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1

THE END OF
AMERICA WON’T
BE TELEVISED

HIS IS “GOODBYE,”
AMERICA. ADIOS. PAALAM

AL
No further warning will be issued.
For forty years, the people have tried
to tell politicians they want less



immigration, but the politicians won’t
listen. Every single elite group in
America is aligned against the public—
the media, ethnic activists, big campaign
donors, Wall Street, multimillionaire
farmers, and liberal “churches.” They all
want mass immigration from the Third
World to continue. Both political parties
connive to grant illegal aliens
citizenship and bring in millions more
legally, and the media hide the evidence.

Their game plan is: Never allow an
honest debate on immigration. On every
other important subject, both sides can
be heard. The media are against pro-
lifers, but it’s possible to hear the pro-
life side—from churches, pro-life



organizations, and the alternative press.
The mainstream media neurotically push
global warming, but, on the other side,
we have the entire conservative media,
MIT scientists, and even some lefties,
like the late Alexander Cockburn of the
Nation magazine. There was no
difficulty getting both sides of the debate
on the Iraq War, Obamacare, the
shooting of Michael Brown in Ferguson,
and any number of other hot-button
issues.

Only in the case of immigration is
the public systematically lied to from
every major news outlet. The media lie
about everything, but immigration
constitutes their finest hour of collective



lying. They know their ideas on the topic
are not popular.

How immigration is changing our
country is a lot more important than most
of the “news” we hear about endlessly.
The media will pound away at Chris
Christie’s  “Bridgegate,” apocryphal
fraternity rapes, the Augusta National
Golf Club’s membership policies,
“white privilege,” four Americans killed
in Syria, and the sexual preferences of
various Olympic athletes. But getting the
truth about immigration 1is nearly
impossible.

The media tell us, for example:

a Polls show the public



overwhelmingly  supports
“comprehensive
immigration reform.”

No poll shows this. Only polls that lie
about what “comprehensive
immigration reform” is manage to
produce majority support. These are
polls about a bill that doesn 't exist.

s Immigrants are doing jobs
Americans just won’t do.

Americans are perfectly happy to do all
manner of jobs—they just won't do
them for $7.00 an hour. Unions used to
care about that, but now they just want



political power. Greedy businessmen:
What do you think the business climate

will be like under a government run by
AFSME?

s Amnesty will be fantastic
for the economy.

Unless we’re talking about the Mexican
economy, this is patently ridiculous.
Adding another 30 million poor,
unskilled,  non-taxpaying,  welfare-
receiving people to America is good
only for government workers and
employers who refuse to mechanize
their operations or pay Americans one
dollar more.



s Obama is the “Deporter in
Chief”—he’s deported
more than Bush!

1o the contrary, Obama is deporting far
fewer illegal aliens than Bush—and
that wasn't a high bar. The Obama
administration simply changed the
definition of ‘“deport” to include
“illegal aliens turned away at the
border.” Its as if a school lowered the
definition of “passing grade” from 70
to 40, then bragged about its high
graduation rate.

a Hispanics will never vote
for Republicans unless they



pass amnesty.

First of all, moron Republicans: If they
can't vote, they can'’t vote against you.
Voting machines don't register angry
glints in peoples eyes. Second,
Hispanics who are citizens don't care
about amnesty! They’re already in.
They vote 8-2 for the Democrats
because they like big government.
That’s why Obamas Spanish-language
ads during the 2012 campaign didn't
say word one about amnesty. Instead,
he promised Hispanics free healthcare
under Obamacare.

s ‘Comprehensive



immigration reform” isn’t
amnesty.

And abortion isn’t “abortion,” its
“choice”!

The problems stemming from
unchecked immigration are all over the
news. You’ll just never be told they are
problems of immigration—children
living in poverty, childhood obesity, teen

pregnancy, out-of-wedlock  births,!

abysmal high school dropout rates,?

income inequality, “homegrown”
terrorists, massive Medicare frauds,
internet crime, identity theft, prison
overcrowding, the vast number of



uninsured used to justify Obamacare,’

sex trafficking, the epidemic of child
rape, the destruction of our national
parks, drunk driving casualties, drug-
resistant tuberculosis, measles and other
viral outbreaks, bankrupt government
pensions, lower reading and math
scores, and shorter “Americans.”

Are these problems made better or
worse by mass immigration from the
Third World? The fact that Hispanics
have the highest unmarried birthrate in
the country—even higher than American
blacks—accounts for a raft of social
problems that are discussed ad infinitum
by the media, but that will never be
identified as the consequence of mass



immigration.*

A nation’s immigration policies are
at least as important as, say, going to
war. But the media have decided that
who gets to live in America is none of
America’s business. The public can’t be
trusted with the truth. Go back to the
kids’ table. The grown-ups are deciding
this. Anyone who challenges the elite
consensus on immigration will be
swarmed with blitzkrieg attacks. It can
be difficult to discuss America’s
immigration  policies  when  it’s
considered racist merely to say, “We
liked America the way it was.”

There’s no sense in arguing about
any other political issue. If we lose



immigration, we lose everything.

THE ISSUE THAT WON’T
GO AWAY: SHOULD
DEMOCRATS BE GIVEN
30 MILLION NEW
VOTERS?

The media convince people to
believe lies by the simple process of
repetition: Diversity is a strength! We’re
a nation of immigrants! It’s a crisis to
have people living in the shadows! If it
doesn’t fit, you must acquit! It’s like the
hypnotic repetitions drilled into infants’
sleeping brains 150 times a night, three



times a week, in Brave New World.

By neurotic perseveration, mass-
immigration proponents have completely
moved the goalposts. After Reagan’s
amnesty, no one talked about allowing
new illegal aliens to stay. The only issue
was: When are we going to get started
on those promised employer sanctions
and securing the southern border? Now
we’re told we have to both allow new
people in and amnesty the illegal
immigrants already here. We’re getting
the exact same arguments that were made
for the old amnesty, but this time with
attitude: Wait a minute—you’re not
seriously telling me that you don 't want
to give amnesty to the people already



here? To which Republican politicians
whimper: We  hope we’re not
inconveniencing you by not moving
more quickly to forgive you for the laws
you broke, illegal aliens.

I don’t mean to be obtuse, but why is
it a crisis that illegal aliens are “living
in the shadows”? I forget. We need to
bring in more people who will drive
down the wages of our fellow
Americans because—why again? It is
not a crisis for Americans that other
people have come into their country
illegally and now find it uncomfortable
to be living here breaking the law. It’s
supposed to be uncomfortable to break
the law. Perhaps illegal aliens should



have considered that before coming.

Americans are being asked to
respond to the world’s oldest joke: A
guy kills his parents, then throws himself
on the court’s mercy as an orphan. How
did all these illegal aliens get into “the
shadows” 1in the first place? They
weren’t kidnapped and dragged across
the border. They came here. At most—
and this is dubious—it’s a crisis for the
illegal immigrants. But “living in the
shadows” is evidently better than living
in Guadalajara, otherwise, there’s an
easy solution. Living in the shadows
doesn’t seem to be much of a crisis even
for them.

Historically, Democrats have found



it fun and profitable to bully
Republicans into  taking suicidal
positions. This latest push for amnesty is
approximately the Republicans’ fifth
mugging. As with all disastrous
legislation, Republicans are being told,
“We have got to do this yesterday!” If we
don't produce a global warming bill,
the American people will have our
heads! If we don’t pass campaign
finance reform tomorrow, the voters
will punish us! You’re not seriously
thinking of blocking a new gun control
bill, are you? It always turns out, no,
there’s no backlash. The only politician
who was ever punished for his position
on global warming was Al Gore. Debate



any urgent liberal demand long enough,
and the problem usually just goes away.
It’s entirely possible that the only
Hispanics enraged about amnesty are the
ones we see on TV. In polls, a majority
of Hispanics answer “Don’t know” to
the question “Who is the most important
Hispanic/Latino leader in the country

today?” Self-appointed Latino
spokesmen, claiming to speak for
millions, apparently speak for about
fifteen people. At least Al Sharpton has
a posse of two hundred losers he can
drag around with him. Most Hispanics
seem completely unaware that they’re
part of some angry movement led by
Jorge Ramos. The notion of Hispanic



unity—much less Hispanic-black unity
—1is pure liberal fantasy. Puerto Ricans
and Dominicans hate one another, blacks
and Mexicans hate one another, Haitians

and African Americans hate one another,

and everyone hates the Cubans.®

Republican elites apparently don’t talk
to their servants: They’re convinced
Cuban Marco Rubio will be catnip to
Hispanic voters. Yes, remember how
Manhattan women flocked to Sarah Palin
just because she was a woman? GOP
political consultants will never steer you
wrong.

The only place a failure to pass
amnesty will produce genuine, heartfelt
remorse is in the better sections of town,



when wives of Wall Street bankers
realize that Manuela the nanny will not
be able to get taxpayer-subsidized
healthcare.

There 1s simply no reason for
Republicans to legalize 30 million
people who will vote 8-2 against them.
They don’t have to be embarrassed
about opposing immigration because of
how the immigrants vote. The reason
Democrats  support immigration 1is
because of how they vote. Al Gore
didn’t mind challenging military ballots
during the Florida 2000 recount. Obama
challenged the petition signatures of
every single Democrat running for an
Illinois  senate seat 1n 1996,



disqualifying all of his opponents and
“winning” by being the last man
standing.” Israel  won’t  allow
Palestinians to return to homes they used
to live in because of how they’d vote.
Palestinians demand a right to return to
their pre-1967 homes, but Israel says,
quite correctly, that changing Israel’s
ethnicity would change the idea of

Isracl.®  Well, changing America’s
ethnicity changes the idea of America,
too. Show me in a straight line why we
can’t do what Israel does. Is Israel
special? For some of us, America is
special, too.

Democrats aren’t big on amnestying
other =~ lawbreakers. = They  don’t



hysterically = demand ammesty for
accounting cheats or polluters—not even
for “the children” of accounting cheats
and polluters. Enron executives were
hard workers. They loved their families
and wanted the best for them, just as I’'m
sure MS-13 gang members love their
families. Think of how the executives’
children have suffered—the divorces,
the broken families, the prison
sentences. Why do we have to punish the

children?” How many breaks did
liberals cut the Amirault family in
Massachusetts after they were sent to
prison in the child molestation hysteria
of the 1980s, even after it was proved
they were innocent? Martha Coakley



fought like a banshee to keep Gerald
Amirault in prison well after the charges
were exposed as a fraud. Where was his
amnesty? Democrats only care about the
children of lawbreakers when it will get
them 30 million new voters. Convicted
felons are next.

Republicans have no obligation to
make a grand forgiving gesture toward
lawbreakers, hoping that Hispanics will
applaud their sportsmanship. This
doesn’t require bravery. It requires that
Republicans not be idiots. Democrats
are just going to have to get 30 million
new voters some other way.

STEP ONE: SECURE THE



BORDER;

STEP TWQO: REPEAT STEP
ONE

As Reagan’s amnesty proves, it’s
pointless to talk about what to do with
the 1illegal aliens already here until
we’ve secured the border. When the
bathtub is overflowing, the very first
thing you do 1s: TURN OFF THE
WATER. You don’t debate whether to
use a rag or a mop to clean up the water,
whether to get a bucket or put a hose out
the window, whether to use towels or
sponges. The No. 1 priority is: Shut oft
the water.

Obviously, any amnesty functions as



a magnet for more illegal aliens. Nothing
shows the bad faith of amnesty
advocates with more blinding clarity
than their steadfast refusal to seal the
border. Ordinary people see this and
know they’re being lied to.

The “border security” measures of
every amnesty bill all employ the same
meaningless Washington metric  of
success. In government, effectiveness is
measured not by results, but by how
much money is spent. How effective is
1t? Why, we’ve tripled the budget! That’s
what Republican Senator Bob Corker of
Tennessee actually said about Rubio’s
“Gang of Eight” amnesty bill, formally
titled “The Border Security, Economic



Opportunity, and Immigration
Modernization Act of 2013”—which
was way better than its original title:
“We Surrender.”

“The fact 1s,” Corker exclaimed,
“we are investing resources in securing
our border that have never been invested

before.”10 Why, he’s so serious about
getting in shape, he’s taken out three gym
memberships! Increasing the pensions of
border agents is not a measure of border
effectiveness. We’re interested in
results, not outlays. Even within the
meaningless category of “Money Spent,”
it can be spent in ways that are
counterproductive. If the bill includes
one dime for ACLU attorneys to process



immigration claims, then part of the
money we’re spending to make the
border more secure is going to make it
less secure. Rubio’s bill gave $150
million to nonprofits to help illegal

aliens apply for amnesty.!!

Most Hispanics are smarter than
Marco Rubio. In 2011, 73 percent of
California Hispanics said they’d support
a candidate who wanted to “secure the
border first, stop illegal immigration,
and then find a way to address the status

of people already here illegally.”!2 In a
2014 Univision poll, 58 percent chose

“require border security first” over

“pass immigration reform.”!3



PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN
GATED COMMUNITIES
TELL US FENCES DON’T
WORK

Americans ought to be suspicious
about being incessantly told fences
“don’t work.” It’s like being told wheels
don’t work. The media maniacally
repeat this nonsense, hoping to lull
people into thinking, Maybe it is
impossible to control the borders. The
New York Times explains, for example:
“Would-be migrants still find ways over,

under, through and around them.”14

Wheels still find ways to bend, break,
or spring leaks. China built a thirteen-



thousand-mile wall several centuries
before Christ, and it’s still working.

The Times gave the game away with
this sentimental glop about border fences
being “the approach favored by ancient
empires: the raising of a wall.” The
article continued: “The barrier wasn’t
very likely to overturn the law of supply
and demand, but it did serve as a useful
symbol of the process of alienation, a
closing-off of lives and minds, along the

line it traces.”!> Yes, that’s precisely the
idea! Aren’t fences peachy? Tellingly,
the 7imes added: “Still, the tattered
ideal of a world without borders holds
great power.” For whom is a “world
without borders” an ideal? People who



don’t much care for America, I gather.
Even Republicans who pretend to
want a secure border are always telling
us fences won’t work. The NEW WAY
of stopping tubs from overflowing is to
use mops and blow-dryers. Sure, we can
always turn the water off, but that won’t
work because it could always spring a
leak. Let’s just keep mopping.
Responding to an increasingly annoyed
public, Congress has repeatedly voted to
build a border fence. But somehow, the
fence never gets built—and Congress
does nothing. In January 2011, Obama’s
Department of Homeland Security
announced that it had “ended the Secure
Border Initiative Network” on the



grounds that “it did not meet cost-

effectiveness and viability standards.”!©
And if there is one thing the Obama
administration absolutely insists upon,
it’s cost-effectiveness and viability!

