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	 IN THIS ISSUE: Difficult as it may be to believe, there are aspects of our immigration problem  
that have equal, if not greater, claims upon our attention than its numbers.  These are the forms of 
action and policies chosen by government to deal with the problem.  They range from inappropriate 
to illegal, do not serve the national interest, have received little if any public exposure and are 
presented here to increase understanding of our immigration issue.

	 OUR NEXT ISSUE will be devoted to population and its part in our American Renewal.

	 Our long running conflict over immigration 
policy and practice is a form of political poison that 
gnaws at the entrails of our government.  It is fraught 
with many different forms of deception, corruption and 
a culture of public and personal dishonesty that have 
been foisted upon and billed to the American taxpayer.
	 To attempt to start to undo its damage to our 
country, we examine its problems and parts in ways that 
have had little public exposure before.  This includes 
information regarding our government’s illegal and 
unacknowledged use of taxpayer funds in support of 
the pro-immigration forces’ most prominent “special 
interests”.

	 We will also identify and question the attitudes 
that have nourished this problem and have enabled it to 
continue to exist in defiance of our laws and ethics over 
the past half century.  Readers should be prepared for 
revelations with the power to challenge and shake their 
confidence in our government and its law enforcement, 
judiciary and media institutions.
	 The immigration issue has been politically 
pushed and pulled with such power and persistence that 
it touches our individual and national lives in many more 

ways than it used to.  As a result, a report of this length 
can only reveal fragments of the whole.  Nevertheless, 
these fragments can arrange themselves into patterns 
from which valid conclusions are discernible.
	 The first is that government’s efforts, or lack 
thereof, have not only failed to produce a reasonable 
meeting of minds, but have posed serious questions of 
their legitimacy, fairness and constitutionality.  It is 
well to keep this in mind as we sort our way through 
the mess.
	 The second conclusion to be drawn from 
government’s policies, methods and consequences is 
that they have fallen woefully short of advancing the 
national interest.  Indeed, close examination could 
suggest that they were conceived to avoid even the 
broadest definition of our national purpose.
	 As with other serious issues our country faces, 
the matter of personal preference and argument pales 
in significance to being able to define, articulate and 
put in place a rational policy. This chapter should be 
read with that in mind.
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changed by the Immigration Reform Act 
sponsored by Sen. Ted Kennedy and a few 
others.  It greatly broadened the numbers 
and identities of those allowed to enter, 
work and gain citizenship and, although 
it was claimed by its proponents that the 
numbers, sources and economics specified 
by this act would not cause vast change, 
their representations turned out to be 
false.  The actual results were in every 
way the exact opposite of what had been 
stated.
	 By the time Ronald Reagan assumed 
the presidency in 1980, these largely 
uncontrolled immigration flows, with 
their emphasis on third world populations 
and family unification, had produced 
a continually enlarging mass of new 
arrivals most of whom lacked any real 
education and found employment beyond 
their reach.
	 Reagan opposed this out-of-
control situation, stating “Any nation 
that has lost control of its borders is no 
longer a nation”. By this time the entry 
patterns clearly showed that the biggest 
contributors to our immigration flow 
were Mexico and the other Latin American 
countries to our south.
	 In 1986 Reagan struck, or thought 
he struck, a deal whereby he approved 
amnesty for the approximately three 
million illegals then estimated to be in 
the country in return for which border 
security would be strengthened and 
employers would be penalized for hiring 
workers lacking documentation of legal 
status.
	 The amnesty immediately legalized 
these illegals and it also served notice 
on waiting populations that, once 
illegal entrance had been accomplished, 
proper authorization would follow. 
Not surprisingly, the immigrant inflow 
increased and quickened.
	 The agreement forged by President 
Reagan attracted political pressure 
from a variety of politically powerful 
constituencies with the result that its 
enforcement and funding provisions were 
ignored by the Congress.
	 Reagan was our last president 
to raise serious objections to the 
consequences of immigration’s new reality.  
With the election of George H.W. Bush in 
1988, followed by Presidents Clinton, G.W. 
Bush and Obama, the immigration issue 

 “OUT OF THE SHADOWS”

	 The above phrase has come into 
wide use to describe the process of 
exposing the true size, shape and demands 
of the illegal immigrant presence in our 
country.  The use of the word “shadows” 
has a special intention.  It suggests 
mystery, soft edges, obscuration and being 
unreachable by the bright light of day.  It 
offers a murky haven where activities can 
be shielded or carried on clandestinely.  
“Shadows” connotes the opposite of 
clear daylight and truth, and has been 
used by pro-immigration forces because 
it provides a softer, warmer image than 
“illegal immigrant” for the millions of 
illegals that have entered the USA since 
we radically changed our immigration law 
in 1965.  And just as “out of the shadows” 
is used to soften reference to the process, 
so the word “undocumented” has been 
employed to counter the more accurate 
and complete description of “illegal”.
	 This flight from linguistic reality 
to fuzziness is a much used weapon 
drawn from the arsenal of “political 
correctness” (PC).  It is intended to set 
aside what might seem damaging to PC’s 
cause, to deflect those sharp edges with 
which words can clearly convey their 
meaning and to turn the argument around 
to a more comfortable direction.
	 Here, however, “out of the shadows” 
will refer to the process of enlightening 
the public as to our government’s 
determined disregard of our republic’s 
stated laws and purposes in its use of 
taxpayer funds to support the activities 
of pro-immigration organizations.
	 In addition to this funding function, 
government has undertaken to subvert our 
federal laws regarding illegal immigrant 
detention and sanctuary.  The final step in 
this pattern of faulty thought and policy 
was the Obama administration’s Dept. of 
Justice’s (DOJ) filing a lawsuit against the 
state of Arizona for having passed a law 
which was a mirror image of existing, but 
unenforced, federal law.

*             *               *

	 The background to our present 
circumstances is important.  In 1965 our 
immigration legislation was completely 
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came to be seen and treated as “too hot to handle”.  
Except for the obligatory brief references in campaign 
debates no attention was paid to it.
	 This neglect was bad enough, but it was 
accompanied in the Clinton, Bush II and Obama 
administrations by active efforts to also subvert the 
laws that were being ignored.  And this unconscionable 
position of government still exists today, a quarter of 
a century after Pres. Reagan’s comment about our lax 
border security.
	 There are a couple of political notes which 
bear on the situation.  The first is that regularly 
through various polls it is shown that over 60% of 
the American public favor a substantial reduction in 
our immigration policy.  The other is that, whereas in 
a democracy important issues are said to be decided by 
public ballot, both Republicans and Democrats refuse to 
engage in any such referendum and prefer to be guided 
by lobbyist pressures.  This selective enforcement of 
laws that have made it through our legislative process 
is poison to our democratic system.  It is evident that 
the last thing the pro-immigration groups want is a 
determination by the court of public opinion.  And so 
we proceed with our democracy in a diminished state 
created by the members of both parties in our executive 
and legislative branches whose actions, which derive 
from the usual political need for money and power, 
mock our claim to be a “nation of laws”.  
	 If a free nation ignores its laws, the contract 
between government and the people is broken and 
eventually the result will be chaos.  Often, in order to 
avoid collapse, the people panic and back a dictator who 
by voice and action assures them he will prevent the 
looming chaos.  The price of this prevention is high.  It 
is their freedom.
	 Selective enforcement, however, is not our 
government’s only form of betrayal.  Sadly, there is 
more, much more.  Read on.

