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Why Americans Care so Much about This Issue


Immigration is perhaps the most divisive issue in America. What’s telling about it is how it divides, and whom it splits from whom. For one thing, it divides those who know how to use “whom” correctly (and who insist upon it pedantically) from the rest of the population, who don’t or won’t. It divides the elites in both political parties from large parts of their traditional base. The Democrats’ lurch toward open borders and xenomania is carving off large chunks of their base and handing it to Republicans, while Republican elites who listen to donors instead of voters on this issue are being sloughed off by the party like a rented tuxedo jacket after a bad wedding. Or do you expect John Kasich and Lindsey Graham to get a lot of votes in the next GOP presidential primaries?


Immigration is a complex policy issue with huge implications for our nation’s future. It is also a deeply sensitive topic that taps into conflicting images and concepts of what America really is. It summons our memories of ancestors who came here with nothing. It evokes black-and-white mental pictures of forebears who came to our shores seeking the golden chance to be Americans, to better themselves and their families by a lifetime of hard work. Those contrast with TV clips of immigrants today who seem to arrive here expecting everything—at the taxpayer’s expense, while waving the colorful flags of foreign nations.


One very public incident—it happened during a White House press conference—in 2017 nicely captured the shape of the controversy over immigration: the televised scuffle between CNN’s Jim Acosta, who plays a reporter on TV, and White House speechwriter and big brain Stephen Miller. The topic? Immigration and the Statue of Liberty. Miller gave a reasoned presentation of Trump’s immigration plan, which while imperfect, would vastly improve our legal regime for admitting newcomers. It serves the national interest, avoids invidious discrimination, and ends an absurd system created by Teddy Kennedy in 1965, apparently on a bar napkin after his sixth shot of Jameson.


In response, Acosta read a poem, “The New Colossus,” by Emma Lazarus. It’s a wonderful poem, actually. But it’s just a poem. You know, like “‘Twas the Night before Christmas.” The words “Give me your tired, your poor,” and so forth have exactly the same legal weight as


        Now, Dasher! Now, Dancer! Now, Prancer and Vixen!


        On, Comet! On, Cupid! On, Donner and Blitzen!


Miller responded by schooling Acosta on the poem itself. An educational smackdown so bad it’s a surprise James Madison University didn’t call up Acosta demanding its diploma back.


And the liberal media erupted. It is true, some admitted, that the poem by Emma Lazarus was not part of the original Statue of Liberty. (It’s on a plaque that was put up later.) And that its embrace of mass immigration had nothing whatsoever to do with the meaning of the statue itself. But it was wrong for Miller to know that. That fact is a “favorite talking point” of the “Alt-Right”—whatever that means in this context, since nothing has ever shown that Miller is a racist.


So while the late addition of the Emma Lazarus poem to the Statue of Liberty is a fact, it’s a bad fact. The kind you’re not supposed to know. It’s up there with the suicide rates of post-op transgenders, the body-parts trafficking of Planned Parenthood, the promiscuity of male homosexuals, and other examples of Crimethink.


Instead of that bad fact, the media would like to offer you some elevated emotions: the aw-shucks feeling that makes your throat catch when you read that lovely poem by Emma Lazarus. The wistful sense of gratitude that washes over you when you think of your immigrant ancestors. You flip through those sepia photos of them and wonder what it was like to go through life in a world of black and white.


We kid, but not entirely. The world we inhabit is so radically different from that of our great-grandparents, it’s hard to imagine that they actually lived in color. Our country has changed in crucial ways.


When John Zmirak’s maternal Irish ancestors left Cork, they were fleeing a hell on earth: a moonscape of dead potato plants littered with corpses, some of their mouths green from gnawing on grass for nourishment. They came in “coffin ships” to a New York City with no public welfare system, and only volunteer firefighters, who were corrupt, violent—and Irish.


People came half-starved, illiterate, many of them addicted to alcohol or accustomed to prostitution. The government didn’t help them. It couldn’t. They sank or swam, thrived or died. Only the Catholic Church offered material help—at the price of moral uplift. If a young girl stayed chaste, nuns would find her a job as a maid. If a young man stayed sober, some priest would call his cousin and find him a job as a policeman. Those who strayed were on their own. Many thousands sailed back home.