The steadfast refusal of the amnesty
crowd to agree to a fence tells us that
Americans should not budge on the
point. In addition to being the only sane,
logical thing to do, demanding a fence
forces amnesty proponents to admit that
they have no intention of ever sealing the
border. The surge of ninety thousand
poor Central Americans across the
border in 2014 proved that. Obama
pretended his hands were tied. It the
law! Tt wasn’t the law. So either Obama



is stupid or he was deliberately lying,
and the smart money is on “deliberately
lying.” But Democrats—and some
Republicans—insisted there was some
mysterious “loophole” in the law that
prohibited this country from stopping
illegal aliens at the border. If politicians
really believed that, why didn’t they
close the loophole?

Instead, amnesty supporters tried a
surprise argument: To stop illegals
pouring across the border, Congress had
to pass amnesty. They were hoping to
stun us into silence with the stupidity of
their argument. No one was prepared for
it. I'm sorry, Your Honor, we didn't
bring our notes on that. We were ready




for “Its wrong” or “What about the
children?” We weren't expecting: To
stop the surge at the border, we need to
reward the people surging across it.
Everyone knows that one amnesty
begets more illegal aliens, which begets
another amnesty. It’s called an
“incentive.” There’s less of an incentive
if the gate is locked. First lock the gate,
then figure out what to do with the
people already here. Any amnesty is an
inducement to illegal aliens. If you
choose to argue it’s not, I refer you to
history. This is not the first time
Americans have been promised secure
borders in return for amnesty. The 1986
Simpson-Mazzoli Act, also known as



“The Charlie Brown and Lucy with
Football Act,” was supposed to end

illegal immigration forever: Give us

amnesty one time, then: Never again.!’

As with all laws that combine the
bitter with the sweet, such as tax hikes
and spending cuts, we got one and not
the other. The amnesty came, but the
border security never did. Illegal
immigration sextupled. There have been
a half dozen more amnesties since then,
legalizing millions more foreigners who

broke our laws.!® Perhaps we could
have trusted Washington’s sincerity thirty
years ago, but Americans have already
been fooled once—then, six more times.
They aren’t stupid.



The two parts cannot be done
simultaneously. A border fence must be
started first—and completed first. Only
after all the ACLU lawsuits and INS
rulings have run their course, and the
border 1s still secure, do we move to
Step Two. I happen to think we don’t do
the ammesty part ever, but it’s
tendentious even to discuss what to do
with illegal aliens already here until we
can prevent more from coming. We’ll
talk about legalization as soon as it’s as
hard to get into the United States as it
used to be to get out of East Germany.

To review:

Step One: Secure the border.

Step Two: Discuss what to do with



illegals already here.

AMNESTY IS GOODBYE,
AMERICA

Contrary to everything you’ve heard,
the only options are not: Amnesty or
deporting 11 million people. There’s
also the option of letting them stay in the
shadows—or the same thing we've
been doing for the last thirty years.
Americans are under no moral
obligation to grant amnesty to people
who have broken our laws. “The moral
thing to do” is wusually defined as
“following the law.” The fact that
Democrats want 30 million new voters



is not a good enough reason to ignore the
law and screw over American workers,
as well as legal immigrants already
here. How about Republicans try this:
We're not giving you anything—not
even half—because there s no reason to
do so.

The demand for amnesty is not going
away. Nothing ever gets struck from the
Left’s “To Do” list. Democrats had been
angling for national healthcare since the
FDR administration.  Conservatives
thought they killed it with the
ignominious defeat of Hillarycare in
1994, but the very next time Democrats
controlled both Congress and the
presidency—we got Obamacare. To



paraphrase what President Bush used to
say about terrorists: The anti-amnesty
side has to be perfect every time; the
pro-amnesty side only has to win once.
And then the country is finished. There
won’t be any reason to care about
politics, anymore. At least I can finally
clean out my attic.

Any other bad law can be repealed.
Roe v. Wade can be overturned.
Obamacare can be repealed. Amnesty is
forever.



2

TEDDY: WHY NOT
THE THIRD
WORLD?

OW DID IMMIGRANTS
BECOME A SPECIAL

ST GROUP MORE
POWERFUL than Americans? I’m not a

high-priced political consultant, but
shouldn’t politicians be more concerned



with what citizens think of them than
what foreigners do? It’s a measure of
how out of whack public dialogue is on
immigration that it comes as a startling
concept to even ask if our laws should
help our country rather than help other
countries  solve  their  problems.
Wouldn’t any sane immigration policy be
based on the principle that we want to
bring in only immigrants who will
benefit the people already here? Why not
take immigrants who are better than us,
instead of immigrants who are worse
than us?

A good-for-America immigration
policy would not accept people with no
job skills. It would not accept



immigrants’ elderly relatives, arriving in
wheelchairs. It would not accept people
accused of terrorism by their own
countries. It would not accept pregnant
women whose premature babies will

cost taxpayers $50,000 a pop,1 before
even embarking on a lifetime of
government support. It would not accept
Somalis who spent their adult lives in a
Kenyan refugee camp and then showed
up with five children in a Minnesota

homeless shelter.? An immigration
policy that benefits Americans would
not result in news items like this one:
“After arriving from Kampala, Uganda,
Ayan Ahmed and her nine children, ages
four to eighteen, spent six months in



Phoenix. There, Catholic Charities had
lined up a furnished four-bedroom home
for the family and a neurologist for

Ahmed’s eldest son, who is blind

[emphasis added].”?

If our government were in the
international charity business, they’d be
doing a fantastic job. America takes in
half the refugees of the entire world.

In fact, however, taking in refugees
is not even in the top hundred jobs we
want the government doing. At what
point will Americans remind their
government that it has a responsibility to
us, not to every sad person in the world?
We can’t solve everyone’s problems—
and that’s not what we’re paying taxes



for our government to do. Catholic
Charities may enjoy taking in immigrant
families, so they can feel like the Harriet
Tubman of Uganda, but they don’t have a

right to do it on the taxpayers’ dime.* It’s
not “charity” if we have to pay for
“their” good works. It’s charity if they
pay. But I notice that we always end up
paying, while they go to all the awards
dinners at the Ugandan-American
Society.

Try calling another country’s
embassy and asking to immigrate there.

Consulate: What do you do?
You: Well, I can’t read or
write, I have no skills, and



I’ve got nine kids. Oh and

by the way, if [ can’t make it

in your country, would you

mind cutting my family a

check once a month?
Consulate: Click.

Other countries must be laughing
their heads off at us. Our “family
reunification” policies mean that being
related to a recent immigrant from
Pakistan trumps being a surgeon from
Denmark. That’s how we got gems like
the “Octomom,” the unemployed single
mother on welfare who had fourteen
children in the United States via in vitro
fertilization; Dzhokhar and Tamerlan



Tsarnaev, who bombed the Boston
Marathon, killing three and injuring
hundreds, a few years after slitting the
throats of three American Jews; and all
those “homegrown” terrorists flying
from Minnesota to fight with ISIS.
Family  reunification 1isn’t about
admitting the spouses and minor children
of immigrants we’re dying to get. We’re
bringing 1in grandparents, second
cousins, and brothers-in-law of Afghan
pushcart operators—who then bring in
their grandparents, second cousins, and
brothers-in-law until we have entire
tribes of people, illiterate in their own
language, never mind ours, collecting
welfare in America. We wouldn’t want



our immigrants to be illiterate, unskilled,
and lonesome.

LIVING IN THE
SHADOWS—
COLLECTING
GOVERNMENT BENEFITS
IN BROAD DAYLIGHT

We’re told—as if it’s good news—
that immigrants use welfare only at 18

percent above the native-born rate.” No,
the fact that any immigrants are on
welfare proves we’re not taking the right
immigrants. It’s like saying, Only 18
percent of our cars burst into flames



when you start them. We don’t want any
cars bursting into flames. These aren’t
native-born citizens who are poor.
Aren’t immigrants who immediately go
on government assistance, by definition,
immigrants we don’t want? We can’t pay
for our own poor people, but now we
have to be the welfare ward of the
world?

Our government does such a terrific
job at choosing who gets to immigrate to
America that 52 percent of [egal
immigrant households with children are
on government assistance. In all, nearly
60 percent of immigrants—Ilegal and
illegal—are on government assistance,
compared with 39 percent of native



households.® Why would any country
voluntarily bring in people who have to
be supported by the taxpayer?
Immigrants from nineteen of the top
twenty-five source countries are more
likely to be in poverty than native white

Americans, generally far more likely.’
Immigrants from Mexico and Honduras,
for example, have a poverty rate three

times higher than white Americans.® The
only immigrants /less likely to be in
poverty than white Americans are those
from Canada, Poland, the United
Kingdom, Germany, India, and the
Philippines.? Needless to say, we take

fewer immigrants from these countries
than from the neediest immigrant



countries. Poland and Germany aren’t
even in the top ten source countries, and
Canada and the United Kingdom
combined send us fewer immigrants than
Mexico does.

Business lobbyists have an irritating
habit of dismissing the massive welfare
use of immigrants by saying, les, of
course, we have to get rid of welfare.
First of all, their cheap labor wouldn’t
be so cheap if not for all the goodies
provided by the U.S. taxpayer, so this is
a ruse. The immigrants get a taxpayer
subsidy to work for the rich, and the rich
get a break on the maid. This cozy deal
is funded by the long-suffering middle
class.



Second, it would be easier to repeal
the law of gravity than to prevent
immigrants from accessing welfare. The
Republicans’ 1996 welfare reform bill
barred immigrants from receiving direct
welfare payments for a mere five years.
That turned out to be the single biggest
cost savings of the entire welfare
reform. Most people said, THAT'S NOT
ALREADY THE LAW? But at the New
York Times, needy immigrants are the
most desirable immigrants. The T7imes
hysterically attacked the immigration
provisions as one of the ‘“cruelest
aspects” of welfare reform. Congress
immediately restored welfare for
immigrants who arrived before the law



passed on the grounds that it would be
unfair to take welfare away from
immigrants who came here expecting to
live off the American taxpayer.
Subsequent Congresses restored welfare
for elderly immigrants, immigrants with
children, refugees, and immigrants who

are hungry, get pregnant, or brought a

wife-beater with them.!?

America should be choosing
immigrants like the New England
Patriots choose players. They don’t have
a lottery system for their draft picks. No
one guilts them into taking a blind kid
with one leg over an All American—
much less the blind kid’s cousin, to keep
him company. But that’s America’s



immigration policy. We’re in a seller’s
market, but instead of taking the top draft
picks, we aggressively recruit cripples,
illiterates, and the desperately poor. A
strange idea has taken hold that it’s
unfair to get the best immigrants we can.
Why should that top model be allowed
to date only rich, good-looking guys?
She should be forced to date poor,
balding losers. Maybe Kate Upton
should have a lottery system to decide
whom she goes out with.

Proposing an immigration policy that
serves America’s interests should not
require an apology.

THIS IS ON THE



KENNEDY HIGHLIGHTS
REEL, RIGHT AFTER THE
PART WHERE HE KILLS
THAT GIRL

It’s our current immigration laws that
demand an apology. It was Teddy
Kennedy’s 1965 immigration act that
snuffed out the generous quotas for
immigrants from the countries that had
traditionally  populated  America—

England, Ireland, and Gelrrnamy1 I_and
added “family reunification” policies,
allowing recent immigrants to bring in
their relatives, and those relatives to
bring in their relatives, until entire
Somali villages have relocated to



Minneapolis and Muslim cabdrivers are
refusing to transport passengers with

dogs or alcohol.!? America has to take
in all the poor people of the world, so
that Ted Kennedy could get his face on
commemorative plates. I’'m sorry the
Kennedy family felt awkward in
Brahmin Boston, but that isn’t enough of
a reason to wreck our country.
Kennedy’s 1mmigration law was
enacted during the magical post-1964
period, when Congress had free rein to
push through the craziest left-wing
legislation since the New Deal. It was
the most destructive period in American
history. Anything the Left had ever
dreamed of became law, in such



profusion that it could have been a test to
see if members of Congress were
actually reading the bills. The premise
of the 1965 immigration act sounds like
the bizarre belief of a weird hippie cult:
The poor of the world have the right to
come to America, and we have to take
care of them!

Liberals had tried convincing
Americans to vote for them, but that kept
ending badly. Except for Lyndon
Johnson’s aberrational 1964 landslide,
Democrats have not been able to get a
majority of white people to vote for
them in any presidential election since

1948.13 Their only hope was to bring in
new voters. Okay, fine. You won't vote



for us, America? We tried this the easy
way, but you give us no choice. We're
going to overwhelm you with new
voters from the Third World. As
Democratic consultant Patrick Reddy
wrote for the Roper Center in 1998:
“The 1965 Immigration Reform Act
promoted by President Kennedy, drafted
by Attorney General Robert Kennedy,
and pushed through the Senate by Ted
Kennedy has resulted in a wave of
immigration from the Third World that
should shift the nation in a more liberal
direction within a generation. It will go

down as the Kennedy family’s greatest

gift to the Democratic Party.”!4

Since then, the Democrats’ insatiable



need for more voters has continued
unabated. A year before the 1996
presidential  election, the Clinton
administration undertook a major
initiative to make 1 million immigrants
citizens in time to vote. The White
House demanded that applications be
processed twelve hours a day, seven
days a week. Criminal background
checks were jettisoned for hundreds of
thousands of applicants, resulting in
citizenship being granted to at least
seventy thousand immigrants with FBI

criminal records and ten thousand with

felony records.!? Murderers, robbers,

and rapists were all made citizens so
that the Democrats would have a million



foreign voters on the rolls by Election

Day. ® The Washington Post reported—
after Clinton was safely reelected—that
the citizenship initiative was intended to
create “a potent new bloc of Democratic

voters.” Even the INS had objected to

“running a pro-Democrat voter mill.”!”

Democrats  didn’t care. Clinton’s
reelection was more important than the
country.

The mass migration of the poorest of
the poor to America is bad for the whole
country, but it’s fantastic for Democrats.
Ask yourself: Which party benefits from
illiterate non-English speakers who have
absolutely no idea what they’re voting
for, but can be instructed to learn certain



symbols? The foreign poor are prime
Democratic constituents because they’re
easily demagogued into tribal voting. A
white person can vote Republican or
Democratic without anyone saying to
him, “HOW CAN YOU VOTE
AGAINST YOUR RACE?” By contrast,
every nonwhite person is required to

vote Democrat.!8 Republicans’
whispering sweet nothings in Hispanic
ears isn’t going to change that. Voting
Democratic is part of their cultural
identity. Race loyalty trumps the melting
pot.