DRAMATIS PERSONAE

	 Many of the characters in our government’s 
ongoing immigration drama, although numerous and 
powerful, are probably unknown to most Americans, 
and yet they constitute the dominant force in the 
immigration argument.  Who are they?  And where does 
their power come from?    
	 First, there are two basic elements shared 
by these groups that we must understand.  They are 
extremely wealthy and most of their wealth derives 
from contributions from the corporate sector and our 
government.
	 Corporate involvement, and most importantly 
its funding, is designed to provide a continuing source 
of low cost labor and to insure against workplace 

disruptions, public protests, boycotts, etc. which can 
reduce profits and must be prevented.
	 The second factor in the role played by these 
organizations in the immigration argument is that for 
them there is no argument, no debate, and no objectivity.  
In almost fifty years of dealing with the immigration 
issue very little in the form of real compromise has 
resulted and, even when attempted by Pres. Reagan and 
agreed to, was immediately disregarded and left in a 
kind of limbo reserved for legislation long on rhetoric 
but short on enforcement.
	 An interesting comment by Rep. Luis Gutierrez, 
D-IL, throws light on the lack of space for compromise 
in government’s immigration experience.  Gutierrez had 
been engaged in openly encouraging and conducting 
public demonstrations in favor of the Dream Act.  When 
questioned by a reporter as to whether he saw any 
conflict between his congressional oath of office and 
his organizing activities, he replied “I have only one 
loyalty and that is to the immigrant community.”1

	 The argument can be made that he represents 
a gerrymandered, high immigrant density district and 
that he is only representing his constituency, but, of 
course, that omits any consideration of the national 
interest.  Rep. Gutierrez, while representing a local 
district, is employed by the federal government and 
charged to conduct the nation’s business.
	 Immigration is a poster boy of the politics of 
“more” — as in more immigrants, more money and more 
votes.  These form a cycle in which each reinforces 
the others.  Its basic assumption of a perpetual influx 
of new population argues against “the law of limits” 
regarding the contents of a finite space and, with the 
help of substantial lobbyist support, has been able to 
gain support, but not a majority, in Congress.
	 But lobbyist funds are only half of the “double 
whammy” delivered by Congress to the American public.  
The other half is its illegal, direct funding of pro-
immigration organizations with U.S. taxpayer dollars.  
This funding is even more egregious in that it supports 
purposes that the majority of polled Americans have 
consistently opposed.
	 This use of taxpayer funds to support both 
ethnic and religious groups raises broad legal, ethical 
and constitutional questions.  For instance, government 
activity is not limited only to direct grants, but also 
to other forms of aid such as “direct public support”, 
“indirect public support” and “government fees and 
contracts”.  For this report we have included a few 
representative statistics drawn from a small number 
of sources which can only hint at the true size of 
government’s involvement and influence.  Over the 
years these have expanded at a troubling rate and 
now form an almost impenetrable warren of rules, 
regulations, qualifications and orders that are spread 
throughout our bureaucracy here and overseas.  As with 
other instances of uncontrolled growth, government’s 
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immigration rule book is often self-conflicting.
	 There are a few names that appear in the pro-
immigration programs with increasingly predictive 
frequency.  These are La Raza (The National Council of 
LaRaza), LULAC (The League of United Latin American 
Citizens) and MALDEF (The Mexican American Legal 
Defense and Education Fund).  La Raza means The Race 
and refers primarily to the Latino populations in Mexico 
and Central/South America.  Both La Raza and MALDEF 
were created by the Ford Foundation and have been 
generously supported by it since their inception.  This 
private backing is entirely appropriate for a democracy 
such as ours, but federal government financing is an 
entirely different matter.
	 Regardless of amounts or their beneficiaries, 
federal use of taxpayer funds within our legal and 
constitutional structure raises an unusually high 
number of red and yellow flags.  These involve 
consideration of First Amendment and Civil Rights 
laws and a general application of our stated non-
discrimination policy.  In combination or individually, 
these specific questions all share in posing the larger 
question of whether the government has the right to 
direct public tax money to private entities and their 
purposes.  Any objection to such activities is bolstered 
by a 1991 Supreme Court decision, Lehnert v. Ferris 
Faculty Association2, in which it decreed that the use 
of labor union dues to fund non-union activities was 
unconstitutional.

*             *               *

	 It is difficult for the layman, and even most 
members of Congress, to realize the extent of 
government’s application of taxpayer funds to private 
immigration interests.  Shown here are some random 
statistics taken from a study issued in 20023.
	 These numbers do not provide a map to plot 
the course of solving our immigration problem.  They 
do provide clues, however, as to its past history and 
present direction and pose the basic question — “Is 
government capable of achieving and maintaining a 
workable solution, knowing that whatever it does will 
antagonize millions of voters?”
	 We must be aware that the government’s 
immigration “tent” is a large one that includes a variety 
of causes and organizations described as “ethnic/
racial” and “religious” which constituted about two 
thirds of our sample below.
	 In the “ethnic/racial” category we find multiple 
instances in which entities have been created and are 
maintained by government to promote “rights” for specific 
groups that represent immigrants from such varied 
communities as Africa, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Haiti, Cuba, the 
Kurds and the Humong.  In most of these nonprofit entities 
government provides over 90% of their funding, and none 
of these could survive without it.4

	 These recipients reveal a fairly wide 
geographical coverage from the Caribbean area to 
SE Asia, but we would be mistaken to assume that all 
“ethnic/racial” groups have equal backing.  Actually, 
the government supported nonprofits represent only 
those of African, Asian and Hispanic descent.  There are 
none devoted to those of European origin5.
	 On the receiving end here in the U.S. we find 
that government grants have been used to resettle 
immigrants in different parts of the country.  The 2002 
study cited these states as being promising targets for 
the location of new immigrant populations:  Georgia, 
Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Nebraska, North Carolina, Ohio, Tennessee, 
Wisconsin and upstate New York6.  As these thirteen 
states by population, area and location constitute a 
significant part of the country, we might have expected 
a thrust of such importance to have been accompanied 
by some notification to the public, but we would have 
been disappointed.  As in other matters, public funding 
for immigration causes and settlement does not assure 
public information.
	 The size of government grants covers a range 
of from less than $1,500 to more than $20 million.  In 
the latter category there were only two recipients – La 
Cooperativa Campeseria de California ($20.7M) and the 
United Israel Appeal ($70M) whose funding was directed 
to the resettlement of refugees in Israel.  The largest 
number of grants measured by their amounts was 58 in 
the $100,000 to $500,000 category7.
	 More revealing than the actual size of the 
grants was the percentage of the recipients’ total 
revenues represented by their grants.  For instance, 
the $20.7M (above) for La Cooperativa Campeseria de 
California constituted 99.9% of its total revenues 
while the $70M assigned to the United Israel Appeal 
amounted to only 21.3% of its total revenue.
	 In all, 85, or 50%, of the 171 nonprofits 
questioned received over 50% of their annual revenues 
from our government’s use of taxpayer funds to promote 
immigration levels and methods that are opposed by 
roughly 60% of the electorate.
	 The Catholic Church’s receipt of government 
funding is spread over many different local and national 
entities the largest of which is Catholic Charities of New 
Orleans which received just over $14M and 70% of its 
revenue from government grants.  Other Catholic groups 
were given smaller dollar amounts which produced a 
wide variety of revenue percentages, but in general most 
Catholic beneficiaries reported revenue percentages of 
from 50% to 75%.8

