
Books, 1993), p. 352.

“ Quoted in Kevin Phillips, Boiling Point: Republicans, Democrats, and the Decline of Middle-Class Prosperity (New York:
Random House, 1993), p. 25.
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The Jerome Levy Economics Institute of Bard College showed how the middle class has been
shrinking when it estimated the average hourly wages for different educational groups in 1973
and 1988 (adjusted for inflation). While incomes were increasing for the top of the upper class,
the compensation for everybody else was declining. Wages, even for college graduates, were
dropping on average-by 3 percent for women and by 5 percent for men.

Wage depression between 1973 and 1988 was most pronounced for Americans with less
education:

e for workers with some college education, wages went down 6 percent for women
and 11 percent for men;

e for workers with only a high school diploma, wages went down 7 percent for
women and 17 percent for men;

e for workers who dropped out of high school, wages went down 10 percent for

women and 22 percent for men.

As bad as those averages appear, they mask much worse circumstances for the mostly under-
thirty Americans who had less than ten years of work experience. In all but one of those gender
and educational categories listed above, wage depression for the young workers was between 50
and 150 percent worse than the average for their entire category.

The biggest shocks from the rapid deterioration of U.S. wages may have come between 1990
and 1992 to some men in the middle of their careers. The U.S. Bureau of Census reported that
for the men age between twenty-five and fifty-four who lost full-time jobs and were able to get

new full-time jobs, their average earnings declined a whopping 20 percent. And their loss of
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standard of living did not take place over a fifteen-year or generational period but, in essence,
overnight.®

Such declines in earnings have driven large numbers of formerly middle-class workers out of
the labor market. Perhaps 1 million or more prime-age workers---mostly men-have stopped
looking for jobs since 1989.

Nonetheless, no matter how far wages fell over the last two decades, Congress resisted cutting
its annual importation of competitive foreign workers-and, instead, continually increased the
numbers. Overfilling the labor pool with immigrants is a federal policy change that is a part of
what the sociologists Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward describe as a "war against
labor" that has created a historic shift in how income is distributed. Businesses reaped the spoils
of war, they say: "The simultaneous growth of poverty and wealth was unprecedented in the 20th
century.”®

The richest 1 percent of Americans always have earned an enormously disproportionate share
of the income. But now, according to the Congressional Budget Office, the top | percent earn
almost the same amount as the middle 20 percent of Americans combined! That proportion
represents a doubling for the top | percent since the early 1970s.

Concentration at the top is so great that the Catholic bishops in the United States issued a
pastoral letter in the 1980s containing a warning that sounded more appropriate for a Third
World country: "In our judgment, the distribution of income and wealth in the United States is so

inequitable that it violates a minimum standard of distributive justice.”*

% "Effects of Most Recent Recession Seen in Longer Job Searches, Lower Incomes, and Health Insurance Losses,
Census Bureau Reports," United States Department of Commerce News (12 January 1995).

*! Piven and Cloward, Regulating the Poor, p. 362.

52 Quoted in Frank Levy, Dollars and Dreams: The Changing American Income Distribution New York: W. W. Norton & Co.,
1988), p. 13.
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The growing disparity was especially evident between those who have college degrees and the
majority of Americans who do not. In 1979, the income gap between an average white male
college graduate and an average white male high school graduate was 49 percent. That gap had
grown to 82 percent by 1994, forcing many of the high school graduates out of the middle
class.®® Those who defend the growing gap say it is caused by the country's increasing need for
skilled workers and the declining need for lower-skilled workers. Yet, Congress every year
imports hundreds of thousands of lower-skilled workers to add to the glut at the bottom of the
labor ladder.

By 1995, Edward Wolff, an economics professor at New York University, could state that
"We are the most unequal industrialized country in terms of income and wealth, and we're
growing more unequal faster than other industrialized countries.”* Several conservative com-
mentators rushed to the defense of inequality, pointing out that the fact that some Americans are
getting richer doesn't mean they are doing so by making other Americans poorer. Labor
Secretary Robert Reich conceded that there is nothing necessarily wrong with some Americans
getting rich, but pointed out that "if we have economic growth and most Americans don't enjoy
it, we're not succeeding as an economy."

Immigration is closely tied to two of the fundamental trends behind the fact that the U.S.
economy is not succeeding for the average American worker. First, much less new wealth is
being created in the United States because output per worker is not increasing nearly as fast as
during the middle of the century. And second, of the small amount of new wealth being created
by productivity improvements, very little is being shared with the workers; the owners of capital

are keeping most of it for themselves.