Darwinian conditions continued among some families, particularly where “drink” was an issue. Zmirak’s grandmother gave birth eleven times (at home). Only five of her children lived past the age of three. His grandfather was an alcoholic and, alas, a taxi driver. Not the best work-life balance. But those were tougher times.


Zmirak’s paternal grandfather fled the war-torn Habsburg Empire in 1916. He hopped on a U.S. Merchant Marine ship during World War I and offered to serve on vessels being hunted by German U-boats. He came to Manhattan and worked the rest of his life shoveling coal into an engine on a tugboat. He could never hope to be captain, because his English was never that good. Today his job would be illegal—it’s too unhealthy.


Zmirak’s father served in World War II but scorned the G.I. Bill, seeking out at his father’s suggestion one of the only jobs that had never dried up in the Great Depression: postman. So John Zmirak Sr. carried mail on his back for thirty-seven years. (There were no carts back then.) And his son got to go to Yale. When Mr. Zmirak went on to work as a doorman in a fancy Park Avenue building, some of John’s classmates actually lived there. “My dad hauls your luggage,” he liked to point out to those guilt-harried liberals. John just thought it was cool.


That’s America, folks. Our grandparents lived sepia-tinted lives. But we get to live in color. And living in color changes a lot things. Now we have workplace safety laws and minimum wages, unions and disparate-impact class-action discrimination lawsuits. And lavish welfare programs that enfold vast percentages of the population. We outsource much of our grunt work to other countries, where the citizens still live in black-and-white.


So we just don’t need to import a million or so mostly unskilled workers every year. We don’t know what to do with them. There already aren’t enough attractive entry-level jobs to lure our own urban poor away from crime or welfare. What’s more, we no longer know how to assimilate people—since we’re now ashamed of our culture. We can’t give honest answers to problems like Sharia. (The only honest answer, actually, is directions to the nearest international airport.)


And so we can’t live out the lovely words that Emma Lazarus wrote. They don’t apply here anymore. We’re a grown-up, full-color country.


But much of the rest of the world still lives in the dreary shades of poverty and want. They lack the rule of law, or property rights, or a decent system of government, or the culture of entrepreneurship. They produce, every year, millions of unskilled and restless citizens who would like to come to America.


But grown-up, developed, full-color countries don’t need them. America used to need low-skill immigrants, but now it doesn’t. That’s sad but true. If we take too many of them, we will share their homelands’ fate: bankruptcy and chaos. (Especially since so many low-skill immigrants vote for Democrats, whose platform boils down to just that dystopian future—see California.)


What we can offer the poor of the world is our good will, our trade, our prayers, and our example. We can be a light unto the nations. And that’s exactly what the vast green statue in New York Harbor, with her torch shining out as a beacon (not a beckon) to the rest of the world, was supposed to mean in the first place.


The Moral Problem


Each of us co-authors writes as a serious Christian, one (Zmirak) Catholic, the other (Perrotta) Evangelical. So we bring certain moral concerns to our discussion of this issue. Unfortunately, it is rare to find calm, thoughtful Christian commentary on immigration these days. The problem starts at the top. Too many religious leaders replace moral reasoning with moralism. That’s the stance where you solve all the problems entailed in a complex question by choosing the answer in advance. You present your predetermined answer as an unconditional demand—say that it comes from God. Then it’s easy to tar people who object to your plan as immoral, disobedient disciples, haters. When people point out the moral complexities and practical problems that you’ve ignored, you’ve got an answer: they’re callously “splitting hairs” when the lives of poor refugees are at stake, or coldly “utilitarian,” daring to think through the likely results of the policy you’re insisting on. Never mind that considering the justice of likely consequences is key to the moral virtue of prudence.
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Pulling Out All the Stops


Let’s say your immigration plan has catastrophic consequences. Like Angela Merkel’s open door to Muslim colonists. Then you can bring out the big guns. Start accusing anyone who objects of being a “consequentialist.” If your opponents point to economic costs, blame them for putting “profits over people.” If they cite any statistics, damn them for “reducing human beings to numbers.”