Moreover, poor people are never
opposed to big government because
they’re exempt from all the annoying



things that government does. They’re not
worried about taxes: The government is
not going to raise any taxes that they pay.
They drive unlicensed cars, have no
insurance, flee accidents, and couldn’t
pay a court judgment anyway. The
government doesn’t want to get in touch
with the poor for any reason other than
to give them things. So it’s lucky, in a
way, that Democrats are the party of
government workers. Unending
immigration means we need rafts of
government workers to educate non-
English  speakers, teach cultural
sensitivity classes, arrest criminals, man
prisons, clean up parks, distribute food
stamps, arrange subsidized housing, and



work in hospital emergency rooms to
deliver all those premature babies.
MSNBC is constantly crowing about
Democrats sweeping every ethnic group.
Could we see the party preferences of
voters whose great-great-grandparents
were born in America? Republicans
would win that demographic in a
landslide. The American electorate isn’t
moving to the left—it’s shrinking.
Democrats figured out they’d never win
with Americans, so they implemented an
evil, genius plan to change this country
by restocking it with voters more
favorably disposed to left-wing policies
than Americans ever would be.
Unfortunately, this scheme  was



implemented long before I was able to
object.

But that’s not how the story of the
end of America will be written. Rather,
it will be: THEN, FINALLY,
PROGRESSIVE POLITICS SWEPT
THE  NATION! THERE  WAS
RESISTANCE, BUT, IN THE END,
THE LEFT’S ARGUMENTS WON. No
minds have been changed. Democrats
just brought in a new group of voters
whose minds don’t need to be changed.
It’s as if the Democrats switched teams
at halftime, from the worst team in the
NBA to the best. We've got five NBA
All-Stars guarding LeBron—Woo hoo!
We won! Don’t pat yourselves on the



back, Democrats. The country isn’t
changing—you changed the voters.
Occasionally, Democrats  speak
openly about what they’re doing. In
2002, liberal journalist John Judis and
political scientist Ruy Teixeira wrote a
book boasting that immigrants, combined
with the Democrats’ usual disgruntled
voters—divorcées and college
professors—would give Democrats an
insuperable majority within a few
decades. Third World immigration, they
said, would consummate “George
McGovern’s revenge”—which up to that
point I thought was a particularly nasty
lower intestinal condition. A decade
later, when Obama won his 2012



reelection, Teixeira gloated that—as he
had predicted—ethnic minorities were
voting 82 for the Democrats, and had
grown to nearly one-third of the
electorate. “McGovern’s revenge only

seems sweeter,” Teixeira said.!?
McGovern’s revenge also represents
the Democrats’ switch from a party of
blue-collar workers to a party of urban
elites—feminists, vegans, drug
legalizers, untaxed hedge fund operators,
and transgender-rights activists. Back
when Democrats still claimed to
represent working Americans, they
opposed illegal immigration. Since
being taken over by the Far Left, all that
matters to them is changing the electorate



to one that doesn’t mind liberal insanity.

PROUD TO BE UN-
AMERICAN

It’'s  striking how so many
immigration activists don’t seem to
particularly like this country. They tell
us that America is a teeming mass of
racist, sexist, homophobic bigots. But
then they insist on bringing the rest of the
world to live here. As Jesse Mills, an
ethnic studies professor at the University
of San Diego, put it: “The legacy of
race, gender, and class oppression in the
United States has transported many
Somali refugees from one epic struggle



to another.”20 Why are liberals so
determined to drag innocent Somalis to
this hell on earth?

Immigration is how the Left decided
to punish America. The anti-American
crowd used to dash off to fight with
Communist insurgencies in Third World
jungles. But the fun of being self-
righteous was sometimes cut short when
they ended up in prison, like Lori
Berenson, who was arrested for her
activities with the Tupac Amaru
Revolutionary Movement in Peru. Rather
than hating America from abroad,
today’s radicals can hate it right here at
home by bringing the Third World to
America! Google immigrant rights



group files suit and you’ll get 20 million
hits.

Even after the country had twice
elected the angel Obama, only 40
percent of liberals told Pew Research
they were “proud to be American”—
compared with more than 70 percent of

conservatives.2! Our recent immigrants
agree with liberals! They may like the
money, the jobs, and the government
benefits,  but—Ilike  liberals—most
immigrants have zero  emotional
attachment to the United States.
According to a Washington Post poll, a
majority of second-generation
immigrants from Mexico, Cuba, Haiti,
Vietnam, and the West Indies did not



refer to themselves as “Americans” and
said America was not the best country in

the world.??2 They’re not the hottest
immigrants in the world, so maybe a
solution presents itself.

Being openly hostile to America has
become a part of ethnic pride. U.S.
Representative Luis Gutierrez calls on
his own country (technically, the USA)
to “stop the deportation of our people
[emphasis added]!”?3 Don’t be thinking
that just because he’s a member of
Congress, sworn to uphold the
Constitution, that his first loyalty is to
the United States. That’s where you
always make the same mistake.
Gutierrez told Newsweek that he has



“only one loyalty, and that’s to the

immigrant community.”2% When
demanding special treatment, immigrants
are minorities oppressed by America;
when they commit crimes or terrorist
acts, they’re “local man.”

Sending undesirable immigrants to
an enemy nation 1s a war tactic, such as,
in 1980, when President Jimmy Carter
idiotically offered to take any Cubans
who wanted to come to America and
Fidel Castro responded by emptying
Cuba’s prisons and mental institutions

onto the Mariel boatlift?> Today,
immigration is again being used as a war
technique by America’s enemies:
Democrats. Instead of Communist



dictators conniving to send their
headaches to the United States,
American liberals are conniving to bring
them here—and then hand them voter
registration  cards.  Third  World
immigration is a win-win for the Left.
They can instruct immigrants on hating
the country and get their housework
done at the same time!

It is a striking fact that Communists
have managed to infect the working class
everywhere in the world—except the
United  States.  Nineteenth-century
anarchists hoped to stir up labor unrest
with mob violence such as the
Haymarket Riot. Stalinists infiltrated
labor unions in the 1930s and 1940s.



Long-haired student radicals tried to
organize blue-collar workers in the
sixties. How did that work out? All their
efforts fizzled. By 1970, building trades
guys were beating up antiwar hippies on
Wall Street and storming City Hall to
raise the American flag—then being
flown at half-staff by Mayor John
Lindsay to honor students killed at Kent
State University. Blue-collar workers
voted overwhelmingly for Reagan, who,
along with Nixon, was endorsed by the
Teamsters Union.

To its dismay, the American Left is
utterly bereft of working-class members
—the very proletarian masses they
hoped to champion! Instead, their



meetings are jammed with college
professors and feminists. But you know
where liberals have finally found a
working class amenable to left-wing
politics and violent political
demonstrations? Take a look at Latin
American politics for your clue.

The immigrants themselves are
window dressing for left-wing activists’
campaign to destroy America. Foreign
names go on the masthead, but left-wing

zealots lead the team.2® Michele Waslin,
for years the spokesman for “La
Raza”—meaning “a race other than
hers”—denounced a legislative proposal
to encourage immigrants to learn English
and American history, saying “patriotism



and traditional American values” are
“potentially  dangerous to our

communities.”?” Leftists have no trouble
adopting the persona of an oppressed
Third World person. The only identity
they have difficulty assuming is:
“American.”

At least liberals have a clear
mission and know what they’re fighting
for: Their plan is to turn America into
another Third World hellhole, where the
two parties are the Chuck Schumer
Democratic Party and the Nancy Pelosi
Democratic Party. Republicans can’t
think past the next election. They need
campaign cash, and their big donors
want cheap workers now. We’re lucky if



we can get Republicans to think past
their kids’ summer jobs. Karl Rove
praises illegal immigration, saying: “I
don’t want my 17-year-old son to have
to pick tomatoes or make beds in Las

Vegas.”28 How about one illegal alien
gets to stay if Karl Rove goes?

MEXICO HAD ONE-
PARTY RULE FOR 70
YEARS ... AND SO WILL
WE

Democrats love the “browning of
America” because they need the votes;
liberals want it because they seek the



destruction of America; and certain
business interests support it because they
want the cheap labor. They think:
Subsidizing my cheap labor with
immigrant workers will cost everybody
—and we’re part of “everybody —but
the benefits of cheap labor go JUST TO
US!

If businessmen think immigrants are
going to be libertarians, they’re out of
their minds. Look at their home
countries! Immigrants have always
favored the Democratic Party, but
Mexicans can be counted on to develop
into a voting bloc that will remain poor
and in need of government assistance for
generations. Also, it’s part of Mexican



culture to bloc-vote for useless left-wing
parties. Despite scandals, corruption,
and economic failure, the Institutional
Revolutionary Party ruled Mexico for
seventy-one straight years. Seventy-one
years! Even African Americans haven’t
been bloc-voting for the Democrats that
long. (The GOP might get black votes
again if they stood up for African
American jobs by opposing the dump of
low-wage immigrant labor on the
country. Mitt Romney, who had the
toughest position on immigration of any
major  presidential  candidate in
generations, won nearly 20 percent of
the young black male vote—and that was
against the country’s first black



president.)2”

What will happen when people who
come from countries where tax evasion
is a way of life are supposed to pay
taxes? What’s going to happen when a
mostly white senior population is being
supported by a mostly brown younger
population? Whose taxes will be raised
to make up the shortfall? Not the people
who don’t pay any taxes at all.
Employers don’t care. They want the
cheap labor NOW. American businesses
are like sharks: All appetite, no brain.
They’re willing to screw over everyone
in their line of sight to make one more
dollar in profit. We’re seeing exactly
what Lenin is supposed to have said



about capitalists: They will sell us the

rope with which to hang them.3°

How about asking the employers of
immigrant workers to pay the full price
of their employees? Immigration is the
only area where the rich are allowed to
externalize their costs without anyone
complaining. If Company A buys
Company B in 2015, 1t will be
responsible for Company B’s pollution
back in 1975. Why shouldn’t employers
be on the hook when their cheap labor
becomes a public charge or commits a
crime?

Dear  Smithfield  Packing
Company:



Please find enclosed an
itemized bill for
$1,879,003.59 through June
2015. You’ve been paying
your illegal alien workers
$8/hour, and that’s just not
enough to cover the delivery
of their premature babies,
schools for their children, and
law enforcement to process
their crimes. We know it’s not
your fault when your illegal
employees have children,
access welfare, or commit
crimes, but 1it’s not the
county’s fault either. Luckily,
you’ve got deep pockets—



thanks in part to all that cheap
foreign labor. Please remit this
payment by next Monday or
your CEO and board of
directors will be criminally
prosecuted.

At least mass immigration from the
Third World has finally solved the rich’s
“servant problem.” As soon as European
immigrants figured out they had other
options besides being housemaids in
Manhattan, the servant problem arose. It
has been a headache for the well-heeled
Manhattanite ever since. An immigration
policy heavily biased toward the
world’s poor fixes that. Today, even TV



writers and law associates can have
veritable retinues of domestics. Upper-
middle-class people enjoy not having to
make their own beds or pick up the kids
from school. And their pools are totally
clean—not even a little slime! Instead of
just admitting that immigration benefits
only a small group of already well-oft
people, mass-immigration advocates
say: If you oppose how we’re changing
the country, you’re against Lupe, the
maid. The one-percenters can’t grasp
that the law of supply and demand means
that they’re the ones hurting Lupe by
bringing in more poor people to compete
with her. The rich get all the benefits of
cheap servants—and they get to look



enlightened at the same time!

Without an immigration moratorium,
the country Lupe thought she was moving
to won’t exist anymore.

I WANTED TO LIVE IN
AMERICA

Never in human history has a country
simply decided to turn itself into another
country like this. No offense to Mexico.
Love the food! But Japan doesn’t say,
“Let’s become Sweden!” Finland
doesn’t say, “Let’s be Scotland!” I don’t
want to live in Japan. I don’t want to
live in Scotland. I wanted to live in
America. So did Lupe. Why don’t



American elites?

Everyone who supports our current
immigration policies does so for his
own reason:

Democrats for the votes;
Employers for the cheap
labor;

s Rich people for the nannies,
maids, and gardeners;

= Republicans for the
campaign cash; and

s Churches for the taxpayer
money.> !

You will notice that none of these
reasons has anything to do with what’s



good for the country.

An immigration law premised on the
idea that America owes the rest of the
world would be bad enough. But Third
World immigration + massive welfare
state + political correctness = The End
of America. We not only favor
immigrants as different from us as
possible, but we no longer ask anything
of immigrants in terms of assimilation.
We can’t. That would be “racist.”

In 1915, future Supreme Court
Justice Louis Brandeis gave a speech on
what he called “Americanization
Day”—the Fourth of July. He said that
the process of newcomers becoming
Americans involved not only superficial



changes, such as adopting “the clothes,
the manners and the customs generally
prevailing here” or even the “far more

important” acquisition of English.>? The
change, he said, was far more
“fundamental”’:

[Tlhe immigrant 1is not
Americanized  unless  his
interests and affections have
become deeply rooted here.
And we properly demand of
the immigrant even more than
this. He must be brought into
complete harmony with our
ideals and aspirations and
cooperate with us for their



attainment. Only when this has
been done will he possess the

national consciousness of an

American.>3

And  Brandeis was  talking
exclusively about European immigrants
—not Mapuche Indians of Araucania,
with their rich tradition of human

sacrifice.3*

Flash to 2014: The U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit upholds a
California school’s ban on wearing
American flag T-shirts so as not to upset
Mexican immigrants celebrating Cinco

de Mayo.3? It is impossible to imagine a
prominent American like Louis Brandeis



giving a speech today titled: “True
Americanism”—unless it were to pay
tribute to the important contribution
made by Mexicans demonstrating on
Cinco de Mayo.

As long as the immigrants were
white Europeans, America was allowed
to demand that they assimilate, by which
it is meant: You adopt our culture. Not:
You get to impose your culture on us. But
now that our immigrants are
overwhelmingly poor brown people, the
rules of political correctness require that
we submit to their culture. “[W]e have
left the time,” Martha Farnsworth Riche
of the Population Reference Bureau said
in 1991, “when the nonwhite, non-



Western part of our population could be
expected to assimilate to the dominant
majority. In the future, the white Western

majority will have to do some

assimilation of its own.”3©

By 1993, citizenship ceremonies
were being conducted in Spanish—
presided over by U.S. District Judge
Alfredo Marquez—a Carter appointee,
naturally. When some Americans
complained about Spanish-language
swearing-in ceremonies, civil rights
advocate Isabel Garcia de Romo
accused them of “insulting the American
people by making us think that we need

to function with only one language and

only one culture.”37



Before 1980, the census didn’t even
ask about languages other than English

spoken at home.38 By 2010, 60 million
people primarily spoke a language other
than English. Thirty-seven million
people living in America spoke Spanish
at home, followed by Chinese, French,
Tagalog, Vietnamese, and Korean.3”
Pew Research estimates that by 2050,
Hispanics will make up 30 percent of
the country and Asians nearly 10
percent, while whites will constitute
less than half of the population.