%3 R Roberto Suro, "Immigrants Crowd Labor's Lowest Rung," The Washington Post, 13 September 1994.0berto Suro,
"Immigrants Crowd Labot's Lowest Rung," The Washington Post, 13 September 1994.

¥ Wolff quoted in James K. Glassman, "The Income Gap: Wherte's the Problem?" The Washington Post, 25 April 1995,
p. Al7.
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The abnormally high level of immigration since 1965 has contributed to the productivity
problem by substantially boosting U.S. population growth and the size of the labor force. Growth
in population lowers the amount of capital investment per worker, which makes it more difficult
to increase the productivity per worker. Robert M. Solow of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology was honored with the Nobel Prize in part for his development of an economic model
that explains why high population growth tends to impoverish a country. He has shown that
immigration since 1965 has moved the United States away from the stable or very-slow-growing
population style of other advanced economies and toward the fast-growing population trends of
Third World nations.*

Although the improvement in U.S. productivity has been far less than in previous decades, per
capita productivity has continued to rise. But while productivity rose between 1977 and 1992, the
average wage fell.*®* "Productivity improvements are going into corporate profits, not workers'
pockets," Reich lamented.”’

The results should not be surprising. When labor is in surplus, pressure is reduced on
corporations to share with employees the rewards of their increased productivity. Federal
immigration actions constantly engorge the labor supply. The ensuing juxtaposition of anemic
wages and robust profits feeds Americans' increasing alienation toward economic and political

institutions, Treasury Secretary Robert E. Rubin has suggested.®®

* * *

» See Gregory Manki, Macroeconomics New York: Worth Publishers, 1992).
*® Michael Lind, The Next Ametican Nation: The New Nationalism and the Fourth American Revolution (New York:
The Free Press, 1995), pp. 200-201.
:; See Steven Peatlstein, "U.S. Finds Productivity, But Not Pay, Is Rising," The Washington Post, 26 July 1995, p. A9.
See ibid.
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The labor glut during this period of unprecedented immigration not only has retarded and
depressed wages, it has helped make it possible for corporations and the government to slash
benefits to middle-class workers.

The portion of newly hired workers with access to pension programs dropped by 12 percent
between 1979 and 1990. Over the same decade, new hires who got health benefits dropped by 35
percent. Piven and Cloward say that nearly four-fifths of all strikes in the 1980s were staged not
for higher wages but to protect health benefits. In April 1975, 81 percent of all unemployed
Americans got unemployment benefits. By October 1987, only 26 percent did, the lowest amount
since the program was begun in the Depression.

More and more Americans are being stripped of their benefits and security under a
transformation of the labor market in which companies are eliminating full-time jobs and
replacing them with temporary or part-time employees, day laborers, and employment services.
The Washington Post found that this trend in the Washington, D.C., area, for example, was
encouraged by the ready supply of immigrant workers.

Piven and Cloward decry the shift during the 1990s of some 30 million workers into jobs
outside the regular full-time workforce: "While some are well-paid freelancers, most contingent
workers are women and minorities clustered in low-wage jobs with no benefits.”*

Along with deteriorating wages and benefits have come deteriorating lifestyles for current and
former members of the middle class.

Many families have had to sacrifice having a full-time homemaker or parent at home as they
moved to two full-time, paying jobs just to stay in the middle class. Over the last twenty years,
the portion of married women who work for pay has risen by 50 percent. For many women, the

shift into paid work has been eagerly sought and an essential element in their self-fulfillment. For

% Piven and Cloward, Regulating the Poor, pp. 352-353.
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others, it has been an unwelcome shift forced by household economic realities. For all, it has in-
volved some sacrifice. But all of that extra work by women has not increased the median
household income. Wages have fallen so fast that the nationwide loss has canceled out the
additional income new women workers have brought into their households.

Lower wages, less leisure time, reduced parenting hours, slashed benefits, and mounting
economic insecurity have taken their toll in the communities where American workers live. The
damage is especially evident where immigration has most affected the labor supply.