 


We could multiply examples of this kind of rhetoric. Start with Pope Francis’s claim that opposition to Muslim mass migration into Europe puts immigration hawks in the same moral footing as Cain and King Herod (see chapter four). Or how about Bishop Daniel Flores of Brownsville, Texas, who compared deporting immigrants to aborting unborn children?1 Does Flores realize that he equated the nation of Mexico with a medical waste dumpster? There are plenty of Protestant examples as well, alas. Russell Moore of the Southern Baptist Convention likes to make the absurd claim that “our Lord Jesus himself was a so-called “illegal immigrant.”2 Really? Exactly how? When his parents (to escape the real Herod) moved temporarily from the Roman province of Judaea to the Roman province of Egypt—then returned a few months later? Such sloppy, emotive rhetoric is everywhere in Christian circles. It suffocates rational thought and shames people into submission. You get the idea.


Tempers can get hot on the other side of the question, too. We hear people talk about “treason” and “selling out our country” in return for cheap labor, cheap votes, warm bodies in pews, or funding from George Soros.


There’s a time and a place for heat, but maybe we need more light. We were recently pleased to glimpse some in, of all places, the liberal Jesuit magazine America. Pascal-Emmanuel Gobry published a piece there that’s admirably balanced.3 Sane and calm. It breathes the same spirit as the passages in the Catholic Catechism on immigration. Since too few Catholics consult that, let us quote it here:


           The more prosperous nations are obliged, to the extent they are able, to welcome the foreigner in search of the security and the means of livelihood which he cannot find in his country of origin. Public authorities should see to it that the natural right is respected that places a guest under the protection of those who receive him.


                 Political authorities, for the sake of the common good for which they are responsible, may make the exercise of the right to immigrate subject to various juridical conditions, especially with regard to the immigrants’ duties toward their country of adoption. Immigrants are obliged to respect with gratitude the material and spiritual heritage of the country that receives them, to obey its laws and to assist in carrying civic burdens.4


Gobry writes in the same spirit. He acknowledges, for instance, that the immigration debate is not just about benefits for and moral claims of immigrants. There are other stakeholders too—namely, citizens. As Gobry says:


           I do not know what I believe because there are genuine questions of both prudence and principle that remain unresolved. How many immigrants can any given society safely absorb? What are the empirical costs and benefits of immigration? (I have looked at a lot of social science, and the answer is murky.) Are Christians not supposed to believe in the legitimacy of civil authority and non-totalitarian states, which cannot exist without borders? Are we not supposed to be skeptical of the desires of the rich and of big business, who in the West overwhelmingly support and benefit from expanded immigration? I am not sure how to settle these matters.


Gobry also raises crucial questions that most readers of America had probably never seen posed:


           I grant the Gospel imperative to “welcome the stranger.” But here is the thing: The church’s doctrine also supports the right of sovereign countries to have borders. It is one of the most basic duties of states to enforce their borders. . . . At some point, according to church doctrine, it is a country’s right and even duty to say “No” to some perfectly nice people.


                 My question is: What is that point? I mean that seriously. I would be much more comfortable with emotion-laden appeals to “welcome the stranger” if they were accompanied with some logic or rationale for the point at which welcoming the stranger becomes imprudent. Or do you favor completely open borders? And if you do, why not simply make the case for that?


We can’t answer that question on behalf of pro-immigration activists. But we’d love to hear their answer.


Gobry poses an equally worthy question to people like us, who want to tighten our borders:


           What is distinctly Christian about your approach? . . . [T]he doctrine is not silent. It does call on us to make a specific moral effort. Even if you are right empirically about the negative effects of increased immigration, it is still the case that the Gospel calls on us to show special, supererogatory concern for migrants and refugees. Put differently: What is it that would distinguish your ideal immigration regime from the ideal immigration regime of a completely secular person who happened to share your empirical analysis of the costs and benefits of immigration?5


It’s an earnest inquiry, and worth an answer. Here’s ours:


Nothing.


The immigration policy—and any other public policy—that we support as Christians is based on the wise, prudent application of natural law. That’s the moral code that God wrote on everyone’s heart. You don’t need supernatural faith to know it, though grace certainly helps you to obey it. Natural law, not the gospel, is the proper basis for legislation in a pluralist society.