We have some worthy recent
immigrants who vote Republican right
away and don’t require six generations
to understand the Democrats. But most



don’t. Unlike 1in Brandeis’s day,
immigrants today are immediately sunk
into the warm bath of food stamps,
housing assistance, Social Security
disability payments, and multilingual
ballots and street signs. The whole
country can’t keep suffering through
Obama presidencies just to teach the
newcomers a life lesson. We can’t wait
for every state to become California for
the country to see what a white-minority
country will be like.

NOWHERE LEFT TO GO

It’s not helping to have liberals
patronizing immigrants with manifest



nonsense about America being “a nation
of immigrants!” If U.S. schools still
taught U.S. history, this would not come
as an exciting surprise, but America is
not a nation of immigrants. It’s a nation
of British and Dutch settlers. We all
have a stake in preserving what they
created—*"“we” meaning all of us, except
the very rich and the Democratic Party.
If America disappears—the America
liberals hate and Wall Street is
indifferent to—everyone will suffer.
Despite a hegemonic propaganda
campaign about all cultures being equal,
they aren’t. Americans are utterly
unprepared for the cultures being
imposed on them, and the media cover-



up can’t hide the truth forever. People
notice when their little girls are raped
and killed by Mexicans, their Arab
shopkeepers commit honor killings, their
Hmong neighbors are pimping out little
girls and clubbing German shepherd
puppies to death, their Indian landlord is
importing concubines, and their Chinese
acquaintances are murdering their wives
out of “humiliation.” They notice when
Albanians and Russians move in—and
suddenly their communities are hotbeds
of human trafficking, Medicare fraud,
and “crash for cash” auto insurance
frauds. They can see when their national
parks are closed because Mexicans have
dumped trash, set wildfires, planted pot



farms, and scrawled graffiti on ancient
Indian petroglyphs.

This is a price the elites are happy to
pay. Of course, they aren’t the ones
paying it. The Third World invasion
being aggressively hidden by the media
will never make it to Park Avenue or
Nob Hill. The price is being paid
exclusively by ordinary Americans.
Almost alone in the world, white,
Protestant, Anglo-Saxon America has
been a haven for minorities, women,
children, plants, and animals. None have
fared so well in any other culture. As the
lawyer for two Iraqi men charged with
child rape in Nebraska said, America’s
views about women and children “put us



in the minority position in the world.”4Y

Once America is gone, there won’t be
anyplace left to go.



3
AMERICA TO THE
MEDIA:
WHATEVER YOU
WANT, JUST DON’T
CALL US RACISTS

ITH IMMIGRATION, THE
MOST POWERFUL

FORCES IN OUR CULTURE ARE



ALL on the same page—the Democrats,
the  rich, = Washington lobbyists,
Republican consultants, and money-
grubbing churches. Even stalwarts on
other conservative issues, like the Wall
Street Journal, are with the Left on mass
immigration from the Third World. When
it comes to society’s rich and powerful,
immigration is the great unifier. The only
ones opposed to  fundamentally
transforming this country into some other
country are the American people.

IF ONLY OUR BORDERS
WERE POLICED AS WELL
AS OUR SPEECH



Their goal, therefore, is to prevent
Americans  from  thinking  about
immigration. Mass-immigration
advocates keep banning words, so no
one can ever talk about what is being
done to the country. They say, Great,
sure, talk about immigration. Here are
the ground rules: You're not allowed to
use the words “amnesty,” “alien,”
“illegal,” “Third World,” or “primitive
culture. ” They’re halfway to banning the
word “Mexican.” (That’s how popular
immigration is!) Any mention of the
forbidden words will prompt open-
borders proponents to veer off into a
lecture about tolerance and racism. Oh
well, if it s racist, we want no part of it.



We didn't realize the New York Times
had made that finding.

It's bad enough that illegal
immigrants  are  taking  African
Americans’ jobs, but they’re trying to
take black Americans’ history, too. As
you may have heard, blacks were
brought to America as slaves, freed by
Republicans, then discriminated against
for another  century—mostly by
Democrats—until Republicans finally
got the Democrats to stop. Because of
that, blacks can tell the rest of us to stop
using certain words. Immigrants can’t.
They don’t get to piggyback on the black
experience in America. Immigrants:
You’re not black. If your ethnic group



has been aggrieved, go back and address
the perpetrators. You don’t get to make
demands on Americans, and you
certainly don’t get to control our
language. Just because immigration
cheerleaders want to avoid a debate
doesn’t give them the right to label
random words the equivalent of the “N-
word.”

Amnesty 1s not ‘“‘comprehensive
immigration reform,” “an earned path to
citizenship,” or, as Obama calls it,
“steps to deal responsibly with the
millions of undocumented 1mmigrants
who already live in our country.” It’s
amnesty. Illegal immigrants broke this
nation’s laws to be here. Any law that



forgives an illegal act, in whole or part,
is an amnesty. What we mean when we
say “illegal alien” is “illegal alien,” not
“undocumented  migrants,”  people
“staying” here, “Dreamers,” “people
without papers”—or ‘“‘undocumented
citizens,” as Senator Rand Paul calls

them. !

In April 2013, the Associated Press
formalized existing practice by banning
the phrase “illegal immigrant” from its
stylebook. Instead, AP instructs:

illegal immigration Entering
or residing in a country in
violation of civil or criminal
law. Except in direct quotes



essential to the story, use
illegal only to refer to an
action, not a person: illegal
immigration, but not illegal
immigrant. Acceptable
variations include /iving in or

entering a country illegally

or without legal permz’ssion.2

It’s sort of like saying Charles
Manson was guilty of “ending people’s
lives without legal permission.” Illegal
alien activist groups demanded a ban on
the words used to describe them, and the
media happily complied. It would be as
if child molesters demanded an end to
the phrase “child molester.” Please



describe only the act of molesting
children, but do not label the person.
And don’t say “rapist.” That will be
“people who enter a woman’s vagina
without permission.” Call the crime
“rape,” but don’t label people “rapists.”
It’'s also wrong to use the word
“reporter” to describe a person, but
unfortunately, we’re unable to replace it
with “a person who reports the news”
because no one does.

There are so many things we can do
with “undocumented.” Polluters should
denounce insinuations that they engaged
in illegal dumping. It was undocumented
dumping. Bush critics will have to start
referring to his “undocumented war in



2

Iraq.

WE HAVE ALWAYS BEEN
AT WAR WITH EASTASIA

The campaign to ban the phrase
“illegal 1mmigrant” was launched in
2010 by an illegal immigrant advocacy
group, Race Forward. The group
claimed that the term was always
considered an “epithet,” but had been
recently revived by anti-immigration
groups intent on  ‘“dehumanizing”
illegals. This assertion was repeated,
without correction, by the New lork
Times in a November 2014 article that
objectively reported: “the term ‘illegal



immigrant’ is a tactical term promoted
by anti-immigration groups starting in
the mid-2000s.”3 Like everything else
printed in the Times about immigration,
this 1s a lie. The first use of “illegal
immigrant” in the Nexis archives is from
August 29, 1969—in, of all places, the
New York Times. That’s as far back as
the Nexis archives go. The Times alone
used the phrase “illegal immigrant”
more than three thousand times before
1990—three thousand being the number
at which Nexis stops counting. It took
approximately sixty seconds to run that
search, and I paused for a drink of water.
But Times reporter Julie Turkewitz
blandly repeated the absurd statement



that the phrase “illegal immigrant” was
popularized by anti-immigration groups
in the mid-2000s as a dehumanizing
“epithet,” without considering whether
Times readers might remember what
happened yesterday.

At least the AP and the Times try to
shut down debate with words—albeit
lies. Illegal immigrants from the Third
World prefer to make their point with
violence. Any newspaper that dares use
the term “illegal alien” can expect to
have its offices vandalized, as happened
to the Santa Barbara News-Press’s

offices in January 2015.# Local police
had been “braced” for an attack on the
News-Press’s offices because illegal



immigrants don’t like being called
“illegal immigrants” and tend to express
themselves with mob protests—in the
grand tradition of John Stuart Mill.

WHAT WORDS CAN WE
USE?

The media also render discussion of
anchor babies beyond the pale by
banning all words necessary to discuss
the phenomenon. Quoting a California
nurse who told the 7imes she had
delivered “hundreds of anchor babies,”
the New York Times quickly added that
she was using “a derisive term to
describe children whose parents did not



hold citizenship.”® This is how the
Times treats all subjects it would frankly
prefer that we not discuss. The paper has
an auto-key for “partial birth abortion,”
for example, reading: “a procedure
referred to by its opponents as ‘partial
birth abortion.”” Okay, the Times doesn’t
like that name. What name does the
Times like? It won’t tell us. And what
would the Times call a baby whose birth
in America allows all the child’s
relatives to stay? It’s not “birthright
citizenship”—that would include legal
aliens, who don’t need a baby to stay in
the country, but whose U.S.-born
children are automatically citizens.

The behavior “anchor baby” refers



to 1s the fraud of illegal aliens giving
birth at U.S. hospitals, thus anchoring an
entire extended family to the United
States by virtue of the child’s auto-
citizenship. There’s no logical reason
for the whole family to come here, but
we get wails of You're trying to
separate us from our American citizen
child! No one ever considers the
possibility that the family could also stay
together by going back to their own
country. This is the way immigration law
is abused with “family reunification”
policies, also known as “chain
migration”—or as the 7imes would put
1t, “a derisive term” to describe remote
villages relocating to America on the



basis of a single villager’s U.S.
citizenship.®

JUSTICE BRENNAN’S
FOOTNOTE GAVE US
ANCHOR BABIES

Anchor babies are “citizens” only
because of a phony constitutional
principle cooked up by Justice William
Brennan in 1982. Just like abortion,
sodomy, gay marriage, and unicorns—
it’s in the Constitution! If Americans
want to be generous enough to provide
for millions upon millions of illegal
aliens, they ought to at least be asked.



Instead, the taxpayers are forced to
support foreign-born poor through a
legal fiction, and are called racists if
they ask any questions.

Americans are smugly informed that
the Fourteenth Amendment confers U.S.
citizenship on anyone who is born in the
United States. Liberals act as if this
amendment was added to the
Constitution in an early burst of
multicultural sentiment, so that La Raza
could come along a century later and
make millions of foreigners -citizens
without the consent of the people. Look,
we 've got to make sure that no matter
how people get here, their children will
be American citizens. ARE YOU



KIDDING ME? THAT’S NOT
ALREADY IN THE CONSTITUTION?
Most people are too cowed to ask the
obvious  question: Why  would
Americans have done that?

They didn’t. Automatic citizenship
for anyone born in the United States was
invented out of whole cloth by Justice
William Brennan and slipped into a
footnote in a 1982 Supreme Court case.
It's so «crazy that even Nevada
Democratic Senator Harry Reid knows
it’s crazy. In 1993, Reid introduced a
bill that would clearly end citizenship
for the children of illegal aliens. As he
explained:



If making i1t easy to be an
illegal alien isn’t enough, how
about offering a reward for
being an illegal immigrant?
No sane country would do
that, right? Guess again. If you
break our laws by entering this
country without permission,
and give birth to a child, we
reward that child with U.S.
citizenship and guarantee full
access to all public and social
services this society provides
—and that’s a lot of services.
Is it any wonder that two-
thirds of the babies born at
taxpayer expense in county-run



hospitals in Los Angeles are
born to illegal alien mothers?’

Noting that the false promise of
citizenship was luring “pregnant alien
women to enter the United States
illegally,” Reid said his bill simply
“clarifie[d]” that anyone born in the
United States to an illegal alien mother

“is not a US. citizen.”® But then
Democrats discovered that parents of the
anchor babies were voting for them!
Suddenly Senator Reid decided it wasn’t
insane to give citizenship to children
born to illegals, after all. To the
contrary, it was racist not to do so.
Appellate  court judge Richard



Posner, the most-cited federal judge,
wrote a concurring opinion in a 2003
case for the sole purpose of asking
Congress to  rethink  “awarding
citizenship to everyone born in the
United States.” Justice Brennan’s
invented constitutional right, he said,
was luring “illegal immigrants whose
sole motive in immigrating was to confer
U.S. citizenship on their as yet unborn
children.” Referring contemptuously to
the idea that citizenship by birth is
compelled by the Fourteenth

Amendment, he asked Congress to pass a

law and “put an end to the nonsense.””



ABRAHAM LINCOLN
FREED THE MEXICANS

Just so everyone knows the facts, the
Fourteenth Amendment was part of the
Reconstruction amendments after the
Civil War, passed in response to the
South’s sleazy attempts to deny freed
blacks their rights, over which a bloody
war had just been fought. To get a
constitutional amendment passed, there
has to be a mass feeling about a big
problem. It isn’t a secret trap door put in
the Constitution for fun. The sole and
exclusive purpose of the Fourteenth
Amendment was to stop Democrats from
nullifying the entire Civil War by
continuing to deny citizenship rights to



newly freed slaves.

The idea was not to ensure that every
pregnant Mexican who runs across the
border would win citizenship for a child
born here. That's weird that women who
are eight and a half months pregnant
suddenly want to go on an arduous trip
to another country. Wouldn 't you rather
wait until you have the baby? Oh . . . 1
see. Even the former Ku Klux Klanner
on the court, Justice Hugo Black,
admitted that the sole purpose of the
Fourteenth Amendment was to protect
freed slaves.!?

In a widely ridiculed 1898 case,
United States v. Wong Kim Ark, the
Supreme Court ruled that the children



born to /egal immigrants in the United
States were citizens. As the dissent,
legal commentators, and the lale Law
Journal pointed out at the time, the
majority opinion had based its ruling on
British feudal law, forgetting America
had pretty forcefully rejected Britain’s

ideas about a king.11 As ridiculous as it
was for the Wong Kim Ark Court to grant
citizenship to the children of legal
immigrants, that’s how the law stood for
eighty-four years. And then, out of the
blue, during the Reagan administration,
Justice Brennan slipped a footnote into a
5—4 decision in Plyler v. Doe asserting
that “no plausible distinction” could be
drawn “between resident aliens whose



entry into the United States was lawful,
and resident aliens whose entry was
unlawful.”