In a 1995 study, Tulane University demographer Leon Bouvier and Scipio Garling of the
Federation for American Immigration Reform looked at life in selected cities with less than 7
percent immigrants, and compared them with same-sized cities with populations that were more
than 25 percent immigrant. The findings were startling.*

Even though they had the same population as the low-immigration cities, the cities with high

immigration

e had a 30 percent longer commuting time, had 40 percent more
people living in poverty,
e had 60 percent more high school dropouts, had twice as
many violent crimes,
e had twice the level of unemployment,
e had more than twice the welfare dependency,
e had more than seven times as much crowded housing as defined by the Census

Bureau.
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In a separate exercise painting much the same picture, Rice University economist Donald
Huddle created something he called a Misery Index. It measured negative changes in the wage
rate, in the ratio of labor force participation to population, and in the fraction of the past year
worked. "Declines in these measures mean less work and lower earnings and hence more misery
for the unskilled native work force," Huddle says. He found that the metropolitan areas with the

highest immigration also ranked the highest on the Misery Index.®

* Xk *

% See Leon Bouvier and Scipio Gatling, A Tale of 10 Cities: Immigration's Effect on Urban Quality of Life (Washington, DC:
Federation for American Immigration Reform, 1995).
8 Quoted in ibid.
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There is no doubt that the plight of the American middle class has deteriorated seriously since
mass immigration was renewed. But the answer to whether immigration was a significant cause
of the deterioration or merely a coincidental force during the same time period has been highly
contested among scholars and public policy officials.

Immigration is not the only economic force that has pummeled the United States during the
last three decades. Hundreds of thousands of middle-class jobs have been lost in America's
electronics, machine tool, steel, textiles, and auto industries. Blame is variously placed on: (1)
U.S. corporations that had not invested enough profits to stay ahead in research, development,
and new plants and equipment; (2) unions that pushed labor costs above what the productivity of
workers could support; (3) the Federal Reserve Board and others who pushed interest rates to
exceptionally high levels; (4) the foreign oil cartel countries, whose rapid increases in energy
prices sent shocks throughout the economy; and (5) Congress and presidents who ran up gigantic
foreign debt to finance federal deficit spending, lowered trade barriers, and exposed U.S.
companies to a level of international competition virtually without precedent.

In response to all those economic factors, U.S. companies restructured, cutting their
workforces permanently in the process of streamlining and becoming far more efficient. They
emphasized cognitive skills for the remaining jobs and dramatically reduced the demand for
lower-skilled workers. Such workers previously had been able to earn wages and salaries that
moved them at least up into the bottom tier of middle-class living. But with demand for their
services down, the law of supply and demand drove wages down.

In that complicated mix of economic traumas, it is not easy to determine how much of the
depression of American workers' wages is the result of increased immigration. We'll tackle that
question a little later. For purposes of determining how many immigrants to bring in the future,

however, one need merely answer a much simpler question: Given that many other forces are
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depressing wages and undermining the middle class, will immigration make the situation worse
or better?

The commonsense answer would seem obvious: Adding still more lower-skill workers
through immigration surely would be harmful to natives and would increase inequality in this
country. One can observe that happening in local communities across the land. Yet, the abundant
on-site evidence has not been enough to convince one major group: most of the economists who
are quoted in the mass media.

Throughout the 1980s, most economists who were interviewed by the news media about
immigration said they could not find a large negative effect of immigration on American
workers. Their comments often were frustrating to experts in other disciplines who criticized the
economists for avoiding case studies and relying too heavily on computer models. While many
sociologists and anthropologists studying specific jobs in specific local communities-such as
construction work in Miami-had no difficulty in finding the negative effects of immigration, the
economists couldn't prove the existence of the problems with their econometric models. As the
Stanford economist Paul Krugman has written, "Economic theory is, in essence, a collection of
models: simplified representations of reality, which inevitably leave out some aspects to focus on
others." Academic economics remains a "primitive science,” similar in stage of development to
the field of medicine around 1900, Krugman says.®” In many ways, the economists have tried to
simulate reality while experts in other disciplines have looked at reality.

Nonetheless, the experts usually cited in news stories about immigration have been
economists. A common sentence in many media stories about immigration-especially in
business-oriented Journals-goes like this: There is a virtual consensus among economists that

immigration has had at most a minor negative effect on American workers.

%2 paul Krugman, Peddling Prosperity: Economic Sense and Nonsense in the Age of Diminished Expectations New York: W. W.
Norton & Co., 1994), pp. 227-228.9.
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Such a consensus, which never existed, appeared to be real in part because of surveys of
selected economists by pro-business think tanks and publications. Cornell University's Vernon
Briggs, who has studied the effects of immigration on U.S. workers since the 1970s, says the
views gathered in such surveys are not much better than educated guesses because the
economists are asked to comment on something that is not in their area of expertise. Few who are
quoted in the media have actually conducted studies of labor economics or immigration, Briggs
maintains.