How fair is it to ask Jewish citizens (for instance) to bear the costs of a policy that’s driven not by reason and justice, but by a specifically Christian notion of “generosity”? Not fair at all, we’d say. On a long list of issues, from abortion to euthanasia, from aid to the poor to just war theory and even same-sex marriage, natural law provides clear, consistent guidance. We should base our policy arguments in natural law, not sectarian doctrine.


Our Christian faith drives us, of course. It makes us see the importance of natural law, human dignity, and universal human rights. But all those things are knowable to non-believers, too. And that is why they should be the guides for our public policy. Would we really want specifically Christian doctrines dictating laws? If so, which Christian Church would interpret them? The Churches differ on many, many issues. Politicizing the gospel is a sure way to set them at each other’s throat. That’s why our Founders wisely forbade a national Church.


The place of Christians, specifically, in aiding immigrants isn’t rewriting policy to suit the pope or the Presbyterians. It’s to use our churches as places of welcome for those who come into the country legally. Evangelize them. Teach them English. Help them gain job skills. Find them babysitters for their kids. Help them assimilate. And do it with church-raised money, not federal funds obtained by becoming government contractors. That’s what the churches should be doing—not grabbing for power to enforce the gospel via the government.


According to the Gallup Poll,6 some seven hundred million people around the world want to leave their native countries. That is “more than the entire adult population of North and South America combined.” But relax, relax. Only 165 million of those want to come to America, Gallup reassures us. They would make up half our population. Since most are poor, they’d bankrupt every social program we have in a matter of months.


Here are some stark, honest questions you should ask of anyone who claims that illegal immigrants have a moral right to stay in America—or that we may not reduce legal immigration totals, rebalancing them in favor of skilled immigrants and against those from countries where terrorism is common and Sharia widely accepted:


            •    Do we have the right to say “No” to any of those 165 million people?


            •    If so, based on what? Our national interest, maybe?


            •    Are we allowed to seek the best interests of America, even if it inconveniences foreign citizens whose presence here breaks our laws?


            •    Regarding so-called “Dreamers,” who were brought to the United States illegally as children, if parents steal something of value and give it to their kids, do they get to keep it, because they’re innocent?


            •    If that applies to the trust funds Bernie Madoff set up for his grandchildren, why not to U.S. citizenship?


            •    We can only accept a finite number of immigrants. So how many Middle Eastern Christian refugees and Korean physicists who followed the legal immigration rules do you want to turn away? You know, to make room for these kids whose parents broke the law?


Does Christianity really teach that nations may not protect their own citizens first? The citizens whom their country taxes? Drafts into wars? Regulates, relies on, and—when they violate its laws—imprisons? By the very same logic, we shouldn’t take care of our own children before we look out for total strangers. If that’s true, then it’s wrong to set aside college funds, vacation money, or cash for piano lessons for our own flesh and blood—as long as anyone, anywhere, is hungry somewhere on Earth.
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Misreading the Gospel


The idea that Christians must embrace mass immigration is the kind of misreading of the gospel that the Gnostics used to produce in the early Church. You know, the people who demanded that every Christian be dirt-poor and celibate, or else they were betraying the gospel. It’s bad enough to impose such heretical readings of Scripture on Christians. To use the force of the state to require that every citizen obey misguided theology is even worse.









 


On this same logic, nations that have followed smart economic policies and inherited healthy political cultures may not protect what they have while wishing others well and offering help as it seems prudent. Nope. We must open up our homes to every mental patient, no matter the damage they do. However much terrorism the influx of Muslims brings into Europe, that’s the cross we must bear. And we must impose it on our non-Christian neighbors. Because the pope or some Soros-funded pastor says so.


A Divided Country


Restoring order to our chaotic immigration system would do a lot of important things. It would save taxpayers billions. It would give more opportunity to the native-born working class. It would restore respect for the law and for American citizenship. But here is the most crucial good it would accomplish: it would help to stabilize our country. We need that more than we have in decades—in part because of out-of-control illegal immigration, but in larger part because of native-grown forces that are sowing division among us.