	 Turning back to the leading organizations we 
previously identified, we find mixed results.  LULAC was 
given $2.96M which amounted to 68.1% of its revenues.  
LaRaza received about the same amount of money ($3.0M) but 
its larger revenue base shrunk the percentage of revenues 
to 22.8%.  No information appeared regarding MALDEF.
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	 The lower revenue percentage of LA RAZA 
reflects its substantial other funding sources of which 
the most notable is The Ford Foundation. Accordingly, 
government funding is not as critical a component and 
not necessary for survival.  It may well be that these 
less than essential government contributions are made 
to serve political correctness (PC) and avoid friction 
and/or criticism from the Latino community.
	 Either way, the use of taxpayer dollars to 
fund private or government created organizations 
is a highly controversial practice.  The total of the 
grants to these 171 entities came to $292M, an amount 
considered as small by Congressional standards, but 
which looms large to taxpayers who “foot the bill”.

“RIGHTS” AND WRONGS

	 Almost every political argument in favor of 
immigration is framed in terms of immigrants’ “rights” 
and numbers.  Quotation marks are used for “rights” 
because often they do not exist and are only wished 
for.  Numbers are more specific and are the common 
element and the broad, moving front of the immigration 
conflict.
	 Beneath these two arguments, which are the ones 
most clearly and widely offered to the public, there 
exists an assortment of government actions which can 
be viewed as inappropriate, irresponsible, hypocritical, 
unethical, discriminatory, deceptive or illegal.  These 
actions and methods pose legitimate constitutional 
questions to our democracy and give rise to troubling 
concerns about our national identity.
	 The immigration issue reaches into every area 
of our national life, and we will not be able to achieve 
the kind of national renewal that is needed unless it can 
be resolved in a way that promises stability of policy 
and some basis for effective control for the next half 
century.
	 Our country is home to an active and violent 
criminal population that has experienced extraordinary 
expansion due to drugs — their growing use by the 
public and their distribution by international cartels 
and the youth gangs that they employ.
	 Add to this mix a steady stream of illegal 
immigrants with limited education, perhaps a prior 
criminal background and the desire for easy, fast and 
large paydays and the problem gets worse.
	 Illegal immigrant crime does not receive much 
attention in the media, or from government reporting 
sources, because illegal criminal activity is mostly 
directed to drugs, sex crimes, robbery, motor vehicle 
offenses and family violence.  Sex and family abuse cases, 
because of their sensationalism, tend to receive more 
media attention than the others, but, generally, illegal 
immigrant crime is not well reported even though its 
impact on communities and individuals can be severe.

	 A recent study of 55,000 illegal aliens in our 
prison system showed that they averaged about 13 
crimes each9.  And in another sample of 240,000 illegal 
alien sex offenders it was reported that they averaged 
4 victims each10.  
	 With immigration crime there are two very 
different responses.  At the local, or individual level 
there is media coverage, alarm and disapproval, but at the 
national level it is largely ignored lest identification of 
illegal aliens as criminals be considered as politically 
incorrect and offensive to the perpetrator’s ethnic 
group.  It is this suppression of relevant information 
by government agencies, political parties and sources 
that complicates the problem, creates distrust and 
lessens our chances of achieving resolution.

*             *               *

	 There is nothing new about government’s use of 
its power to withhold or misstate information in order 
to serve its purposes.  We saw a clear example of this 
in the effort to push through the Dream Act in the lame 
duck session of Congress at year-end 2010.  This act 
was repeatedly referred to in the press as providing 
amnesty for a limited number of young people to attend 
college who otherwise would be punished for the 
crimes of their parents.
	 Actually, there was no age limit in the House 
session (H.R. 1751) and the Senate (S 729) version’s 
was age 35.  There were other elements that were not 
emphasized.  Under this act illegal aliens would have 
been granted the right throughout the country to 
pay in-state tuition which is not available to American 
students.  Estimates as high as two million of the actual 
number of this act’s beneficiaries conflicted with 
official statements of a “small” or “limited” number11

	 In this instance it was the Democratic lame duck 
majority that pushed for passage and described the 
contents of this act.  Accurate and open reporting have 
the ability to enrich our national arguments over any 
subject, but they have to start at the beginning.  If not, 
no matter who wins, our democracy loses.

*             *               *

	 One of the thorniest problems that we encounter 
in our immigration argument is that of assimilation.  If 
we look for a legislative solution capable of lasting 
for the next fifty years, we must include in our thinking 
important changes that are now indicated for that 
period.  The U.S. Census Bureau projects that in the 
next forty years our population will add 130 million 
people12  —  and of this increase it is anticipated by 
the Pew Hispanic Center that 82% will come from 
immigrants and their children13.
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	 One reason assimilation is so difficult to deal 
with is that it has undergone a decided change in how 
it is perceived by both new entrants and established 
residents.  The idea of assimilation as the ultimate 
goal of immigrants has been a motivating force shared 
by many groups.  For residents, it was a comfort 
because it was a process of gradual absorption by 
which the immigrant shed his/her original identity and 
became American as required by the Constitution.  For 
immigrants it was a means of change, of rebirth, which 
changed their language and their future in ways that 
were not available in their country of origin.  It was a 
win/win experience for both parties.
	 But time passes, and with it our values.  Labor 
unions, for instance, that bitterly opposed immigration 
now favor it.  And immigrants, themselves, no longer 
view assimilation as their end goal, preferring to 
maintain home culture enclaves where they can continue 
the patterns of their home country dress, language, 
religion, cuisine, music, dance, etc.  In the space of only 
two generations they have changed course 180º from 
ardent favor to determined resistance.
	 Such a reversal of thought and feeling is not 
easily accomplished on one’s own, and those who do it 
have had help from those on the outside who strive to 
denigrate our American democratic experience.  Our 
turn away from assimilation as a goal for new and old 
populations alike is a game changer for our society.  
It will weaken bonds over a century old and will 
strengthen and clarify lines of separation which our 
policy of assimilation hoped and tried to overcome.
	 The population figures cited earlier from the 
Census Bureau and the Pew Hispanic Center suggest 
that by mid-century we will have added well over 100 
million immigrants to our population mix, as well as a 
host of questions that their presence will raise.
	 For now, we again are forced to realize that the 
immigration issue, as it is presented to the public by 
government and pro-immigration interests, lacks any 
mention of its possible impact upon our society, let 
alone economy, of over 100 million new migrants.
	 In Europe the mass Muslim immigration has 
so disturbed host populations in England, France, 
Germany, Italy and the Netherlands that restrictionist 
political groups that had been viewed as fringe elements 
have recently gained both ground and voice in their 
parliaments.
	 Europe differs greatly from us politically.  
Physically, it is less spacious than our ocean-to-ocean 
land mass, and, as its people live more closely to each 
other, any disturbance is passed along more quickly 
and felt more keenly than in our larger and more open 
space.
	 There is a curious anomaly evident here.  The 
European countries named above were able to come 
together in NATO to resist Stalin’s militant message 
of Communist world domination, but they became 
tone deaf and missed the softer sounds of socialism’s 