One of the economists most quoted by advocates of high immigration, however, has done a
lot of pertinent study. George Borjas of the University of California-San Diego published his
mixed findings in 1990 in the book Friends or Strangers: The Impact of Immigrants on
the U.S. Economy. Immigration advocates continue to quote the parts of that book to show he
still did not find conclusive proof of major negative impact on jobs. But Borjas also noted that
nobody yet knew the full impact of the massive numbers of lower-skilled immigrants who had
come in the 1980s.

Borjas continued his research and later found that he agreed with some of the criticisms that
had been made of economists' work in the 1980s. The problems with earlier studies were

numerous.

e Most relied on data from the 1970s when immigration was far lower and did not
reflect the cumulative effect that had gained full momentum in the 1980s. The 1990
Census provided sharply different data. Simply plugging the new data into computer

models produced much-changed verdicts about the effects of immigration.
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e Economists have tended to look at wide metropolitan areas-or larger regions-so
that sharp negative effects in particular neighborhoods tended to get averaged or washed
out in the broad statistical analysis.

e Most previous studies failed to account for the fact that many of the native
workers who were hurt by immigrant competition no longer could be measured because
they had moved from the city being studied.

e And they failed to account for the lost opportunities for natives who remained in
other areas of the country but who would have moved to higher-wage cities if not for the
immigrant influx there; thus the costs of immigration were spread out to other cities and

states.

Once Borjas updated his data and methods, he came up with very strong conclusions about
the impact of immigration-conclusions which tended to match the street wisdom of people who
live in the communities where immigrants settle and work. Borjas's bottom-line computation is
that recent immigration may be responsible for one-third of the growing economic inequality in
America.®®

He has not backed away from his original contention that immigration on balance is a net plus
for the U.S. economy-about $7 billion a year. But the balance entails big winners and big losers
among American natives. As it turns out, immigration causes a gargantuan redistribution of
wealth, from the workers who compete with immigrants, Borjas says.

Immigration helps the owners of businesses and the employers of gardeners, chauffeurs, and
nannies to pocket an extra $140 billion a year. But immigration also causes native workers to
lose about $133 billion a year in depressed wages, he maintains. That explains why a small, but

affluent and powerful, segment of the population continues to press for high immigration and
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can't understand why most Americans don't like it, Borjas wrote in the National Review, one of
the few conservative publications to editorialize against maintaining high immigration for the
benefit of the wealthiest Americans.

Immigration turns out to be a perverse federal Robin Hood scheme that takes from middle-
class workers and gives to the country's most affluent.

Journalists and politicians today who repeat the claims about a "virtual consensus of
economists” not finding negative effects from immigration are copying lines from pre-1990
Census newspaper clippings and are failing to note the chorus of economists now finding very
real reasons for concern.

According to some experts like Robert M. Dunn, Jr., the damage from immigration should be
self-evident. The professor of economics at the George Washington University noted in The
Washington Post: "If the United States faces an unlimited supply of labor from the south at a
wage of about $5 per hour, incomes of less-skilled Americans will not increase even if economic
growth in the country accelerates.... If Washington wants to increase incomes of low-wage
Americans and reduce the growing inequality of U.S. incomes, it must severely restrict the
inflow of unskilled workers from abroad.... When supply-siders and other “free market'
economists argue for open immigration policies, it ought to be remembered that they usually
reflect the views of owners of businesses, who benefit from the abundance of low-wage labor
that immigrants provide.

Even Stephen Moore, of the libertarian, pro-business Cato Institute, now acknowledges that
immigration depresses wages. In occupations dominated by immigrants, "the wage rate probably
is lower than it would be if immigrants weren't available,” he recently wrote. To Moore, though,

the harm to American workers in those occupations is worth it: "Yes, some people may be

63 George J. Borjas, "Know the Flow," National Review, vol. 47 (17 April 1995).
® Robert M. Dunn, Jr., "Higher Pay for Low-Wage Eatners?" The Washington Post, 25 August 1992, p. A21.
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adversely affected, but the other people who use the now cheaper goods and services also
benefit. Overall, the presence of immigrants means the economy will do better.”®

One of the most common arguments against the existence of wage depression-repeated by
many journalists and think-tank analysts alike-is that wages in many high-immigration cities are
higher than wages in many low-immigration cities. That is true. Such comparisons, however,
don't particularly measure anything of relevance. In most cases, wages already were higher in
those cities before the latest wave of immigrants arrived, which is one reason why the
immigrants settled there. We learn much more by tracking how wages have changed over a
period of time in which immigrants arrived in high or low proportions. When scholars have done
that, the link between immigration and wage depression again appears quite clear.