I can think of a few “plausible
distinctions.” For one, there’s the lawful
versus unlawful part. Also, legal
immigrants, in theory, have been looked
over by the country’s immigration
officials and approved for permanent
residency. Legal immigrants—all of
whom will now have access to taxpayer-
funded Obamacare—have been checked
for contagious diseases, insanity, mental
defects. (Again, this is “in theory.”) The
Journal of American Physicians and
Surgeons reports that “many illegal
aliens harbor fatal diseases that



American  medicine  fought and
vanquished long ago, such as drug-
resistant tuberculosis, malaria, leprosy,
plague, polio, dengue, and Chagas
disease.”!2

Brennan’s only authority for the
drivel about there being no “plausible
distinction” between the children of
legal immigrants and illegal aliens was a
1912 book written by Clement L. Bouvé.
Bouvé was not a senator, nor an elected
official, and certainly not a judge. He
was just some guy who wrote a book. So
on one hand we have the history, the
objective, the plain meaning, the authors’
intent, and more than a century of law on
the Fourteenth Amendment. On the other



hand we have the idle ramblings of
Clement, who, I’'m guessing, was too
cheap to hire an American housekeeper.

AND WHAT A BOON
ANCHOR BABIES HAVE
BEEN TO AMERICA!

Combine Justice Brennan’s footnote
with America’s ludicrously generous
welfare policies, and America may as
well have a sign on the border that says:
“FREE MONEY.” Consider the cost of
just one family of illegal immigrants
attached to America by its anchor
babies.



The Silverios from Stockton,
California, are illegal aliens. .

. Cristobal Silverio came
illegally from  Oxtotitlan,
Mexico, in 1997 and brought
his wife Felipa, plus three
children aged 19, 12, and 8.
Felipa . . . gave birth to a new
daughter, her anchor baby,
named Flor. Flor was
premature, spent three months
in the neonatal incubator, and
cost San Joaquin Hospital
more than $300,000.
Meanwhile, [Felipa’s oldest
daughter] Lourdes plus her
illegal alien husband produced



their own anchor baby,
Esmeralda. Grandma Felipa
created a second anchor baby,
Cristian.

Anchor babies are
valuable. A disabled anchor
baby is more valuable than a
healthy one. The two Silverio
anchor babies generate $1,000
per month in public welfare
funding. Flor gets $600 per
month for asthma. Healthy
Cristian gets $400. Cristobal
and Felipa last year earned
$18,000 picking fruit. Flor and
Cristian were paid $12,000
for being anchor babies. This



illegal alien family’s annual
income tops $30,000.
Cristobal Silverio, when
drunk one Saturday night,
crashed his van. Though he
had no auto insurance or
driver’s license, and owed
thousands of dollars, he easily
bought another van. Stockton
Police say that 44 percent of
all “hit and runs” are by
illegal aliens. If Cris had been
seriously injured, the
EMTALA-associated
entitlement would provide, as
it did for the four-year
rehabilitation of a



quadriplegic neighbor illegal
alien. Rehabilitation costs
customarily do not fall under
the title “emergency care,” but
partisans clamor to keep
paraplegics in America rather
than deport them to more
primitive facilities south of the

border.!3

In 2003, 70 percent of the 2,300
babies born in Stockton’s San Joaquin
General Hospital’s maternity ward were

anchor babies.!* By 2013, Stockton was
bankrupt. Any politician who opposed
our insane anchor baby policy would be
smugly denounced by the New lork



Times—and wouldn’t lose a single vote.

Granting citizenship to the children
of illegal aliens has turned American
citizenship into a game of Red Rover
with the border patrol. The anchor baby
foolishness  takes  this  country’s
immigration policy completely out of
Americans’ hands and puts it into the
hands of foreigners. It would make as
much sense to allow Mexican migrant
workers to decide when America goes
to war.

As Chief Justice Fuller quaintly
wrote in Wong Kim Ark: “Nobody can
deny that the question of citizenship in a
nation is of the most vital importance. It
is a precious heritage, as well as an



inestimable acquisition.”!? Not
anymore. Now anyone can get American
citizenship. The Somali warlord Hussein
Mohammed Aidid was an American
citizen. Muhamed Sacirbey, the foreign
minister of Bosnia-Herzegovina in the
1990s, was an American citizen. Valdas
Adamkus, the president of Lithuania,
was an American citizen—and an
employee of the U.S. government at the
same time. The head of the Estonian
army, Aleksander Einseln, was an

American citizen. Iraq’s ambassador to
the United States in 2003, Rend Rahim

Francke, was an American citizen.1® A
slew of Islamic terrorists are “American
citizens,” such as al Qaeda operative



Anwar al-Awlaki and his son
Abdulrahman al-Awlaki. You can read
about the younger al-Awlaki’s “mop of
curly hair” and “wide, goofy smile” in
the New York Times op-ed “The Drone
That Killed My Grandson” by Nasser al-

Awlaki.!”

The amnesty-pushers have beautiful
homes, beachfront property, European
vacations, Senate offices, vast
portfolios, influence with the Harvard
admissions committee, and powerful
friends in the media and politics. What
do they ~care about American
citizenship? But for most Americans, our
most precious possession is citizenship
in this amazing country. That endowment



is being bartered away by our elites in
exchange for votes, for profits, or for
campaign dollars.

AMERICA TO
POLLSTERS: WE
SURRENDER

Although we’ve been authoritatively
informed that a majority of Americans
support a “pathway to citizenship,”
approximately five hundred times in the
last two years alone, according to a

quick Nexis search,!8 that is a lie. This

is part of the media’s campaign to
convince Americans they’re nuts for



preferring not to turn America into
Mexico. Polls are irrelevant if you lie to
the people being polled.

Poll: Do you support
commonsense gun safety or
are you against it?

Headline: MAJORITY OF
AMERICANS  SUPPORT
GUN CONTROL.

But I hate gun control!

Too late! You agreed to

“commonsense gun
safety"—that means gun
control.

Similarly, polls purporting to show a



majority of Americans supporting a
“pathway to citizenship” invariably offer
choices that are not on the table, that no
one has proposed, and that do not exist
in any piece of legislation. The amnesty
option is always loaded up with
imaginary hurdles that illegal aliens will
have to clear—Ilearning English, passing
citizenship tests, and paying fines, fees,
and “back taxes.” The non-amnesty
option always seems to entail rounding
up 11 million illegal aliens, putting them
on buses, and deporting them. Neither of
those choices describes the position of
anyone on either side of the immigration
debate. Amnesty proponents have no
intention of making illegals jump through



any hoops whatsoever to become
citizens, and not a single amnesty
opponent has proposed any program to
round up and deport 11 million illegals.
Maybe just one, if you count me.

This is how the Left uses polls to
manipulate public opinion, rather than
quantify it. They provide the ingredients
for today’s political discussion, and
you’re not allowed to choose any items
off the menu.

But can’t 1 be against amnesty
without voting for rounding up illegals at
gunpoint?

No! Look at the menu—no
substitutions!



BROOKINGS POLL:
WOULD YOU PREFER A
UNICORN OR ALOCH
NESS MONSTER?

Typical 1s a Brookings Institution
poll, asking respondents to choose one
of two imaginary options:

“The best way to solve the
country’s illegal immigration
problem 1is to secure our
borders and arrest and deport
all those who are here
illegally.”
Or:
“The best way to solve the



country’s illegal immigration
problem is to both secure our
borders and provide an earned
path to citizenship for illegal
immigrants already in the
u.sS.”

Absolutely no one has proposed that
we deport all those who are here
illegally—much less “arrest” them. No
one. Mitt Romney had the toughest
stance against illegal immigration of any
major presidential candidate since
Dwight Eisenhower, and he only
suggested encouraging illegal
immigrants to “self-deport,” i.e., go back
the same way they came. We didn’t



“round them up” to get them here, and
we don’t have to “round them up” to get
them home. As for the Brookings poll’s
second option—"“both secure our
borders and provide an earned path to
citizenship”—there’s no “both.” There’s
no border security, ever. And there’s no
“earned” path, either. It’s no-strings-
attached legalization now and vague
promises of border security later.

Poll: What ice cream flavor
do you prefer: Delicious
chocolate or three-day-old
raw squid?

Headline: CHOCOLATE
AMERICA’S FAVORITE



ICE CREAM FLAVOR!

Marco Rubio went on a worldwide
tour swearing that his “comprehensive
immigration reform” absolutely insisted
on “enforcement first.” Then the bill was
unveiled and it said:

Step One: Everyone who
came here illegally is
legal.

Step  Two: After they’re
amnestied, they can bring
in all their relatives.

So Rubio’s plan—approved by a
majority of the Senate, including



fourteen Republicans*—was: Dessert
first, then, we all agree, no more dessert!
We’ll start the diet tomorrow!

When would the enforcement part of
Rubio’s “Enforcement First!” plan have
kicked in? Answer: Never. As Rubio
said on Fox News Sunday: “Basically,
Homeland Security will have five years
to meet that goal. If after five years
Homeland Security has not met that
number, it will trigger the Border
Commission, who will then take over

this issue for them”!® So if the
Department of Homeland Security failed
to secure the border, ANOTHER
GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
WOULD BE CREATED! (That always



works, said the Department of
Education.) And if the second
commission failed, Rubio would
personally write a strongly worded
letter. Would the 11 million illegals
already legalized lose that status if the
border remained wide open? Of course
not. Refer to Step One. But the bill sure
would have spent a lot of taxpayer
money!

WALL STREET JOURNAL
POLL: OR HOW ABOUT A
SASQUATCH?

In November 2014, a Wall Street
Journal-NBC  News poll asked



respondents if they would support “a
proposed pathway to citizenship” that:
“allowed foreigners who have jobs but
are staying illegally in the United States
the opportunity to eventually become
legal American citizens if they pay a
fine, any back taxes, pass a security

background check, and take other

required steps.”20

After the word “foreigners,”
everything in that poll question is pure
fantasy.

Let’s start with: “staying illegally in
the United States.” We’re talking about
people who sneaked into the country by
hiring smugglers, wading through the Rio
Grande, and hiding in truck beds. They



traveled through remote desert locations
in the dead of night, fled from U.S.
agents, and stole American IDs. They
broke the law and—Ilook me in the eye,
illegal aliens—they know they broke the
law. But at the Wall Street Journal, how
they got here is a complete mystery—
maybe we dragged them across the
border. All we know is, right now, they
are “staying” illegally in the United
States. Perhaps if what illegals did to get
here were not hidden from poll
respondents, it would seem less
draconian to propose that they go home
the same way. The return trip would be a
lot easier.

Moreover, all that stuff about jobs,



fines, and taxes is utter nonsense. I know
it, the Wall Street Journal knows it, and
the Mexicans hurtling toward our border
with the speed of cannonballs know it.
But it convinces Americans who aren’t
paying attention that we’re only going to
get the most diligent illegals. Not only
that, but we’re going to make all kinds of
money off of amnesty! The last amnesty
was loaded up with fines, fees, back
taxes, and English lessons for illegal
aliens. Let’s review how that panned
out: English-language requirement—
dropped by the INS; fines—dropped by
the INS; fees—waived by the INS; back

taxes—dropped by the IRS.2!
Rubio’s amnesty didn’t even contain



the promises of the Reagan amnesty. The
only “fee” in Rubio’s bill was defined
as the actual cost to the government to
process an  illegal  immigrant’s
application. Who else is supposed to
pay that? In fact, however—you will,
taxpayer. The bill allowed the INS
commissioner to waive the fee for any
reason. The INS already waives fees for
illegal immigrants who are on
government assistance, which is 71
percent of them. We want no delay in
legalizing the neediest immigrants!

The alleged fine has enough
exceptions to ensure that no one ever
pays it. The law provides that any illegal
alien currently under the age of twenty-



one 1s exempted, but so are illegal
immigrants of any age who merely have

a GED and assert that they came to the

United States before age sixteen.22

As we know from Reagan’s amnesty,
when nearly 1 million illegal immigrants
falsely claimed to have been
farmworkers to get amnesty, foreigners
who have already broken U.S. laws are
not always punctilious about telling the
truth to government officials. Under the
special agricultural amnesty of the 1986
bill, the INS received nearly one
hundred thousand applications from
“farmworker” illegal aliens living in the
lush, fertile farmland of New York City.
Another hundred thousand applications



were mailed in directly from Mexico.23

Some “farmworkers” told agents that
cotton was purple or described pulling
cherries from the ground. Within the first
three years of the agricultural worker
amnesty, the government identified
888,637 fraudulent applications, of

which it approved more than 800,000.2%
And consider that the age at which
someone who is living in the shadows
first began living in the shadows is a lot
easier to fake than prior farmwork.

True, any wealthy illegal immigrants
would be required to pay back taxes.
Unfortunately, there are no wealthy
illegal 1mmigrants. Half of Americans
don’t pay income taxes! No illegal



immigrant will. That leaves only Social
Security taxes. We’re always told that
we need to amnesty illegals to shore up
Social Security. How, exactly, are
people who make so little money that
they don’t pay income taxes going to
save Social Security? If we had an
adversarial press—or even a curious
press—it would ask:

Will immigrants be paying in
as much as they take out?
No, they won’t.
So that makes it worse, right?
Why yes, it does. 1 only
hoped you would not
ask that question.



Under  Rubio’s  bill, illegal
immigrants weren’t even required to pay
their back Social Security taxes. Instead,
the IRS was directed to collect only
those taxes already ‘“assessed.” Guess
how Social Security taxes are assessed
against people without valid Social
Security cards? They aren’t. Even before
the INS commissioner starts waiving
payments, illegal aliens owe $0.00 in

back taxes.2> Rubio’s bill could have
required employers to calculate the
Social Security taxes illegal aliens
owed, but that idea was expressly
rejected by Senate negotiators in early
2013. Amnesty supporters complained
that it was just too hard to collect back



taxes from illegal aliens. As Senator Jeft
Flake explained, “Getting back taxes is
incredibly difficult, particularly when

someone has paid into a fraudulent

Social Security number.”26

Okay, fine. Then how about dropping
poll questions claiming that illegal
immigrants will be paying “back taxes™?
The Journal poll was taken in the fall of
2014—more than a year after the Senate
bill had explicitly dropped the
possibility of collecting back taxes from
illegal aliens. But the question polled
not only implied that illegal aliens
would pay “back taxes,” but claimed that
that particular question gave respondents
“more details about the proposal.” Not



any proposal on Planet Earth.

30 MILLION NEEDY
IMMIGRANTS,
SURPRISINGLY, NOT
GOOD FOR THE
ECONOMY

Somehow, the idea that the mass
importation of poor people is good for
the economy has caught on like a
runaway train. Everyone agrees!