seduction.  And it is only recently that they have taken 
steps to stem the tide of Muslim arrivals who want 
access to jobs, education, housing, benefits, etc., but 
not assimilation.
	 The European lesson deserves our attention.  If 
we address it frankly, it can become a national learning 
experience and help to open up our immigration 
discussion to the point where living history could 
refute the multiculturalist’s claims for division and 
special treatment, as just the basic step of looking 
ahead fifty years will require a change in our vision of 
past, present and future immigration policy.

*             *               *

	 Immigration intrudes into our political process 
at all levels from local to federal in ways too many to 
analyze here.  In its broadest terms, however, it has 
increased the racial/social/wealth divide between our 
two major parties.  As the Democrats favor greater 
spending and larger government providing more 
services (i.e., education, medical, housing, etc.), their 
party has become a magnet to most immigrant voters 
and has benefited by the admission of over a million 
annually.  And, because our immigrant mix is set by 
legislation to emphasize African, Asian, Latin and 
Caribbean countries of origin, this continuing process 
fosters the same racialization of our society that our 
democracy is pledged to reject.
	 This continuing racial divide acts as a deterrent 
to assimilation that was not a factor in our nineteenth 
and early twentieth century waves of predominantly 
white and Christian European immigration.
	 Another barrier to assimilation encountered 
by today’s immigrants is their exploitation by 
multiculturalist elements who celebrate their 
differences in promoting and recognizing as many 
hyphenated American communities as possible.  This 
breaking down of our society into separate ethnic 
elements and identities has drastically changed our 
social and political experience of immigration, and has 
made it clear that assimilation can only be achieved if 
both host and migrant share its goal.
	 Here again, our government finds itself 
with an awkward choice between responding to the 
multiculturalist clamor for ethnic accommodation or 
our democracy’s view and practice of immigration as 
a policy to serve the nation at large.  Over time, our 
record for the latter has ranged from successful to 
uneven to its present state of dysfunction.  It includes 
serious betrayals with significant constitutional and 
economic ramifications.
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*             *               *

	 Assimilation is a process that extends beyond 
the social dimension and confronts us at work, at play 
and in our legal/political structure.  Government’s 
failure in the latter is notable by any standard, and 
particularly so in the following example.
	 In 1965, when Congress rewrote our national 
immigration law, its prime sponsor, Senator Ted 
Kennedy, stated:

	 “First, our cities will not be flooded 
with a million immigrants annually. Under 
the proposed bill the present level of 
immigration remains substantially the 
same.” 14

Nothing could have been further from the truth, and 
our immigration flow began a long period of escalation 
to levels previously unknown, and apparently 
unimagined.
	 Another revision took place under the 
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA) 
which contained a provision offered by Rep. Barney 
Frank (D-MA) that barred discrimination based on a 
legal immigrant’s “citizenship status”, making it an 
unfair employment practice to discriminate because of 
lack of U.S. citizenship.  This broadly extended the area 
of legal remedy available to immigrants.
	 The twists and turns of our immigration 
legislation are many and complex, and include 
congressional action, presidential executive orders 
and bureaucratic regulations.  It is not surprising that 
at some point it came in contact with our affirmative 
action program which has grown to embrace other than 
its original Afro-American constituency.
	 IRCA specifies that immigrants must be treated  

the same as native-born citizens in matters of employment, 
thereby making affirmative action programs available 
to them.  The consequence of this provision is that it 
puts the ever increasing numbers of new immigrants 
in competition with our traditional black minority for 
whom affirmative action was created.
	 It has been claimed that Congress did not intend 
to create this conflict, but the law has been in existence 
for a quarter of a century without any attempt to 
correct it.  That such a contradictory result should 
occur is appalling and yet is only another in the all too 
long list of government’s immigration incompetence 
and irresponsibility.
	 This equalizing of affirmative action access 
may well contribute to the recent differences in 
unemployment rates of native-born American citizens 
and immigrants.  The Pew Hispanic Center has reported 
that in the period 6/09-5/10 legal and illegal immigrants 
added 656,000 jobs and reduced their unemployment rate 
from 9.3 to 8.7%, whereas native-born Americans lost 1.2 
million jobs and increased their unemployment from 9.3 

to 10% .15 These affirmative action and unemployment 
results illustrate how difficult the process of 
assimilation can be when even our intention comes to be 
questioned.  It does not help when government’s hands 
seem to be set to opposite purposes.
	 Whether intentional, as in government’s funding 
of private groups, or unintentional, as claimed for 
its making affirmative action available to immigrants, 
it is inescapable that over an extended period our 
government’s immigration policy has consisted of 
an accumulation of self-propagating blunders that 
maintain a state of confusion, advance some “special 
interests and defy our democracy.