In a study described in the Journal of Economic Geography, a multidisciplinary team of
scholars provided the kind of comparison that truly reflects some of the change caused by high
immigration. The Walker- Ellis-Barff study looked at wages in each sample city before and after
a period of immigration. It found that the average wage increase (not factored for inflation) was
26 percent lower in high-immigration cities than in the average U.S. city-and lagged a whopping
48 percent behind wage increases in low-immigration cities. Even this kind of comparison tends
to understate the wage-depressing strength of immigration because it doesn't measure the effects
from the many American workers who are driven out of immigration centers. By leaving high-
immigration centers, American workers keep wages there from being as depressed as they
otherwise would be. By moving to low-immigration cities, the fleeing American workers keep

wages there from going up as fast as they otherwise would.*®

% Stephen Moore, "Do We Need More Immigration? Yes," American Legion Magazine (April 1995).

% Robert Walker, Mark Ellis, and Richard Batff, "Linked Migration Systems: Immigration and Internal Labor Flows
in the United States," Journal of Economic Geography (1993): 234-248.
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Immigration advocates often focus on another version of comparisons meant to prove that the
importation of foreign workers doesn't depress wages. They point out-correctly-that some of the
worst black poverty in the country is in cities with hardly any immigration and that it is much
worse than in cities like Los Angeles that are teeming with immigrants. That must prove that
immigration improves the economic conditions for black Americans, some suggest.

But for decades-long before mass immigration was unleashed on it-California had been a
place where black Americans could enjoy considerably higher living standards than in the rest of
the country. Immigration didn't cause that, because immigration was not a significant factor then.
The California Department of Finance found that during the 1980s, under the heaviest immigrant
influx of the state's history, California blacks lost much of their economic advantage. While the
poverty rate among California blacks was about 14 percentile points better than for other American
blacks in 1980, the Californians had lost about half that advantage by 1990. California Latinos had
held similar economic advantage over Latinos in the rest of the country and, like the blacks, lost
much of it under the tidal wave of 1980s immigration.

In Los Angeles, where the majority of workers are black and Latino, the Walker- Ellis-Barff
study found serious wage depression coinciding with high immigration. Los Angeles wage
increases lagged 31 percent behind Birmingham, Alabama, and 47 percent behind Pittsburgh, two

low-immigration cities that were studied.

* * %
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This country's economic history should dispel any doubt that high immigration tends to lower
the wages of the working class and to increase inequality in a society. In his presidential address to
the American Economic Association in 1955, Simon Kuznets laid out a theory about rising and
falling income inequality in capitalist societies. Many economists since then have sought to
quantify the factors that, in different countries and different decades, have depressed earnings for
the lower working class while increasing the wealth of the affluent and skilled.

Immigration has proven to have been a major factor in past increases of inequality. Delivering
the Kuznets Memorial Lecture at Harvard in 1991, Jeffrey Williamson showed how economic
inequality in America was greatest from 1820 to 1860 and from the 1890s until World War 1.
Those periods coincided with the two previous major waves of immigration.

According to Williamson, the occurrence of high immigration and high levels of economic
inequality at the same time was not happenstance: increased fertility and immigration foster
income inequality. Despite having democratic institutions, abundant land, and a reputation as a
workingman's country, America during those periods of nineteenth-century immigration surges
was a land of jarring inequality.

The economist Peter H. Lindert noted in his book Fertility and Scarcity in America that
American inequality has lessened when immigration was curtailed. When World War | abruptly
cut off most immigration to the United States, the huge gap between rich and poor closed
incredibly fast: "Within three years' time, pay gaps dropped from historic heights to their lowest
level since before the Civil War." But just as quickly, inequality grew as soon as mass
immigration resumed after World War 1, so that later in the 1920s, "income looked as unequal as

ever," Lindert said.”’