These claims refer to the size of the
entire economy, which inevitably
expands the more humans we have living
here. So does your household budget if I



move in to your extra bedroom. The cost
of your electricity, cable TV, water,
food, newspaper subscriptions, Netflix
subscription, and overdue books will go
through the roof. But don’t worry, I’'ll be
writing you a check for $250 a month.
Unfortunately, I will be eating $400
worth of food every month. So the size
of your household GNP has increased,
but you aren’t ahead of the game. I am
ahead of the game. The entire benefit is
captured by moi.

It’s the exact same math with any
immigrant to America who does not pay
in taxes more than he gets back in
government services. That includes not
only assistance programs, but also



schools, highways, police, hospitals, and
so on. Thus, a more detailed breakdown
of the costs and benefits shows that
college-educated Americans pay an
average of $29,000 more in taxes every
year than they get back in government
services, according to an analysis by the
Heritage Foundation’s Robert Rector. By
contrast, legal immigrants, on average,
get back $4,344 more in government
services than they pay in taxes. Those
with only a high school degree net about
$14,642 in government payments, and
those without a high school degree

collect a whopping $36,993.27 Contrary
to the claims of Senator Chuck
Schumer’s press secretary, Marco



Rubio, making illegal aliens -citizens
will not result in the U.S. Treasury being
deluged with their tax payments. The
vast majority of illegal aliens—about 75
percent—have only a high school
diploma or less, so legalization means
they will immediately begin collecting
an average of $14,642-%$36,993 per year
from the U.S. taxpayer.

Even worse, under Rubio’s bill—
and Obama’s executive action—
amnestied 1illegal aliens immediately
collect a windfall directly from the U.S.
Treasury in missed earned income tax

credits.2® So the definition for “paying

back taxes” under Rubio’s bill was:
“receiving welfare.” Of course, with 71



percent of illegal alien households

already on government assistance,?’

“paying back taxes” meant “getting even
more welfare than you do currently.”
Illustrating the principle that, in matters
of great importance, the difference
between evil and stupidity is irrelevant,
Marco Rubio stoutly asserted that, under
his bill, amnestied illegal immigrants
“don’t qualify for any federal

benefits.”Y A huge majority—71
percent—were  already  collecting
federal benefits when he said that and
were on track to collect a lot more
welfare had his bill become law.

Can we retake the Wall Street
Journal’s poll, but this time inquire



about the only pathway to citizenship
proposed or passed by either house of
Congress? Would you support a
pathway to citizenship for illegal
immigrants who knowingly broke this
country s laws that would allow them to
immediately  collect past welfare
payments they lost out on while

working off the books?

CALIFORNIA’S FIELD
POLL: ELECTROCUTION
OR A WARM PUPPY?

When it comes to immigration polls,
the Brookings Institution’s and Wall
Street Journal’s are two of the more



honest ones. California’s Field Poll asks
respondents if they support “having
federal immigration agents round up,
detain and deport immigrants found to be
living here illegally”; or if they would
support a (nonexistent) proposal to
“[c]reate a program that would allow
illegal immigrants who have been living
in the U.S. for a number of years an
opportunity to stay in this country and
apply for citizenship if they have a job,
learned English and paid back taxes.”>!
There’s no “program” for allowing
illegals an “opportunity” to stay and pay
“back taxes.” The plan is to legalize
illegal aliens 1mmediately, without
regard to how long they’ve been here,



much less whether they have a job,
speak English, or will ever pay one
penny in taxes.

Nonetheless, more poll respondents
—46 percent—favored “having federal
immigration agents round up, detain and
deport immigrants found to be living
here illegally”” than were opposed to that
policy—43 percent.

Polls that neglect to stack the deck
with lies on both sides of the equation
never come out so well for mass-
immigration advocates. The pro-amnesty
technology website TechCrunch, for
example, forgot to ask about the
nonexistent  hurdles  for  illegal
immigrants, and asked only about the



nonexistent proposal to deport 11
million people. The question polled
was: “Do you support or oppose
deporting the 11 million undocumented
immigrants currently living in the U.S.?”
Again: No politician has proposed any
program to deport 11 million illegal
aliens. So the TechCrunch poll was
biased, but only by half. Still, a majority
of respondents, 53.4 percent, supported
mass deportation, compared with 42
percent opposed. Among Republicans,
74.1 percent chose the deport-11-million
option, with only 22.3 percent opposed.
And that’s what Americans say after
years of relentless media propaganda.
Where was the word “amnesty” in the



TechCrunch poll? That’s what we’re
talking about, not some imaginary plan to
round up illegals and deport them.

With immigration polls, there’s
never a “no” button. The only question
is: Do you want more immigration, or do
you want a lot more immigration?
There’s no place to write in: “How
about none?” The people feverishly
hiding the truth from the public are
perfectly aware that they are completely
transforming this country. They cheer the
end of America.

* The GOP senators who voted for Rubio’s
legalization-first immigration bill: Lamar
Alexander (Tennessee), Kelly Ayotte (New



Hampshire), Jeffrey Chiesa (New Jersey),
Susan  Collins (Maine), Bob  Corker
(Tennessee), Jeff Flake (Arizona), Lindsey
Graham (South Carolina), Orrin Hatch (Utah),
Dean Heller (Nevada), John Hoeven (North
Dakota), Mark Kirk (Illinois), John McCain
(Arizona), Lisa Murkowski (Alaska), Marco
Rubio (Florida).
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THE LIE: THERE’S
NO SUCH THING AS
AMERICA

MERICANS SEEM TO BE
UNDER THE
S RESSION THEY DON’T

HAVE A country at all, but rather live in
something like the international waiting
room at JFK Airport. America is not a



“nation of immigrants,” it i1s not an
“idea,” 1t was never “diverse,” and
“diversity” is a catastrophe.

If America were an “idea,” every
country on earth could be America.
Electricity is an idea. The airplane is an
idea. Washing with soap is an idea.
That’s why other countries have been
able to adopt those innovations. No
other country on earth has been able to
approximate  America—except  our

fellow Anglo-Saxon nations.! Why is
that? We’ve been dropping enormous
hints to the rest of the world for
centuries. America 1S not a mere
landmass—otherwise, the Indians would
have written the Declaration of



Independence and put a man on the
moon. Far from discovering America,
Indians didn’t even detect America.
There was no America until the British
and Dutch arrived. They were not
“immigrants” because there was no
established society for them to move to.
Without the white settlers, what 1is
known as “America” would still be an
unnamed continent full of migratory
tribes chasing the rear end of a buffalo
every time their stomachs growled.

AMERICA’S CRIME OF
NON-DIVERSITY

At a swearing-in ceremony for new



immigrants in the summer of 2014, the
Harvard-educated First Lady Michelle
Obama said: “It’s amazing that just a few
feet from here where I’m standing are
the signatures of the fifty-six Founders
who put their names on a Declaration
that changed the course of history. And
like the fifty of you, none of them were
born American—they became
American.” That’s if you don’t count the
forty-eight of fifty-six who were born in
America. The other eight—like the rest
of them—were either British or Dutch.
Fifty-five were Protestant. Only one was
Catholic. There’s a reason King George

(13

called the American Revolution “a

Presbyterian war.”?



The single document in Nexis’s news
archives to report the First Lady’s jaw-
droppingly ignorant remark about the
signers of America’s Declaration of
Independence did so in order to
proclaim her “correct.” Yes,
Snopes.com said Mrs. Obama was
“correct” in the sense that “the Founding
Fathers were not born into a fully
formed and established America with its
own history, customs, culture, and

values, as modern American children

are.”>

That’s if you don’t count the 85
percent of the Declaration’s signers who
were born into a fully formed and
established America, with 1ts own


http://Snopes.com

history, customs, culture, and values.
The American colonies had been around
for about 150 years at that point. Not
only the signers of the Declaration, but
the first seventeen presidents, were all
born in one of the original thirteen
colonies. The eighteenth was Ulysses
Grant, who was born in Ohio.

The vast majority of U.S. presidents
were exclusively of British or Dutch
descent. There has not been a single one
without at least some British ancestry.
Not one. The few recent presidents with
exotic ethnicities were: Teddy Roosevelt
and Franklin Roosevelt, who were part
French—in addition to British and
Dutch; Herbert Hoover, who was Swiss



and German—in addition to British;
Dwight Eisenhower, who was German
and Swiss—in addition to British;
Richard Nixon, who was part German—
in addition to British; George H. W. and
W. Bush, who are also part German—in
addition to British and Dutch; and
Barack Obama, who is part Kenyan—in
addition to British.

No Swedes, no Finns, no Ukrainians,
and certainly no Salvadorans or
Chinese. The entire British Isles, plus
the Netherlands, covers a geographic

area smaller than Japan.* If 83 percent
of American presidents had been
exclusively Japanese and 100 percent
were at least part Japanese, would we



talk about America being a “nation of
immigrants”? Every single president,
except Kennedy, was a Protestant.
(Recent Democratic presidents were, of
course, atheists, but all except JFK
professed to be Protestants.) Argentina
has had a president who was of 100
percent Syrian ethnicity (Carlos Saul
Menem). The prime minister of Belgium
was Italian (Elio D1 Rupo). Peru has had
a Japanese president (Alberto Fujimori).
Britain had a Jewish prime minister, all
of whose grandparents were born in
Italy (Benjamin Disraeli). No one calls
these countries “nations of immigrants.”
America has never had a president who
wasn’t, at least in part, of British



ancestry, but people still babble that
we’re a nation of immigrants.

For one hundred years before the
signing of the Declaration, and one
hundred years after, America was
extraordinarily un-diverse in ethnicity
(British, Dutch, West African, and
Germanic), 1in religious practice
(overwhelmingly Protestant, 98 percent
Christian), in language (English), and in
cultural mores (no wailing at funerals or
child rape). Even the few French settlers
in colonial America were Protestants—
they had fled France under threat of
forced conversion to Catholicism. Pre-
Revolutionary America allowed the
naturalization of Jews—but not



Catholics.” Curiously, in contemporary
America, Hispanic Protestants are
majority Republican, while Hispanic
Catholics are nearly monolithically
Democrat.

Harvard professor Samuel
Huntington asks: “Would America be the
America it i1s today if in the 17th and
18th centuries it had been settled not by
British Protestants but by French,
Spanish, or Portuguese Catholics?”
Clearly not: “It would not be America; it

would be Quebec, Mexico, or Brazil.”®
Author Richard Brookhiser writes: “The
WASP character 1s the American
character. . . . It is the mold, the
template, the archetype, the set of axes



along which the crystal has grown.
Without the WASP it would be another
country altogether.”

For its 1976 bicentennial edition,
Time magazine tried to cover up the
Founding Fathers’ crime of non-diversity

by making them look less WASPy.” A
photo display of eleven descendants of
the Founders included Yukiko Irwin,

born and raised in Japan® and an
African American probation officer,
Elmer Roberts, allegedly descended
from Thomas Jefferson’s nonexistent
sexual relationship with slave Sally
Hemings. Time wanted to make
absolutely clear that the United States
was not the product of a bunch of



Protestant, Anglo-Saxon men, if that’s
what you were thinking. Except, the
problem is, it was. And the country
remained overwhelmingly Anglo-Saxon
and Protestant right up until Teddy
Kennedy decided to change it.

A NATION OF
IMMIGRANTS IS NOT A
NATION

Contrary to PC nonsense about
America being a “diverse” melting pot,
America has never been a “nation of
immigrants.” Most Americans have
always been born here. Even as late as
1990—a quarter century into Teddy



Kennedy’s scheme to remake the nation
—half of the American population
traced its roots to the black and white

populace of 1790.°

Nearly the entire white population of
America from 1600 to 1970 came from a
geographic area of the world about
twice the size of Texas. The entire black
population came from an area of West
Africa about the size of Florida.

Until Teddy Kennedy struck,
America was never less than 99 percent
white Western European and West

African black.10 That’s “bi-racial,” not
“diverse.” African Americans are every
bit as much a part of Anglo-Saxon
America as  the  Anglo-Saxons



themselves. Cheap-labor enthusiasts
love to insult black workers with
fulsome tributes to  hardworking
immigrants doing jobs that
“Americans”—wink, wink—*"“just won’t
do,” but you cannot understand America
without talking about blacks. America is
the only country to fight a revolution
based on the principle that all men are
equal before God, and it is the only
country to fight a bloody civil war to end
slavery and redeem that promise.
African Americans’ contributions to
the nation’s wars, and especially to its
culture, make this country what it is.
Blacks served with one of the most
important outfits in the American



Revolution, John Glover’s Marblehead
Regiment,  which  provided the
Continental Army with its first naval
ship and also stood guard at General
George Washington’s personal
headquarters. In 1775 America, General
Glover was perfectly at home with black
Americans, who “served aboard vessels
in Marblehead’s fishing fleet, lived in
the same town that he did, and even

attended the same church.”!! The Civil
War might have ended differently if so
many blacks hadn’t fled their
Confederate  masters—including the
inspirational abolitionist leader
Frederick Douglass—or without free
blacks fighting with the Union army.



Black Americans fought bravely in both
world wars, even in an army kept
segregated by part-French FDR.

In addition to fighting its wars and
helping shape its history, black
Americans have an outsized influence on
the nation’s style—the Christianity, the
slang, the music. For half a century,
every rock group in the world aspired to
sound like Chuck Berry. No one has ever
wanted to sound like a mariachi band.
The nation’s most pressing social
problems—principally  illegitimacy—
are also disproportionately  black
problems. Imagine if all the resources
lavished on immigrants had gone to
American blacks!



Two centuries after the first
Europeans settled America, the white
population was 80 percent British and

98 percent Protestant.12 A century after
that, the  populace  was  still
overwhelmingly English-speaking,
British, and Protestant, but, for an
exciting change, also included Germans

and Scandinavians.!> The colorful
immigrants at the turn of the nineteenth
century were wildly different from the
original settlers in the sense that they
were white people from a different part
of Western FEurope. For vibrancy,
America had the Puerto Ricans, whom
President Woodrow Wilson made
citizens in 1917, because Democrats



needed bodies to fight World War I and
employers needed—guess what? That’s
correct: Cheap labor. By 1970, fewer
than a million Puerto Ricans lived in the

United States. !4

MY, OUR POST-
WELFARE STATE
IMMIGRANTS HAVE
CHANGED!

The entire time it was processing
immigrants from 1892 until 1954, Ellis

Island received only 12 million

immigrants.!> Please stop weeping

about your grandfathers arriving at Ellis



Island. It’s irritating. And it bears
absolutely no relationship to
immigration today. Earlier immigrants
proved their heartiness by vomiting all
the way across the Atlantic Ocean to get
here. There was no welfare, and
certainly no welcoming committees of
ethnic grievance groups.