*             *               *

	 There are many legal consequences of our 
government’s inability to fully understand and respond 
to the immigration issue as it has played out over the 
past half century.  There are certainly legal questions 
raised by the funding and affirmative action activities 
described above.
	 But there are many more instances in which 
government’s actions have set one part of our civic 
structure against another.  This kind of internal stress 
weakens government, loosens the ties of our social 
contract, creates enmity and, most importantly, dilutes 
our democracy at a time when it is called for to be its 
strongest here and abroad.
	 The broadest and most insidious form of legal 
damage wreaked upon our system of government has 
been its hollowing out of our laws.  In the “nation of 
laws” we claim to be this is a form of slow poison.
	 Going back to Pres. Reagan, when he supported 
the 1986 amnesty for 2.7 million illegals there was an 
agreement in return that employers would be fined for 
hiring illegals and new arrivals would be reduced in 
number.
	 It became clear almost immediately that the pro-
immigration coalition of interests had no intention of 
honoring this agreement, as in the subsequent fourteen 
years six other Congressional actions were taken to 
increase immigrant numbers, pardons and benefits.16  
In addition to these public measures, Congress has 
the power, and has regularly exercised it, to pass 
“private relief bills” offered with little attention and 
less oversight to benefit specific groups, interests, 
localities, etc.
	 It’s evident that the amnesty Pres. Reagan 
envisioned as a means of stabilizing our migrant inflow 
has been transformed into a cornucopia of continuing 
privilege in opposition to both the letter and intent of 
the 1986 Act.
	 A variety of efforts to evade our existing 
immigration law is shared by Congress and the 
executive branch.  Pres. Obama has labored to convince 
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the public that his administration wants and has begun 
to control immigration, but the reality is that the 
Departments of Justice (DOJ) and Homeland Security 
(DHS) under Attorneys General Holder and Secretary 
Napolitano have engaged in off-camera efforts to 
dismiss cases; to postpone trials or hearings; to delay 
or cancel deportations; to remove restrictions on all 
but the most violent convicted immigrant felons; and 
to release those awaiting determination of status into 
their own custody with no assurance of reappearance 
or government’s ability to track and locate them.
	 For example, FAIR cites a 10/21/10 letter from 
some members of the Senate Judiciary Committee to 
Napolitano regarding the DHS dismissal of actions 
against possible deportees without a request from the 
aliens or their attorneys, stating that these dismissals 
in Houston, TX increased sharply from 27 in July to 271 
in August.17 Ironically, while DHS was widely engaged 
in these dismissals, Napolitano claimed her department 
was on track for “another record-breaking year of 
criminal alien removals”. 18 Perhaps she meant removal 
from prosecution.
	 It is not unusual in our oversized bureaucracy 
to find conflicting actions, but at the highest 
congressional/cabinet level there is no excuse for 
such confusion.  Still, it is there for all to see.  What’s 
not so evident is how the national interest is served.
	 What has resulted is a massive abuse and 
perforation of our immigration law that has established 
an off-the-record, secondary form of amnesty which, 
though officially unacknowledged, has provided a way 
for large numbers of migrants to exit the “shadows” 
of our system.  This underground amnesty process is 
not limited to the Obama administration, but has been 
in effect, at first informally and then more actively, 
since the end of the Reagan administration.
	 With the example and precedent set for selective 
enforcement (i.e. unenforcement) at the federal level, 
it is not surprising that states and municipalities have 
found ways to reflect the federal approach in local 
exclusionary legislation or sanctuary regulations.  
And they have done so with confidence that their extra-
legal actions were safe from judicial or political 
interference.
	 Not only have local evasions been allowed, 
they have been encouraged and funded according to 
Jessica Vaughan of The Center for Immigration Studies 
who has reported “that the DHS gave $62 million to 
twenty-seven jurisdictions that obstruct immigration 
law enforcement in 2010”19.  Quite logically, Vaughan 
points out that these grants conflict with and negate 
the work of another federal agency, Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement (ICE).

*             *               *

	 As extensive and clear as this record of non-
enforcement is, it could not prepare us for what may 
be government’s ultimate outrage — it’s filing suit 
in federal court against the State of AZ to nullify the 
latter’s passage of SB1070 designed to mirror federal 
law and make possible at the state level the enforcement 
that government has refused to provide.
	 Outrage may seem to some too harsh a word, but 
it is not.  For most of its life the immigration argument 
has been over numbers and sources.  The growing lack 
of federal enforcement since the 1965 Act complicated 
the argument and its consequences, but the issue 
remained an immigration issue.
	 Now, however, with the Obama administration’s 
recourse to federal vs. state litigation, the issue 
expands to revisit the argument of states rights vs. 
federal power which has been with us in various forms 
since our republic’s founding.
	 The potential impact on our country of this 
move cannot be overestimated.  Already approximately 
half of our states are engaged in various stages of 
preparing their own enforcement legislation and are 
awaiting the outcome of the AZ case appeals process 
which seems certain to reach the Supreme Court.
	 The government’s position is not without 
irony, as it undertakes to prevent AZ from enacting 
state law similar, if not identical, to the legitimately 
enacted federal law which government is charged, but 
has refused, to enforce.  And the government’s action 
raises constitutional questions within our democracy 
as to state/federal powers and whether the federal 
government can legitimately ignore and subvert its 
own law.
	 There is another aspect, less legal in nature, 
which strikes at the heart of our democracy.  Can small 
groups of political elites in our government defy or 
disregard our law, or parts of it, for no other reason 
than that they control power and wish to exercise it 
according to their own ideology and interests?
	 Whether we like it or not, whether we admit it 
or not, due to the machinations of both political parties 
over a prolonged period, that is the worrisome state at 
which our democracy has arrived.
	 The nation’s security is another “at risk” 
element of our lack of enforcement of immigration 
policy.  The 118 thousand acre Buenos Aires National 
Wildlife Refuge along our Arizona/Mexico border has 
become home to such a wide mix of criminal activities 
linked to immigration that the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service has closed key parts of it because of human 
safety concerns.
	 Similarly, Cochise County (AZ) Sheriff Larry 
Dever has stated that “there are sectors on the 
Arizona/Mexican border where the Border Patrol no 
longer conducts operations due to the threat posed 
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by well-armed smugglers.”20 Again, it doesn’t make 
any difference which side of the immigration argument 
one supports to recognize that surrendering our 
occupation or control of territory to hostile forces is 
damaging to our national interest.
	 This kind of cession of territory lacks the 
legitimacy of any treaty.  We make it only because we 
are unwilling to defend ourselves.  Some will argue 
that such an act is only a temporary measure and will 
be resolved in time, but the passage of time presents 
its own problems, as new occupants or interests could 
claim some kind of legitimacy such as “squatters 
rights” or Mexican reclamation of territory it claims 
was illegally seized by the U.S.
	 There is little reason to give anything but 
cursory consideration to such arguments, but the public 
response here and in Mexico could be highly emotional.  
Attempting to regain territory is a much more difficult 
task than defending it, and any such effort would be 
complicated by the intense media coverage that would 
result, including “tanks versus tots” photos and 
exaggerated reports.
	 No matter what is done or said, our national 
interest seems unlikely to be served in this matter, and 
recent efforts of the Bush and Obama administrations 
to create a North American Union out of Mexico, Canada 
and the US will further restrict our options.

*             *               *

	 Government’s management of immigration 
impacts our society in many ways and places which, 
although they may attract philosophic support, produce 
unintended or unwanted consequences.  No national 
issue facing our government today, with the exception 
of our national debt, can generate negative results 
on the same scale as immigration.  In fact, they are 
connected.
	 Our economy is just one area of our national 
way of life that is strongly affected by uncontrolled 
immigration for which, regardless of philosophy, 
there are very specific, predictable and unsustainable 
results.
	 For example, in the decade from 2000-2009 our 
issuance of green cards reached 10.3 million, the highest 
number ever recorded21.  And yet during this period 
we experienced two significant economic recessions.  
This can only be seen as evidence that our immigration 
policy is uncoupled from our economic base and that its 
progress is driven by a separate, ideological agenda.  
From an economic point of view this divorce of cause 
and effect is unsustainable.
	 Roy Beck of Numbers, USA reported in 2009 that 
in the year before, while 2.5 million Americans lost jobs, 
1.5 million new foreign workers were allowed to enter 
and work here.  Both of these figures and the ones above 

reveal a growing employment of foreign labor while jobs 
are being lost.  This is a painful economic circumstance 
that does not serve our national interests.  In a finite 
space, whether physical or economic, you cannot keep 
adding input without creating disturbance.  At first 
this dislocation will only be uncomfortable and affect 
a few, but as time passes it will become painful for all.