On so many issues, the Left seems determined to drive the rest of the country into rebellion against their ever-more-ridiculous demands. They have dialed up to eleven their outrage against anything that smacks of old-fashioned American values. They are persecuting Christian bakers. Tech employees who disagree with their boss’s politics. Conservative and even moderate college profs. Protesters at the College of William and Mary shouted down a speaker from the ACLU. Because the ACLU defends the First Amendment Freedom of Speech. The social justice warriors are on a quest to find ever new outrages to launch against existing mores. To find the last few surviving strands of Christian faith—or just of rational thinking—and rip them out by the roots. We’re haters if we put up any resistance to the craziness hijacking our educational institutions, our legal system, and our country. Or if we raise any objections to welcoming another million-plus foreigners, legal and illegal, into the country every year to take sides in our ongoing culture war.


Before we could wrap our heads around same-sex marriage, BAM! We were anti-trans bigots for wanting single-sex bathrooms. Then BAM! Why are we so hateful that we don’t want to fund sex change operations for soldiers? How cruel and harsh can we be, to favor policies that liberals also favored, say, two years ago?


We need a break. That’s the main reason people voted for Donald Trump. He was gruff. Politically incorrect. Even kind of a cad. Maybe he would have a thick enough skin. He’d be rude enough to endure all the abuse. To say “Heck, no!” to the next set of crackpot demands.


One of the easiest ways to destabilize a country: flood it with newcomers. Want to wreck the place quickly and irreversibly? Make them openly hostile colonists. Like the hundreds of thousands of strutting Sharia Muslims. You know, the guys who are now harassing, shaming, and raping women all over Europe.


Fortunately, America doesn’t sit close to any massive Muslim population centers. But newcomers need not be hostile to have an impact. Just large, large numbers of people all coming at once will do the trick. Especially if your country has lost the techniques for assimilating them. Or if it has become too self-hating even to try.









CHAPTER ONE
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Houston, We’ve Got a Problem


Did you know?


[image: ][image: ]     Immigrant-headed households take 57 percent more food assistance than other households


[image: ][image: ]     Average cost in welfare to every illegal immigrant–headed household: $5,692


[image: ][image: ]     “The Wall” would cost $12–15 billion—and save almost $64 billion over the first ten years


[image: ][image: ]     Competition from immigrants costs American workers $450 billion a year


In the month we finished writing this book, two events appeared on TV that, juxtaposed, illustrate why Americans are worried. And angry. And willing to make surprising political choices, like electing Donald Trump.


A minivan terrorizes Americans, singling out non-white children, threatening to run them down and kill them. As the young people flee for safety, we see right-wing slogans on the back of the vehicle, and its driver pulls off unpunished.


A truck barrels down a bike path in Manhattan, targeting pedestrians of every race. It continues for seven blocks and kills eight people as its driver shouts “Allahu Akbar!” out the window, before he is shot by a cop.


What’s the difference between these two events?


One was fictional—hatched in the fevered brain of left-wingers working to get a Democrat elected governor in Virginia. And the other really happened.


The first was a Latino Victory campaign ad trying to tar squishy moderate Republican candidate Ed Gillespie with the guilt of a white supremacist who had charged Antifa demonstrators in Charlottesville, Virginia, in the summer of 2017.1 (Maybe it worked; Gillespie lost.)


The second was a real terrorist attack, by a winner of America’s “Diversity Visa” lottery, a Muslim supremacist who followed up the murderous attack by pledging allegiance to ISIS from the safety of his New York City hospital bed. The attack was followed, as usual, by official denials that Islamist terrorism has any connection to Islam, and warnings against “Islamophobia.”2


The first, the fantasy, is how the Left sees America. The second is an instance of what has really begun happening here.


Immigration is one of the most controversial topics in American politics. And no wonder, because the elites who have made “multiculturalism” and “diversity” into our nation’s post-Christian civic religion keep beating it into our heads with threats, shame campaigns, and manipulative messaging.


Will it work? The election of Donald Trump suggests it might not. Like an Indian tribe whose past chiefs were selling its land to the English piece by piece in return for bottles of whiskey, we might just have woken up.


Our elites want us to believe that mass, low-skill immigration is a force of nature, like sunspots or evolution, over which we have no influence. In fact, as this book will show, our current immigration regime is the fruit of political choices—some of them reckless and short-sighted, some deliberate and destructive.