%7 Peter H. Lindert, Fertility and Scarcity in America (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1977), p. 233.
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Once Congress curtailed immigration in 1924, the middle class grew again and inequities
receded to historic low levels by the early 1950s. America finally had become a paradise for the
common workingman and woman.

Lindert found it peculiar that America would have such a robust march toward middle-class
equality during a period that included widely varying external events, such as the nation's
deepest depression, a sudden wartime recovery, and moderate postwar growth: "This timing
suggests that the explanation of this drop in inequality must go beyond any simple models that
try to relate inequality to either the upswing or the downswing of the business cycle.”®

In the egalitarianism of the era after the 1924 curtailment of mass immigration, the economic
bottom of society gained on the middle, and the middle gained on the top. The closing of the gap
in wages had as much of an effect in enlarging the middle class as did all the transfer taxes and
programs of President Franklin D. Roosevelt's governmental activism combined, according to
Lindert and Williamson.

Several factors caused the fluctuations in inequality during U.S. history. But "the central role"
has been played by the change in labor supply-through immigration and fertility-claims Lindert.
Both Lindert's and Williamson's calculations found that decreased immigration and lower
fertility between 1929 and the Korean War were responsible for about one-third of the decrease
in American inequality.

The rise of powerful unions during that period also played an important role in moving larger
and larger numbers of laborers into the middle class. But Linden concluded that the unions were
able to gain their power because low immigration and low fertility kept the size of the labor force
smaller while the demand for labor remained high. Not surprisingly, unions have withered in

power during the wave of mass immigration since 1965.

% Ibid., p. 234.
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A tightened labor pool not only makes employers pay more for scarce labor, it is a great
stimulator of a country's creativity. The economist Harry T. Oshima reported in 1984 that when
immigration was restricted in the mid-1910s and again in the mid-1920s, employers were forced
to raise wages. That induced the employers to press for major advances in mechanization. The
resulting new technological applications of gasoline and electric machines made it possible to

mechanize enough unskilled operations and hand work to release many workers into more
skilled jobs. Growth in output per worker hour was phenomenal. That made it possible to raise
wages still further. Because of the increasing demand for skilled workers, American parents real-
ized they would need to spend more money to help each child gain a better education. This
contributed to lower birth rates, and thus to slower labor-force growth, and thus to tighter labor
markets, and thus to higher wages, which pushed manufacturers to push the skill levels of their
workers up even further. In this cycle of productivity and wage gains-each feeding on the other-
the United States became a middle-class nation.*

That cycle has been broken for many years now. Immigration is high. Productivity growth is
low. The middle class is shrinking. If you want to see the attributes that made the United States
such an economic powerhouse in the middle of the century, look at Japan. It has almost no
immigration. It has a very slowly growing population and labor force. It has a very high rate of
machinery investment, which multiplies the productivity of the country's workers. In a paper for
the National Bureau of Economic Research, J. Bradford Delong explained that all those are
characteristics that make a country an economic winner: A low rate of growth in the number of
workers means that a country does not have to divert its capital to provide for new workers.
Instead, capital can be used to increase the productivity of the existing workforce. While the

United States has been spreading out its capital investment to provide jobs for millions of

o Harry To. Oshima, "The Growth of U.S. Factor Productivity: The Significance of New Technologies in the Early
Decades of the Twentieth Century," Journal of Economic History, vol. 44 (March 1984).
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immigrants over the last thirty years, Japan has continued to concentrate its investment on
increasing the productivity-and thus the wealth-of its native workers.

The long trend toward a middle-class society in America first began to stall in the 1950s after
the U.S. fertility rate skyrocketed. Although fertility has receded to economically healthier levels
since the early 1970s, immigration has skyrocketed, and America has been moving backwards
toward greater inequality-just as it has during every major period of increased immigration.

One need only look to Argentina this century to see the possible perils of waiting too long to
scale back immigration. During the late twentieth century, most observers have tended to lump
Argentina with other Latin American countries, their economies characterized by small
economic elites, a vast class of impoverished citizens, and a weak middle class. The economist
Carlos Diaz-Alejandro wrote that some modern commentators have even classified Argentina
with less developed nations such as India and Nigeria. Such comparisons would have been
thought ludicrous just eighty years ago, he said: "most economists writing during the first three
decades of this century would have placed Argentina among the most advanced countries-with
Western Europe, the United States, Canada, and Australia.... Not only was per capita income
high, but its growth was one of the highest in the world.””

How did Argentina cease to be one of the world's richest countries? That puzzle was the
challeng