People weren’t allowed to come to
America and just hang out. Towns
provided for their own infirm and
elderly, and they definitely didn’t want
deadbeats wandering over from the next
town. In 1797, for example, Vermont
state law required each community to
“prevent the poor, resident within their
respective towns or places, from



strolling into any other town or place.”
When a new family showed up, the town
clerk would promptly investigate, and if
it looked as if the newcomers might
become a burden, the family would be
sent a “warning out” letter, telling them

to leave.10

About a third of pre-1965
immigrants went home—except British
and Jewish immigrants, less than 10

percent of whom returned.!” Now no
one goes home, they go on welfare.
Today’s immigrants aren’t coming here
to breathe free, they’re coming to live
for free. Most of them wouldn’t come at
all if they had to survive in the work-or-
die America that existed when we got all



those relatives being wept over. What
are Mexico’s policies on that? If my
money runs out and I have a few kids
with my equally non-Mexican boyfriend,
do we get free money from Mexican
taxpayers? What about the babies! They
didn’t do anything wrong!

Today, any immigrants who didn’t
come expressly for the welfare have the
Ford Foundation to acquaint them with
their rights. If the Ford Foundation is
busy, there’s always the National
Council of La Raza, George Soros’s
Open Society Foundations, the Southern
Poverty Law Center, the Migration
Policy Institute, the Mexican American
Legal Defense and Education Fund, the



National Network for Immigrant and
Refugee Rights, the National
Immigration Law Center, the American
Immigration Lawyers Association, the
American Bar Association’s
Commission on Immigration Policy—all
working to transfer money from the
American taxpayer to poverty-stricken
immigrants from primitive cultures. Not
only are immigrants taught to live off the
American taxpayer, but they are
counseled in resentment toward their
benefactors. The vast majority of
children of Mexican, Filipino, Haitian,
Vietnamese, Laotian, and Jamaican
immigrants complain about being

discriminated against.'® We take fewer



immigrants from Britain than from any of
these countries, except Haiti, Laos, and
Jamaica—all of which have populations
about the same size as, or much smaller

than, the city of London.!”

DARFUR IS THE
NATURAL STATE OF THE
WORLD

America 1s not the natural state of the
world. The natural state of the world is
Darfur. The British Empire spread
Anglo-Saxon culture around the globe—
Protestant morals, individualism, and the
rule of law. Most British colonies



rejected those values. Only the ones
populated by actual British people—
America, Canada, Australia, and New
Zealand—managed to hold on to them
and, as a result, prospered. The empire’s
most successful experiment was the
United States. Anyone who hesitates for
a moment to recognize that some groups
have it over other groups in producing
free and prosperous nations has been
brainwashed beyond reclamation.

The UPI syndicate puts out a weekly
almanac column listing important world
events that happened on given dates in
other years. I happened to come across
the one for the week of April 9 and
noticed something about the rest of the



world. From UPI:

s In 1992, a federal jury in
Miami convicted deposed
Panamanian dictator
Manuel Noriega on cocaine
trafficking charges.

a In 1997, a government of
unity was launched in
Angola, three years after
the end of the country’s 19-
year civil war, with the
seating of 70 members of
the rebel UNITA party in
parliament.

a In 1999, the president of the
African nation of Niger



was assassinated,
reportedly by members of
his own guard. A military
junta led by the commander
of the presidential guards
took over.

s In 2000, Peru’s President
Alberto Fujimori failed to
win a first-round election
victory, forcing a run-off in
May, which he won.
However, a vote-fraud
scandal forced him to step
down later in the year.

s In 2003, the mood in Iraq
became exuberant as Iraqis,
with help from Americans,



toppled a 20-foot statue of
Saddam Hussein in
Baghdad’s Firdos Square.

s In 2004, authorities in
Bulgaria said at least 40
people were injured, some
seriously, in a toxic gas
attack on a police station in

Sofia.2"

While most of the rest of the globe is
a cesspool of civil war, revolution, drug
dealing, military coups, and
assassinations, UPI’s almanac entries for
America are things like “first American
to circumnavigate the globe” (1790) and
“William Hunt of New York patented the



safety pin” (1847). Immediately
following an entry for 1916
—“Professional Golfers Association of
America was founded”—is this one: “In
1919, Emiliano Zapata, a leader of
peasants and indigenous people during
the Mexican Revolution, was ambushed
and killed in Morelos by government
forces.” And that particular week was
short on Muslim entries, thus avoiding
any noteworthy beheadings.

That’s how the lists looked until
fairly recently, anyway. Lately, the
almanac has been acquiring events in
America like this one: “In 2006, an
estimated 500,000 people protested in
Los Angeles against proposed U.S.



legislation that would make it a felony to
be in the United States illegally.” Thanks
to our new we-assimilate-to-them
strategy, angry immigrants seem to be in
a constant state of protest. After
Professor Huntington wrote a book
warning that America could not survive
the cultural onslaught from Latin
America, Hispanics responded with a
flurry of scholarly papers and academic
critiques countering his thesis. Just
kidding! They called for national
protests  against  Huntington,  his
publisher, and Harvard University.2!
These are not the descendants of the
Magna Carta.

Edmund Burke, Britain’s most



eloquent defender of the American
Revolution, attributed Americans’ love
of freedom expressly to the dual facts
that they were British and they were
Protestants: “First, the people of the
colonies are descendants of Englishmen.
. . . They are therefore not only devoted
to liberty, but to liberty according to
English ideas, and on English principles.
. . . The people are Protestants; and of
that kind which is the most adverse to all
implicit submission of mind and opinion.
This is a persuasion not only favourable
to liberty, but built upon it”2% As
Huntington says, all religions come to
America and become Protestant.
Catholics, for example, were not fully



accepted into American society until the
church became less “Roman Catholic”
and more “American Catholic.”

EARLIER IMMIGRANTS
WERE CHAMPS AT
ASSIMILATION

Obviously, members of other ethnic
groups can be great Americans, but that
doesn’t mean America is an “idea.” It
means America’s distinctively British
Protestant culture can be acquired.
Earlier immigrants were, as a rule,
fantastic assimilators. While WASPs
seem embarrassed about their own
culture, Jewish Americans have taken to



it with gusto. Ralph Lauren is the ne plus
ultra celebration of WASP style. Harold
Koda, curator of the Costume Institute at
the Metropolitan Museum of Art, called
Lauren—born Ralph Lifshitz to Jewish
immigrants from Belarus—*“the greatest

ambassador of American style.”23 The
quintessential American garment, blue
jeans, was invented by a Jewish
immigrant, Levi Strauss. Another tribute
to America’s British roots 1s the
profusion of American Jews with
adopted Anglo-Saxon names like Jon
Stewart, David  Gregory, Lorne
Michaels, and, of course, Ralph Lauren
himself.

Hollywood 1is the only major



American industry that was largely built
by immigrants. Jewish directors,
writers, and producers celebrated their
new country with wildly patriotic films
such as The Yankee Clipper; Rally
‘round the Flag, Boys!; and Plymouth
Adventure. A big part of their patriotism
was the reverence they exhibited for
specifically WASP America. Scores of
movies were set 1in Connecticut
—Christmas in Connecticut, Holiday
Inn, The Talk of the Town, Mr.
Blandings Builds His Dream House—
as well as in other WASP redoubts such
as Newport, Boston, Vermont, and Main
Line Philadelphia (The Philadelphia
Story). Bing Crosby, Cary Grant,



Katharine Hepburn, Donna Reed, and
Spencer Tracy were all uber-WASP
inventions of the Jews. Jewish
immigrant Irving Berlin wrote “God
Bless America,” “White Christmas,”
“Easter Parade,” and “This Is the
Army.” Try to imagine an immigrant in
La Raza doing any of that.

Nearly all immigrants who arrived
before Teddy Kennedy’s immigration act
were like this. America used to get
“educated, Westernized” immigrants
who “assimilated with relative ease,” as
Margaret Talbot put it in the New
Republic, referring specifically to

Muslims.2* Today, instead of educated
Lebanese and Iranian Muslims, we’re



getting Muslim refugees from tribal
societies in Afghanistan and Pakistan,
thunderstruck by indoor plumbing.

Stage One: Make it harder for
immigrants to assimilate by
admitting only those from
cultures wildly divergent
from ours.

Stage Two: Stop asking
immigrants to assimilate.

Stage Three: It is hate speech
to ask them to assimilate.

It’s still possible to meet a Honduran
or Bosnian immigrant more completely
imbued with Anglo-Saxon values than a



tenth-generation American WASP. But
they’re the exception. To keep bringing
in waves of foreigners hostile to the
native population in hopes of getting a
few good ones is like draining the ocean
to find a ring you lost.

DIVERSITY: THAT
CULTURE YOU RISKED
YOUR LIFE TO FLEE
FROM

The companion lie to the “America
is a mnation of immigrants” lie is
“diversity 1s a strength.” Praising
diversity 1s simply part of the PC dogma,



a mantra constantly being pounded into
our heads. Repeat after me: Diversity is
a strength. Diversity is a strength.
Diversity is a strength. It’s like the
shrieking radios permanently attached to
bright people’s ears in the Kurt Vonnegut
story “Harrison Bergeron,” to prevent
them from using their superior
intelligence. Contrary to everything
you’ve heard, never in recorded history
has diversity been anything but a
disaster.

Look at Ireland with its Protestant
and Catholic populations, Canada with
its French and English populations,
Israel with its Jewish and Palestinian
populations. Or consider the warring



factions in India, Sri Lanka, China, Iraq,
Czechoslovakia (until it happily split
up), the Balkans, and Chechnya. Also
review the festering hotbeds of tribal
warfare—I mean the  “beautiful
mosaic”’—in Third World disasters like
Afghanistan, Rwanda, and South Central
LA. If diversity is their strength, I’d hate
to see what their weakness is. The fact
that we have to be incessantly told how
wonderful diversity is only proves that
it’s not. It’s like listening to a waiter try
to palm off the fish “special” on you
before it goes bad.

In response to the wanton slaughter
of thirteen American troops at Fort Hood
by a disgruntled second-generation



Muslim immigrant, Army Major Nidal
Malik Hasan, Army Chief of Staft
General George Casey went on Meet the
Press and said: “Our diversity, not only
in our army but in our country, is a

strength.”25 Then a few years later, after
two Chechen immigrants bombed the
Boston Marathon, former CIA director
Michael Hayden told a Fox News
Sunday panel: “We welcome these kinds
of folks coming to the United States.”
Really? The kind that launch murderous
attacks on Americans? Do people even
listen to themselves when they spout
these bromides, or is it just background
music? Saying he was speaking “as the
former director of the Central



Intelligence Agency,” Hayden added:
“Immigration to this country contributes
to our national security.” The 9/11
attacks must have been fantastic for
national security!

Hayden also made the strange
announcement that America is “required
to look like the world.” Is that in the CIA
charter? I know it’s in the Democratic
Party’s platform and also in the wedding
vows of John Kerry and Teresa Heinz.
This wasn’t some nut from the ACLU. It
was a former government official—the
head of the CIA. At least it becomes less
of a mystery why no one at the CIA saw
9/11 coming.

A few days later on MSNBC,



Democratic Congressman Adam Schiff
of California responded to Muslim
immigrants’ bombing the Boston
Marathon by saying, “The American-
Muslim community is a source of great
strength to us . . . our strength in America

has always been our diversity.”2® Do
these people have a silicone chip in their
brains that makes them say that? How
about a rousing chorus of: “Four legs
good, two legs bad!” This is the sort of
brainwashing Americans are relentlessly
subjected to, day after day, from every
major news outlet. The good news is,
even after years of wall-to-wall
propaganda, Americans still aren’t sold
on the idea.



IMMIGRANTS: YOU’RE
NOT BLACK

Americans used to talk about
“integration.” Then one day, out of the
blue, the word “integration” got
replaced with “diversity”—just like
“global warming” suddenly became
“climate change”—then “July.”
Integration was about redressing historic
wrongs done to black America.
Diversity isn’t. Under the diversity
regime, everyone gets special rights and
privileges, except white men.

Affirmative action, welfare,
enterprise zones, minority set-asides—
all these used to be justified by the
legacy of oppression: It all goes back to



the Middle Passage! But now we’re
talking about social welfare being
dispensed in great heaping portions to
Hmong, Somalis, and Latin Americans.
They arrived circa 1997. So now
liberals act as if they never mentioned
anything about the redress of historic
grievances.

The entire edifice of civil rights and
discrimination law was meant to address
the black experience in America, not to
reward any loser with resentments. The
idea was: Okay, we’'ve got 10 percent of
the population that got the short end of
the stick for a couple of centuries, so
we 're spending it all on them. America
altered constitutional provisions about



private property and freedom of contract
—for blacks. Huge social welfare
programs were established—for blacks.
Affirmative action policies and racial
quotas were developed—for blacks. We
agreed to virtually criminalize the use of
certain words—for blacks.

Are you seeing the pattern? There’s
no justification for civil rights laws
without blacks. But under the “diversity”
regime, parasites from the entire world
came in and announced, Heres a new
agenda for the civil rights movement
and it doesn’t include you, black
America. After pretending to care about
black people for approximately six
minutes, Democrats ran off and



redefined “civil rights™ as the right to get
an abortion, the right for a lesbian to
take a date to her high school prom, and
the right of foreigners to vote in America
on ballots printed in their native
language. And thus ended the brief era of
liberals’ pretending to care about black
people. At least lesbians and the
abortion ladies are American lesbians
and American abortion ladies. Without
reason, the Left has appropriated the
black experience in America and given
it away to foreigners. But they’ll never
pay a price for it, because African
Americans still bloc-vote for the
Democrats.

It’s  understandable  that the



Democrats would want to dump
“integration” the first chance they got.
Democrats could never accept the fact
that “civil rights” was about correcting
specific and severe injustices done to
American blacks, principally because
they were the ones who had perpetrated

the injustices.27

But why did Jesse Jackson and the
“rainbow coalition” give away blacks’
unique claim to America’s sympathy to
people who never  experienced
oppression in the United States? Jews
are very protective of the Holocaust as a
unique event. For fifty years, there’s
been a raging debate about whether the
Turkish slaughter of more than a million



Armenians in 1915—another chapter in
the glorious history of “diversity”—can
be described as a “genocide.” It’s one
thing to adopt quotas and affirmative
action as a response to slavery and the
Democratic policies of Jim Crow. But to
apply these policies to people who have
never set foot in this country is insane.
We owe you nothing.