PART 2

IMMIGRATION’S IMPACT AND 
GOVERNMENT’S RESPONSIBILITY

	 In twenty-first century America we live and, like 
everyone else on our planet, inhabit a confined space.  It 
doesn’t make any difference what we call that space.  It 
can be a city, a county, a valley, an island, a state, a flood 
plain, a country, a plateau or a planet.  It is a defined 
area and is subject to the law of limits which means 
that it has a certain carrying, or occupancy, capacity 
determined by the laws of nature, not man.  If we ignore 
or defy these laws, we risk collapsing the system or 
altering it in such ways that it can no longer maintain 
its own, or its occupants’, integrity and benefits.
	 Our planet’s population is now about 7 billion 
and increasing at the rate of 80 million (net) per 
year.  America’s population is now about 305 million 
and is expected to reach 450 million by mid-century.  
The arithmetic and the significance of these statistics 
are unique to our time.  Never before in our world’s 
history have they been experienced.  The problems they 
reveal are building in force and frequency to a point 
of imminence, and it has fallen upon us and our time to 
respond.  Will we opt for easy denial, or can we summon 
more difficult discipline and determination?
	 Immigration is not just an American problem.  Its 
parents are two current, global issues — procreation 
and migrancy, now locked in a dance of death.  Immigration 
attempts to break this cycle by moving migrants from 
areas of lesser to greater resources.  To some degree, 
it has always been intrusive, but has remained under 
control of national states.  Now it is a global force 
greatly exacerbated by global media and motion that 
defies nations and their borders
	 Since the founding of the UN and its emphasis of 
“human rights”, the pro-immigrant forces around the 
world have embraced this concept and have expanded it 
to claim that the “right” exists for the migrant to be 
received, but no longer for the admitting country to 
deny entry.

*             *               *

	 The inhabitants of our confined spaces can be of 
many sizes, shapes and identities.  Call them what you 
wish – men, women, students, workers, blacks, whites, 
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latinos, clergy, lawyers, farmers, old, young, rich, 
poor, Republicans/Democrats, Liberals/Conservatives, 
Jews, Muslims, Christians, or none of the above.  What 
they all share is that they inhabit the same confined 
space.  They are units of population (UP).
	 Immigration has a decided impact upon the 
country of admission.  It not only leaves an imprint, but 
it requires that this imprint be recognized, financed, 
managed and maintained in the future.  This is the path 
to permanency, you might say; and you would be right.
	 Looking into the future, as the above activities 
do, requires a more continuous vision than that of our 
human capability which can be interrupted or terminated 
by death, illness or other forms of detachment.  
Therefore, an institutional presence is required 
to collectively manage and serve our space and its 
occupants in ways that individuals can’t.  Government 
is the result, as it is better suited to respond to major 
issues of the moment and their imprint on the future.
	 As a guideline, Lamar Smith (R-TX), newly 
installed chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, 
has spent over twenty-five years in the lower chamber 
during which he has faced almost every question posed 
by our immigration dilemma.  In a recent interview he 
commented on some of its impact upon our society.
	 Regarding government’s efforts, he noted that 
workplace enforcement has declined 70% since Obama 
took office and that fines for the employment of illegals 
had been reduced to a level of an acceptable business 
cost.22

	 He pointed out that half a million people are 
foiled in trying to enter the country every year and 
that, based on Border Patrol reports, he estimates the 
annual number of illegal entrants at two million. 23

	 In commenting on medical costs, he cited a 2005 
Houston Chronicle report that 70% of the births in 
Houston and Dallas public hospitals were to illegal 
immigrants. 24 
	 Statistics are available from many sources, 
and not all agree as to the conclusions that we should 
draw from them, but if we reflect upon Rep. Smith’s 
remarks and how the practices he refers to might 
shape America’s future if they are allowed to continue 
unchecked, we cannot help but come away with a view 
of a very different America in which we may not have 
access to the kind of democracy that inspired our first 
two hundred years of thought and government.
	 The U S Census Bureau projects that we will add 
130 million people to our population by mid-century25 and 
that most of this increase will result from immigration.  
As a guideline, in the decade 2000-2009 the immigrant 
share of population growth was about 75% with another 
8 million immigrant births.  If we assume no change in 
our immigration policy, then, we can anticipate adding 
30 million new UPs every ten years until mid-century.  
This is a significant population imprint.

	 But the addition of people is only the first step.  
The next challenge will be whether we can provide 
to the new arrivals the type of infrastructure that 
we now enjoy.  To do so would require that every 10 
years we add to our existing plant 8,000 new schools, 
11.5 million new housing units (and the land they will 
require) and the highway capacity for almost 24 million 
trucks, cars, buses, etc.26

	 It is clear that the immigration imprint expands 
considerably as it extends into the future.  Anyone 
familiar with local financing, construction and 
permitting processes knows how slow and difficult 
they can be, and yet there is no government mention of 
this inevitable impact upon our economy, our society 
and the ultimate provider — the taxpayer.
	 The anticipation of needing 8,000 new schools 
every decade deserves a closer look.  If we estimate a 
cost of $5 million per school for land, construction 
and equipment we arrive at a total of $40 billion which 
does not include the expense of teachers, staff and 
maintenance.  Whichever way you look at it, schools are 
expensive.
	 But schools are only one element in the 
immigration cost structure.  Estimates for the net cost 
to our economy of our current immigration policy show 
considerable variation within the $100 to $350 billion 
range27.  A middle figure of $250 billion seems justified, 
but the numbers, large as they are, are obscured by a 
larger point.
	 If we disregard the dollar numbers and the 
emotional/philosophic aspects of our immigration 
issue, we still are faced with the fact that at no time or 
place in our public discourse has government included 
or revealed the kind of information that would allow 
the public to have an informed opinion as to the full 
impact of its immigration policy.
	 We have shown here some of the mostly hidden 
costs of uncontrolled immigration.  They are hidden 
because the four administrations since Pres. Reagan 
(Obama, Clinton and Bush I and II) wanted to hide 
them.  Immigration had, prior to the 1965 Act, been a 
largely open topic, but, when the results of the 1965 
legislation were revealed to be the opposite of what 
had been projected, pro-immigration forces began the 
process of keeping information not helpful to their 
cause away from public view.
	 For a quarter of a century now, executive and 
legislative leaders of our elected government have 
purposely withheld relevant information from the 
public in order to support their ideological and policy 
positions.  While not exactly unique in politics, such 
tactics, given their deceptive motive, the time span over 
which they have been practiced and the importance of 
the issue strike at the heart of our democracy.
	 Again, regardless of immigration philosophy — 
one side or the other —  there are very specific and 
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measurable consequences for opting for the kind of 
growth that accompanies high immigration.  Information 
relative to those consequences deserves to be “brought 
out of the shadows”.