We still can make choices about where immigration takes us in the future. There is nothing inevitable about it. We, the People, have the power.


Immigration: Force of Nature or a Political Choice?


Step back for a moment from the saccharine prefab stories about foreign-born “Dreamers.” Bracket the moralizing of opinion manufacturers whose lifestyles aren’t affected, or who judge public policy by its impact on cheap exotic restaurants and low-priced nannies. Let’s look at what immigration is really about.


It’s about people. And culture. It’s about the kind of country our ancestors helped to build, and what kind of country we will leave to our descendants. Aren’t those legitimate issues for debate in a democracy? Indeed, they lie at the very heart of politics. Man is a political animal—by which Aristotle meant that we normally live in community. The most basic unit is the family: man-woman-children. (However much that primordial truth is under savage, sustained attack today.)


But families have to educate their children, which usually means a school. They don’t live on isolated rural estates guarded by moats. That means a neighborhood. They get services from the government and contribute to it in taxes. That means politics. Any political change that radically affects the schools your kids attend, the neighborhood you live in, and the effects that government has on your life is fair game for debate.


As this book will show, immigration has massive impacts on all those things, so even from the perspective of just making your way through life while minding your own business, you’re obliged to face the effects of mass, low-skill immigration. But look beyond tending your garden. Most of us take some pride in our country and want it to thrive. We treasure its founding principles and pray for its success. We want to see ordered liberty survive for future generations—for our own children’s sake, but also because it adds meaning to all our lives. We identify with our country, honor its flag, tear up at its national anthem, and enlist to fight in its wars. Think of it this way: If someone told you that America was going split up into ten or twenty mutually suspicious mini-states—or be defeated in a war, occupied by a foreign power, and forced to renounce our Constitution and our commitment to the principles in the Declaration of Independence—wouldn’t it break your heart? Even if you were promised that it wouldn’t happen until after you and everyone you knew was dead?


We bet it would. You would feel that something great had perished—something in which you had played a part, that had shaped your life and blessed you, that your ancestors had honored and you hope your kids will inherit. If you had a 240-year-old tree in your yard, wouldn’t you feel some compunction about cutting it down for use in a paper mill? Or letting it die of an easily preventable disease? We feel the same way about our country. In fact, we feel much more deeply, because a country is the product of the greatest thing on God’s Earth—human souls, working together, striving to live in common in ordered liberty, the only condition worthy of God-given human dignity. That is the shining vision our Founders left us.


To carry this vision on, we need to be good citizens. Any argument about immigration must hinge on what that means. What is a good citizen of this specific place, the United States of America? What virtuous habits does our country rely on us to practice, in order for our rare and fragile system of government to flourish? Which assumptions, practices, and beliefs make it possible to have a mostly free country with decentralized power and strong property rights? How can we preserve the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness? What bad habits—if we took them up or massively imported them—would make all that impossible? Would force us to adopt a much more bureaucratic and even authoritarian form of government, like most governments in the world, just to keep basic order in the streets? What makes the United States different from Syria? From Mexico? From Venezuela?


Surely these are among the central questions that citizens of a democracy must think about. Yet the taboo on talking about immigration requires that we pretend such issues don’t matter. We are expected to act as if human beings were not just equal in the eyes of God (true), but interchangeable, like auto parts (false). We are told that every religious belief, political habit, ideology, or cultural practice is functionally equivalent. Above all, we must not judge them, must not express a preference for (say) tolerant-minded, hard-working Christians over angry, militant, Sharia-minded Muslims. We can’t limit the number of Latin Americans we admit—good people, no doubt, but their whole life experience has been shaped by corrupt governments in bed with narco-terrorists.


Multiculturalism demands that we bend over backwards to ignore all that we might find unsettling about another culture and consistently scourge ourselves, our nation, and our ancestors for our flaws. This ideology pretends that the American creed of equal rights for all demands that we extend the privilege of citizenship promiscuously to all—never considering the impact that immigrants, in large enough numbers, may have on our nation and its liberties. On our own rights. On our tax rates and our neighborhoods, our elections and our kids’ schools. We’re forbidden by this strange diktat to consider the most important questions of politics.


Maybe we don’t listen to the multiculturalists, but instead to the economists. To those who won’t look beyond the narrow terms of their economic specialty, the only questions immigration poses are of aggregate supply and demand. More immigrants mean more consumers and producers, which is a good thing because they boost our aggregate numbers. Every new arrival in America is an interchangeable production-and-consumption unit who will pay into our Social Security system and boost our national growth. How can you have too much of a good thing? By this logic, the Economist magazine has argued for decades that Europe must solve the problem of its aging population not by boosting birth rates, which might interfere with sexual freedom, but by opening its doors to massive influx from the Middle East. Cue the unintended consequences—including the 2015–2016 New Year’s Eve mass sexual assaults in Cologne and other European cities, which the Economist didn’t seem to see coming. But they didn’t affect its position: the magazine was still doubling down in July 2017.3


The economism of the Economist degrades people by treating their culture, morals, creeds, and customs as utterly unimportant. Yet those things constitute the vast bulk of our existence. Our willingness to work and eagerness to consume are only a small part of what makes us human. We are more than strong backs and hungry mouths. Yet that is how narrow, economic-minded types insist on seeing us.


Those of us who worry about the impact of immigration are much more holistic. We consider the entire person—his habits, virtues, and deepest beliefs—as of the utmost importance. We honestly face the impact that unor anti-American cultural practices, when multiplied in the millions, can have on our fragile country. We respect foreign people enough to take them seriously as people just like us. And sometimes that means we have to tell them, “No.” We won’t act like the Left and give every comer a pat on the head and a raft of government programs. We won’t act like the pro-business, open-borders Right and reduce human beings to interchangeable integers. It’s not just false. It’s immoral.


Now that we’ve established that immigration is a perfectly mainstream subject for concern, what about it exactly concerns people? Of course, different citizens have different priorities. Some people are more alarmed by one aspect of this issue than others. That’s fine. In this regard, the immigration control movement can say in all sincerity, “Our diversity is our strength.” In the rest of this chapter, we’ll unfold, one by one, the key aspects of immigration policy that concern Americans willing to face the deplorable truth about our current immigration regime. We will review the legitimate reasons that motivate most people who consider immigration a crucial issue, and also the darker motives that move a few extremists, whose intolerance is used by open-borders moralists to smear everyone else who cares about the issue.


National Sovereignty


As Reagan famously said, “A nation that cannot control its borders is not a nation.” Believe it or not, that matter-of-fact statement has become controversial. At some American colleges, it might be treated as hate speech. So let’s examine why it is true—and the motives of those who pretend that it’s false.


What is government? It is the organization of people to defend the common good, protect individual rights, and promote the legitimate self-interest of a nation’s inhabitants as a group. Government is the means of guaranteeing a monopoly of the use of violent force (except in immediate self-defense), and restricting that violence within the scope of the rule of law.


If a state cannot control who enters its borders, it has no way to guarantee that everyone present in the country is willing to obey those laws, pay taxes, or fulfill their other civic responsibilities. Indeed, it might not even have any record of who is present in the country at all—making it impossible to enforce any such duties or track down criminals. And in fact, today there are somewhere around ten million people present in the United States illegally, for whom all that is true. They don’t have legitimate driver’s licenses, auto insurance, health insurance, Social Security records, or any of the myriad of other legal records that the government uses to enforce the law and hold people liable when they injure others.


To choose just a basic dollars-and-cents issue: If your new car is hit by an illegal immigrant driving without insurance, who pays to replace it? You do, or your insurance company. Likewise, your own insurance, not his, will have to pay for your medical expenses—which might go on for the rest of your life, depending on how serious the accident is. The more uninsured drivers there are on the road, the higher your rates will have to be to accommodate this reality. How do you sue someone who is here illegally and has no assets in his name? Just list all the reasons why we have tort law and traffic laws in the first place, and you immediately see the problem of having ten million people effectively exempted from those laws.4


Illegal immigrants themselves are not protected by our labor, health, and safety laws. They work for cash that is not taxed or reported to the government, in conditions set at their employers’ whims. They do not have the option (for fear of being deported) of reporting dangerous or unhealthy conditions. They have no insurance for workplace injuries. In effect, they are working under the same legal conditions as laborers did in 1880, before government regulations were imposed to protect workers from deadly or dangerous conditions and exploitative rates of pay. Wherever employers can get away with using illegal immigrants, such laws (including the minimum wage) effectively do not exist.