*             *               *

	 It is evident that immigration’s impact increases 
government’s responsibilities, and yet these two “dots” 
are only rarely, and then arbitrarily, connected by 
government discourse or debate.
	 This should not be.  There are two key aspects of 
the immigrant issue that will soon require government 
involvement — the arguments over automatic citizenship 
for babies born to illegals here and the matter, 
described earlier, of affirmative action’s being granted 
to non-citizen immigrant workers.
	 Automatic citizenship refers to the right of any 
baby born in the US to enjoy citizenship.  This is now 
deemed to apply to illegal aliens and carries with it 
certain collateral privileges for parents to prevent 
separation and then be legalized themselves after the 
child reaches the age of twenty-one.  Current estimates 
of the number of illegal alien births in the US suggest 
a range of 300,000 to 400,00028, and, if we apply this 
base to the education, medical and social benefits 
that the child will receive until age 21, we arrive at a 
significant figure.
	 The authority under which automatic citizenship 
for illegals is claimed is the language of the 14th 
Amendment to the Constitution which was ratified in 
1868 and was intended to clarify the legal status of 
our newly freed slave population.  Its language may 
have been considered precise then for that purpose, 
but has become less so as a recently applied guide for 
present immigration practice.
	 Not surprisingly, there is considerable 
contention over this interpretation and it is likely that 
Congress will be called upon for clarification, as it 
is expressly stated in Section 5 of the Amendment that 
“Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate 
legislation, the provisions of this article”.  The 
resolution of the XIV Amendment’s intent is purely a 
federal matter which should have been brought out of 
the shadows long ago.  The fact that it lingers today as 
an uncertain argument with expensive consequences is 
another example of how much of government’s exercise 
of immigration policy has taken place “in the shadows” 
and out of public view.

DEMOCRACY AND DEMOGRAPHICS

	 The course of our immigration argument has 
presented us with serious economic, political and 
demographic conflicts which will only intensify unless 

prompt and open action is taken.
	 The political and economic questions are 
more readily resolved by legislative action, whereas 
the demographic issue is one that by procreation and 
further admissions will continue to expand with long 
term effects.
	 The Hispanic fertility rate in the US averages 
from three to four births per woman compared to 
1.7 for whites and 2 for blacks29.  Demographically, 
this difference creates an enormous generational 
multiplier which can only be slowed by assimilation.  
But in our present politically and socially polarized 
state assimilation’s value and lesson are rejected by 
immigrant and host alike.
	 If we project this policy into the future, the size 
and reach of our unassimilated immigrant population 
will achieve a political mass large enough to constitute 
another seriously polarizing force and to, therefore, 
further weaken our governmental process.
	 The failure of government to trust in our own 
law and identity has been instrumental in putting aside 
our traditional practice of assimilation.  This has been 
a grave error and any attempts to correct it will be met 
with the strident cries of “racist” and “discrimination” 
that strike such terror into our political class.  These 
accusations, of course, are baseless decoys designed 
to change the direction of our discourse.  They can be 
factually and forcefully refuted, but probably at some 
initial political cost.  The question for our time and 
government is not “Can we?’, but “Will we?”
	 In democratic government, we mostly try to 
spread its benefits around so that they are experienced 
by as many parts of our population and geography 
as possible.  We do this relatively easily with votes, 
money, contracts, representation, etc.  We now hear 
increasingly loud and frequent calls for us to do the 
same, with our historical identity.  This is the sirens’ 
song.  If we heed it, we do so at our peril and with the 
prospect of a devalued democracy in the future.

 “OF, BY AND FOR” — WHOM?

	 Lincoln’s stirring words from his 1863 
Gettysburg address attempted to impart emotional and 
political order to the divisiveness and chaos brought 
by the Civil War.  Today, our country is also beset by 
division, and our policies move us towards chaos of 
different kinds and of our own making.
	 Much of the pro-immigration argument is 
emotional, philosophic or even religious in its tone, 
invoking “human” rights that transcend national laws 
and boundaries and derive political legitimacy from 
the UN charter.
	 As inspirational as this tone may be to some, 
its proponents are engaged in a form of political 
commerce which is rooted in the same rich soil of 
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money and power that feeds other forms of political/
commercial competition.  Regardless of how open 
borders immigration is packaged or promoted, our 
government’s prime responsibility is to respond to it 
in a way that defines and serves the national interest.
	 The failure of the four post-Reagan presidents to 
take any action in support of existing immigration law is 
a dereliction of their duty and our democracy so cynical 
that it challenges belief.  It is a major contributor to 
our growing confusion of our traditional, national 
identity.
	 The all powerful force of “human rights” in the 
immigration argument runs up against some limitations 
of fact.  The moving and motivating bases of global 
migrancy today are the impoverished third world 
populations that circle the globe from South & Central 
America to Africa to SE Asia, and, their targets are the 
wealthy western countries of Europe, Scandinavia and 
North America.  Based on our wealth and unwillingness 
to impose any meaningful restriction on the traffic 
seeking admission, the US has become immigration’s 
prime target.
	 With the influx of millions of legal and illegal 
migrants comes substantial social costs for criminal 
justice, medical care, education, housing, etc. which we 
pass along to the American taxpayer.  These benefits, 
too, are deemed “human rights” by the pro-immigration 
interests who thereby attempt to place them beyond 
national government authority.  But all nations have 
borders and some actually defend them.
	 There are two questions which immediately are 
raised by the present pattern of world immigration.  
Why, if immigration is a “human right” is it primarily 
directed to hosts in Europe and North America?  Why is 
not the flow spread evenly to give migrants the benefit 
of living in Russia, China, Pakistan, etc?  And, if an 
immigrant has the “right” to be admitted and domiciled 
at government expense in the US, would an American 
have the same right to live, work, be educated, and to 
receive free housing and health care elsewhere?  In 
France? England? Russia? Sweden? Indonesia? Claiming 
and succeeding in such a process would probably be 
difficult and unlikely to end in success.

QUESTIONS AND MORE QUESTIONS

	  Recap:  Uncontrolled immigration is a process 
that poses so many different kinds of physical, 
financial, social, demographic and political threats 
to our democracy that it defies a ready solution.  
And as a policy, its implementation conflicts with our 
Constitution in many areas.  That it has been not only 
allowed, but encouraged, over the past twenty-two years 
by both Republican and Democratic administrations 
contrary to the expressed preference of the American 
electorate serves notice that our government has 