A radical libertarian might consider that a good thing, but most of us believe that such laws were passed for good reasons. If you wish to repeal them, make your case to the public. But there’s no justification for carving out lawless zones where these valid laws are simply evaded. And of course the presence of a large illegal workforce that will work under nineteenth-century conditions has an impact on the wages of other Americans—more on the economic impact of immigration later. For now, just think about what it means for the legitimacy of policies democratically enacted by legislatures—and the sanctity of the rule of law—that millions of American employers simply flout them with impunity.


Apart from anarchists or the most extreme libertarians, few would claim that a nation has no right to patrol its borders and control who comes and goes. Making such a claim and applying it equally to the United States and to Mexico, to Germany and to Tunisia, would require too much intellectual consistency. It would also be impossible to defend. Instead, pro-immigration activists follow the multiculturalist strategy of denying only rich, Western, or majority-white countries the right to enforce border laws. They cite past discrimination, colonialism, “white privilege,” or long-settled land disputes (such as those that were ended by the 1846–1848 Mexican-American War) to condemn only a select set of countries for practicing this routine basic function of a government. Hence the same activist who will label the removal of illegal immigrants from the United States “ethnic cleansing” will say nothing when Mexico or Santo Domingo deports people, as they do energetically.


National Security


While we face nowhere near the level of terrorist attacks endured by nations like France and Germany, which recklessly admitted millions of Muslim immigrants, a significant number of terrorist strikes in the United States are being committed by immigrants or “refugees.” The Heritage Foundation’s online publication, The Daily Signal has a helpful—if sobering—tracker of all such terror attacks (and foiled terror attempts) from 2001 up through October 2016. Here are excerpts—covering just the last two years—selected from that archive:
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Overstaying Their Welcome


Have you heard of 9/11 Families for a Safe & Strong America? It’s a group formed by survivors of those killed in the worst terrorist attack in U.S. history. Too many forget that all of the eleven hijackers on September 11, 2001, were immigrants. In fact, they had all entered the United States legally on tourist or student visas—and three of them had simply overstayed.5 There was no system for tracking and removing them then, and a decade and a half later, there still isn’t one now. What is the point of having a visa system at all, if once people enter the United States they can stay as long as they like?









 


           December 2, 2015


           U.S. citizen Syed Rizwan Farook and his wife Tashfeen Malik, originally from Pakistan, attacked the Inland Regional Center for disabilities development, killing 14 of Farook’s coworkers. (The same co-workers who had thrown Malik a baby shower.). . . .


                 Reports show Malik had devoted allegiance to ISIS. FBI has since noted that the couple had been radicalized for “quite some time.”


                 Neighbors who had seen suspicious activity did not contact police. They didn’t want to be labeled “islamophobic.”


           January 6, 2016


           Omar Faraj Saeed Al Hardan, a Palestinian born in Iraq who entered the U.S. as a refugee in 2009, was initially charged with attempting to provide support to ISIS and lying to officials on his citizenship application and associated interview. According to Special Agent Herman Wittliff, Al Hardan wanted to set off bombs using cellphone detonators at two malls in Houston, Texas, and told an FBI informant that he wanted to imitate the Boston Marathon bombing.


           June 12, 2016


           [Son of Afghan immigrants] Omar Mateen attacked the Pulse nightclub in Orlando with multiple firearms, killing 49 and injuring more than 50 before police stormed the building and killed Mateen. According to the FBI, Mateen talked to a 911 operator three times to announce his allegiance to ISIS during the attack, as well as his solidarity with other Islamist terrorists, including the Boston Marathon bombers.


           September 17, 2016


           On September 17, Dahir Ahmed Adan [a native of Kenya who had been admitted to the United States at the age of two as a refugee and later became an American citizen] entered a mall in St. Cloud, Minnesota, dressed as a security guard, and began stabbing individuals before an off-duty police officer shot and killed him. According to police, Adnan asked at least one person if they were a Muslim before attacking them and made statements regarding Allah during the attack.
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