arrived at that point where public opinion and properly 
enacted legislation can be trashed with impunity for the 
benefit of the political class and its special interest 
paymasters.
	 For a democracy with a history such as ours that 
claims its political code provides the moral and ethical 
superiority necessary to lead the world, our recent 
actions challenge our right to any such consideration.
	 The forces for and against continued 
uncontrolled immigration are now aligned for full 
battle with the realization that the results of their 
conflict in the next thirty years could bring about 
irreversible political, social and economic change.
	 We will have to come up with a better way to 
deal with this change than we have used in the past.  
Again, regardless of preference in immigration’s 
argument, here are some questions that will be asked 
of our society which we must answer.
	 In a nation that claims to be “a nation of laws” 
how do we explain and justify our disregard of enacted 
immigration law?  And in a system in which the executive 
and legislative branches are chosen by public election, 
how do we account for the reelection of presidents and 
the Congress who actively participated in and approved 
the suspension of our immigration law?  If they all were 
so opposed to it, might they not have put the matter 
of its enforcement to public vote?  Does their neglect 
constitute a breach of their oaths of office — in the 
presidents’ case “…to preserve, protect and defend 
the Constitution . . .”30?
	 Many of the questions directed at government 
must also be asked of the other side of our democratic 
equation — the people.  How is it that their 
representatives have been elected and returned to office 
with no indication of their opinion on immigration other 
than vague and evasive answers to “soft” questions?
	 What does it say about our democracy that this 
subject, and much of government’s role in it, has been 
kept “in the shadows”?  That, with very few exceptions, 
candidates and the media refuse to give it the coverage 
that its complexity and consequences demand?
	 What does it say about the state of our democracy 
that, as with other issues, the actions of the Congress 
and its committees are more and more influenced, and 
even determined, by lobbyists who pay out large sums 
on behalf of their clients and who sometimes even 
engage in the writing of legislation?
	 How will our American democratic identity 
survive if the American public is not aroused by its 
failures and decline?  Why should not both major 
political parties do an about face and make a genuine 
effort to define and serve the national interest?
	 How do we make our government realize that 
our present ideological warfare has approached a dead-
end, a kind of stalemate which will sap the strength of 
our democracy and cause all to suffer?
	 And can we not tell the truth about our 
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democracy to ourselves and to others that we are not 
“#1” because of our wealth and power, but because 
we created, built and practiced a form of government 
capable of delivering fairness and freedom to its 
citizens.  Should we not be able to admit to ourselves 
and others that our wonderful system has become so 
personally and politically polluted that its present is 
tarnished and its future at risk?
	 All these questions are either awkward or 
difficult, and sometimes both.  But they must be asked 
and answered, and at every level of our political 
structure.  And, finally, one last question — Why don’t 
we try?

EPILOGUE

SOME LAST LINES . . . .  OF PERSPECTIVE

	 The shadows of our immigration issue are many 
and deep and conceal multiple errors of omission and 
commission some of which are so outrageous that one 
instance can be as disturbing as many.
	 For example, we need only return to our opening 
topic of government’s misuse of taxpayer funds.  Our 
information came from a study of 171 recipients, but 
we do not know the full extent of this practice, the 
total number.  No matter; one is too many.
	 Very few Americans regard immigration in its 
true perspective or are familiar with its history.  Most 
track it back as a national issue only a century or so to 
the large admissions of the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries.
	 Actually, it extends back to the founding of 
the republic when it was one of several topics deemed 
important enough to be included in Article I of our 
Constitution.  There, in Section 9, Congress is not 
allowed to restrict immigration until 1808, but can 
impose an entry fee of ten dollars per person.  Few 
issues that we face today have such a political pedigree.  
It’s hard to ignore, but somehow we have managed.
	 Another historical/political perspective sees 
America in decline, citing as evidence its management and 
policies of issues such as immigration, debt, education, 
etc.  And there are those, here and abroad, who take 
a harsher line that concludes that our democracy has 
peaked, that it has reached a state where it can no 
longer meet the claims we make for it, that, in short, it 
is in the process of failing us.  In truth, it is we, and the 
people we have elected, who are failing it.
	 Imagine, if you can, that on a relatively quiet 
day in the news cycle, one Senator and one member of 
the House were to take to their podiums and deliver 
an accusation and bill of particulars of government’s 
failures:

1)	 That the executive branch had failed in its 
duty to execute the nation’s immigration law 
for over twenty years.

2)	 That Congress had failed in its oversight 
role.

3)	 That the Constitution had been disregarded 
and defied.

4)	 That the people had been disenfranchised.
5)	 That our democracy had been converted into 

a group of willful political elites who have 
abused the nation for their own purposes.

6)	 That on behalf of the American people we 
demand immediate compliance with the law 
and redress through joint House/Senate open 
hearings with full media coverage, power of 
subpoena, etc.

Think of the impact; the media could not ignore such 
a story!  Think of the doubletalk and the running 
for cover!  But everything spoken would be on the 
electronic or printed record.
	 This would be a transforming moment.  It 
would redraw power lines and relationships.  It would 
disturb and frustrate some leading power centers and 
it would galvanize public response.  It would only take 
two people who might unexpectedly find their political 
careers greatly enhanced, rather than damaged.

*             *               *

	 A successful immigration policy is an equation 
based on trust.  It requires that the immigrant commit 
to a journey of transformation in return for which the 
host country will offer welcome.  The journey is not 
easy; it is not one of lip service.  Rather, the immigrant 
must undertake to shed his original culture and 
identity without fully knowing how or with what he will 
replace them.  This process is now much less fearful 
than it was before our age of electronic imagery and 
communication.
	 The other side of the equation is that, as hosts, 
both individually and nationally, we will welcome and 
accept someone willing to initiate, pursue and complete 
such a transformation.
	 During our high immigration levels of a 
century ago this unwritten contract was understood 
and honored by both parties.  Then, it could be said 
there is nothing so American as a new American.  And it 
was trust in transformation and acceptance that made 
possible the assimilation of these large numbers into 
American life.  Today, none of this is possible from our 
misguided and mismanaged policy.
	 Immigration has the power to make itself felt in 
many parts of our national life.  At different times and 
in different places it can produce different effects — 
some beneficial, others not.  In no other area, however, 
does it have as great an impact as in our national 
identity.
	 Identity was not a point of conflict in prior 
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times when we were able to absorb and assimilate 
other nationalities/cultures.  But the multiculturalist 
agenda interjected it into the argument by declaring 
that our policy must be to meet the needs and demands 
of others; to suit them; to accommodate each and every 
group; to fit ourselves to them.  The desired result is 
that we become them, that we lose our identity.
	 This is an extraordinary demand of any 
government, and yet to a considerable degree it has been 
accepted as a legitimate priority by our government 
for nearly half a century.  Our present fractured 
identity, due in large part to mass admissions without 
mass assimilation, is one reason why our society is so 
troubled.
	 Immigration is not a product of some external 
agency (i.e., Pearl Harbor, 9/11, etc.).  It is homegrown, 
long standing and readily apparent.  And our government 
has made every effort to avoid it.
	 It has been twenty-two years since Pres. Reagan 
left office.  In this time we have seated eleven different 
Congresses with 535 members each, or 5,885 elected 
members some of whom were, of course, repeats.  Add 
six presidential and vice-presidential terms of office 
(total – 12) and the total electoral opportunities 
comes to 5,897.  All those who took office pledged to 
uphold the Constitution, but then chose not to.

*             *               *

	 The scenario offered above of two lone members 
of the Senate and House challenging government’s 
policy of avoidance has echoes of Jimmy Stewart in Mr. 
Deeds Goes to Washington.  He was able to bring about 
a triumph of principle over political power and a happy 
ending for the film.  Our need today is no less than it 
was then, but Jimmy Stewart is gone.  Even so, without 
him we must recognize the enemy, the true nature and 
full dimensions of the issue and our past failures of 
thought and action.  
	 We are in real time and we don’t have much of 
it.

ECD 3/15/11
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