LIBERAL RESEARCHER
ADMITS THE TRUTH:
DIVERSITY SUCKS

Even when Third World immigrants
aren’t trying to blow up the First World,
as in Boston, ethnic “diversity” is all



downside. Members of the same ethnic
group know each other, care about each
other, help each other. Leaving aside the
exciting parts of diversity, such as
terrorism, civil wars, and ethnic
cleansing, the greater the diversity, the
higher the transaction costs. Even after
almost four centuries together, blacks
and whites haven’t yet achieved what
anyone would regard as perfect
harmony.

Robert Putnam, Harvard professor
and author of Bowling Alone, has spent
years studying the effects of ethnic
diversity on a community’s well-being.
It turns out diversity is a train wreck.
Contrary to his expectation—and desire!



—Putnam’s study showed that the
greater the ethnic diversity, the less
people trusted their neighbors, their
local leaders, and even the news. People
in diverse communities gave less to
charity, voted less, had fewer friends,
were more unhappy, and were more
likely to describe television as “my most
important form of entertainment.” It was
not, Putnam said, that people in diverse
communities trusted people of their own
ethnicity more, and other races less.

They didn’t trust anyone.?® The
difference in neighborliness between an
ethnically homogeneous town, such as
Bismarck, North Dakota, and a diverse
one, such as Los Angeles, Putnam says,



i1s “roughly the same as” the difference
in a town with a 7 percent poverty rate
compared with a 23 percent poverty

rate.2”

Putnam refused to publish his study
for seven years because he didn’t like
the results. As a “liberal academic
whose own values put him squarely in
the pro-diversity camp,” the New lork
Times said, he had hoped to find another
explanation. He reran the numbers,
accounting for differences in crime rates,
age, iIncome, marital status, home
ownership, education, language,
mobility, and every other factor under
the sun. But no matter how many
variables he accounted for, Putnam kept



getting the same results: Diversity

damages social cohesion.’? When
Putnam finally released his study in
2007, he included an incongruous
statement of his personal admiration for
diversity—leading critics to complain
that he was “straying from data into

advocacy,” as the Times put it>! The
disadvantages of diversity were in the
cold, hard numbers. The advantages
were in Putnam’s hopes and dreams.
Diversity from immigration harmed
social harmony even more than
America’s traditional black-white racial
diversity. “[B]oth ‘percent black’ and
‘percent immigrant,”” Putnam said, have
a “significant and independent” negative



effect on social capital. But comparing
“percent  black”  with  “percent
immigrant,” he found that the “more
consistent and powerful” degradation of

social capital came from “percent
irnmigrant.”32

Leaping out from Putnam’s graphs is
the fact that wealthy, wildly diverse San
Francisco repeatedly comes in dead last
in social capital. This is one problem
you can’t blame on the blacks—that city
is 42 percent white, 33 percent Asian,
15 percent Hispanic, 6 percent black
(and 100 percent  fabulous).
Notwithstanding all the blather about
Asians being the “model minority” and
Hispanics being such “hard workers”—



compared to you-know-who—people
who live in communities dominated by
the traditional black and white races
trust their neighbors a lot more than they

do in places like San Francisco with

large immigrant populations.33

This 1is especially noticeable in
Southern towns, where black and white
Americans have been living together
forever. In San Francisco, only 29
percent of people trust their neighbors.
By contrast, in each of these three mostly
black and white North Carolina towns,
more than 40 percent of people trust
their neighbors:

a Greensboro: white: 48



percent; black: 40 percent;
Hispanic: 8 percent; Asian:
4 percent.

s Winston-Salem: white: 51
percent; black: 35 percent;
Hispanic: 15 percent.

s Charlotte: white: 50
percent; black: 35 percent;
Hispanic: 13 percent;

Asian: 5 percent.34

Also unlike San Francisco, people in
these towns trust one another without
regard to race. In San Francisco, the
correlation between ‘“same race” and
“trust” is quite high.3>

There’s nothing good about diversity,



other than the food, and we don’t need
128 million Mexicans for the

restaurants.3© True, America does a
better job than most at accommodating a
diverse population. We also do a better
job at setting compound fractures. But no
one goes around mindlessly exclaiming:
“Compound fractures are a strength!”



S

THIRTY MILLION
MEXICANS

O DIVERSITY IS NOT A
STRENGTH. BUT THE

GE THING IS, IT°’S NOT
EVEN diverse. In New York Times—
speak, “diversity” simply means ‘“non-
white.” Most of the time, i1t means

“Mexican.”
The first recorded use of “Diversity



is a strength,” according to Nexis, was
on November 16, 1989, and we haven’t
been able to get rid of it since. The
phrase appeared in a Boston Globe
retrospective about court-ordered busing
in Boston in the 1970s—which
illustrated the wonders of diversity by

inciting race riots.! The second use of
this grating cliché was in a 1992 Los
Angeles Times article gassing on about
diversity at A. G. Currie Middle School
in Tustin, California. The school was
celebrating diversity by flying sixty-five
flags to represent its students’ home
countries. Principal Dan Brooks said he
planned to turn Currie into a “model
multicultural  school,” adding that



although many view diversity as an
obstacle, he saw “diversity as a

strength.”? By 2009, the most recent year
for which statistics are available, A. G.
Currie Middle School was 91 percent

Hispanic.> There’s “multicultural” for
you. Nine percent more Mexicans, and it
will have achieved perfect “diversity.”
Compared with other schools in
California, A. G. Currie scored a D— in
math, a C in language, and a C+ in

science, for an overall grade of D+%
Diversity is a strength!

About the same time, Hollywood
High School was flipping from the
storied institute of legend to the high
school of the barrio. Or, as CNN put it in



a series of rave reviews for the
“predominantly Latino” school:
“Hollywood High Now a Diverse High
School.”

Hollywood High alumni include
Cher, Carol Burnett, Lon Chaney, James
Garner, Linda Evans, John Huston, Judy
Garland, Ricky Nelson, Sarah Jessica
Parker, John Ritter, Mickey Rooney,
Lana Turner, and Fay Wray, among many
others. By the mid-2000s, Hollywood
High was more than 70 percent
Hispanic,” and students were less likely
to be getting publicity shots than mug
shots. Today the school is mostly famous
for its stabbings, shootings, child

molestations, thefts, and grafﬁti.6



Around 1990, a California TV producer
trying to enroll a German exchange
student in a Los Angeles high school
asked the principal at Fairfax High if a
foreign exchange student would be better
served by Fairfax or Hollywood High.
Without looking up, the principal
replied, “Well, 90% of my students can
speak English, and we haven’t had a
shooting here in 5 years.” As CNN’s
Suzanne Malveaux said, that’s why
Hollywood High School 1is called

“Diversity High.”’

In 2011, the New York Times
described the angry reaction of
Mexicans living in 80 percent Hispanic
El Paso to proposals to enforce the



border. People in the majority-Mexican
town booed when Obama mentioned
putting up a fence, viewing efforts to
reduce illegal immigration from Mexico
as part of a “larger surge of
xenophobia.”8 So Hispanics living in a
town that’s already 80 percent Hispanic
denounce limits on how many more
Hispanics can move in as “xenophobia.”
You know who doesn’t seem to like
diversity? Hispanics. Do they fear white
Americans, seeing them as “the other,”
as they say on MSNBC? Why are we
letting in immigrants who are racists? At
what point will the New York Times stop
accusing  opponents of  nonstop
immigration from Latin America of



“xenophobia”? (That’s a rhetorical
question. The answer is: “Never.”) The
Times needs to come up with a new
word for people who think 80 percent
Hispanic is enough, something like “I-
Didn’t-Want-to-Live-in-Mexico-bia.”

DOESN’T MEXICO WANT
ANY MEXICANS?

America has already taken in more
than one-quarter of Mexico’s entire
population, according to the Pew
Research Center’s analysis of census
data.” The United States has more
Hispanics than any other country besides

Mexico.!? Do we have to admit all 120



million Mexicans to prove to the New
York Times that we’re not “nativist”?
Eighty percent Mexican wasn’t good
enough for the Hispanic residents of El
Paso. In two states, New Mexico and
California, Hispanics have already
surpassed whites as the largest ethnic
group—and that’s just the official count
from the U.S. census, which massively

undercounts 1llegal aliens. The Hispanic

population, overwhelmingly Mexican,!!

makes up 47 percent of New Mexico, 39
percent of California, 38 percent of
Texas, 30 percent of Arizona, and 27
percent of Nevada.!2 Hispanics are also
the largest minority group in Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Idaho, Illinois,



Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Nebraska,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Texas, Utah, Washington, and
Wyoming. 3

Is that “diverse” enough, yet?

This 1s a shockingly rapid
transformation. In 1980—back when
California was giving us our Republican
presidents—it was home to 4.5 million
Hispanics.!* Today, there are officially
14 million.!® There are more Hispanics
in California than there are people in 46
other states.!® Reagan couldn’t get
elected in a congressional district there

now. And the state is running like a top!
According to the county supervisor, Los



Angeles alone spends more than $1.6
billion a year on illegal aliens—$600
million for welfare, $550 million for
public safety (mostly jail costs), and

$500 million for their healthcare.!” In
1980, Nevada was less than 6.8 percent
Hispanic.!® By 2010, Hispanics had
grown an astonishing 386 percent to
nearly one-third of the population. Or, as
Brookings Institution researchers put it,
“the ethnic composition of the state has

become considerably more diverse.”!”
Would the media be so thrilled with
mass immigration if it were coming from
Western Europe? No, the blue-chip
immigrant investment is Hispanic—
maybe Indian or African. You can’t lose



with those in New York Times World.
Tatars are worthless in multicultural
terms. They, too, have a distinctive look
and unique culture, but it’s not going to
get you anywhere in America being a
Tatar.

Diversity in immigration ought to
mean every country on earth sends the
same percentage of immigrants. Instead,
our immigration policies are producing a
less diverse country. Before Teddy
Kennedy’s 1965 immigration act
extended “civil rights” to the entire
world, immigrants to America were far
more varied. Seven countries each
provided 5 percent or more of the total
number of immigrants each year—Italy,



Germany, Canada, the United Kingdom,
Poland, the Soviet Union, and Mexico.
By 2000, Mexico was the only
country supplying more than 5 percent,
accounting for nearly a third of all
immigrants to the United States. China
came 1n a distant second, finally

surpassing 5 percent in 2010.20 At the
same time, immigrants from Britain,
Canada, Germany, Italy, and Poland
were cut off—none of these countries
was among the top ten immigrant-
supplying countries by 2010. Each one
accounts for less than 2 percent of all
immigration to America?! In 1970,
there were fewer than 10 million foreign
born in the United States, and 75 percent



of them were from Europe. By 2010,
there were 40 million foreign-born in the

United States and only 13 percent were

from Eulrope.22

Even the pro-browning-of-America
Pew  Research Center describes
Mexico’s domination of American
immigration as “one of the largest mass

migrations in modern history.”?3 From
1890 to 1970, there weren’t enough
Hispanics in America for the Census

Bureau to count.24 In 1970, there were
fewer than a million Mexican
immigrants here. Today there are
between 25 million and 50 million
Mexican immigrants, depending on
whose estimate of the illegal population



you accept. And that’s not including
babies born to Mexican illegal
immigrants, who are instantly labeled
“Americans.”

Commenting on this  stunning
displacement of  Americans by
Mexicans, the Census Bureau dryly
stated: “Paradoxically, as the number of
foreign born continued to increase after
1980 and the regions of origins shifted to
include more countries in Latin America
and Asia, the foreign born became
proportionally concentrated into fewer

country-of-birth groups.”2>
Paradoxically!
This isn’t “paradoxical”; it’s

“diabolical.” The Democrats never



particularly cared for Americans, so
they needed to bring in new people.
Immigration is the advance wave of left-
wing, Third World colonization of
America. Democratic vice presidential
candidate John Edwards used to claim
that there are “two Americas,” the rich
and the poor. If Democrats have their
way, there will be two Latin Americas,
both of them poor. You’re living in one
of them right now.

THERE ARE ALOT MORE
THAN 11 MILLION
ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS

Most Americans have no idea of the



scale of Third World immigration
pouring into the country. This is where
numbers can make a difference.
Sometimes quantity is quality. So it’s
significant that Americans are being so
aggressively lied to about the number of
illegal immigrants in the country. Has it
ever seemed strange that there have been
exactly 11 million illegals here for the
past decade? Did they stop coming?
That’s hard to believe. President Bush
prosecuted border guards for getting too
rough with illegals. President Obama
encouraged one hundred thousand
illegals to surge across the border, then
put them on buses to their new homes in
the United States, courtesy of the



taxpayer.

The reason we are angrily told there
are 11 million illegals and you’'re a
racist if you say there is one more than
that is that if Americans ever suspected
there were 30 million illegal immigrants
in the United States, our elected officials
would find out what a “crisis” really is.

There were 11 million illegals in the
United States as of 2005, according to
everyone. Thus, for example, the pro-
browning Pew  Hispanic  Center
estimated the number of illegal aliens in
the United States to be 11.1 million in

March 20052 The Department of
Homeland Security put it at 10.5 million

in January 2005.27 Other estimates from



the New York Times, the Center for
Immigration Studies, the Urban Institute,

and the Current Population Survey

produced similar numbers.?%

It’s been a decade and we’re still
being told—emphatically—that there are
just 11 million illegal immigrants here.
Manifestly, 11 million is less a serious
estimate and more “the smallest number
illegal immigration advocates think they
can get away with.” The usual impulse
of special interest groups 1is to
overestimate their numbers. But with
illegal immigration, the number has to be
just large enough to hector Republicans
about alienating the coming Hispanic
majority, but not so high that Americans



boil politicians in oil.

The reason all the estimates from
Pew, DHS, CIS, the Urban Institute, and
the Current Population Survey are nearly
identical—11 million!—is that they all
use the same census data. To count
illegals, analysts subtract the number of
legal immigrants (estimated from those
who answered census surveys) from the
number of foreign-born residents (also
estimated from those who answered
census surveys). But if the census’s
figures are wrong, then, obviously, so
are the estimates.

THE REAL NUMBER IS 30



MILLION ILLEGALS

There’s good reason to believe the
census numbers are wrong. In 2005, two
Bear Stearns analysts, Robert Justich
and Betty Ng, warned clients that there
was ‘“significant evidence” that the

census  undercounted the illegal

immigrant population by at least half 2

They estimated the number at closer to
20 million—and they were advising
clients about something important: their
money.

Justich and Ng discounted the census
data because it relied on illegal aliens
answering surveys. As Justich told the
Wall Street Journal, “The assumption
that illegal people will fill out a census



form i1s the most ridiculous concept I

have ever heard of.”30 People who have
left their families, paid huge sums of
money to smugglers, trekked thousands
of miles, and broken American law to
enter this country don’t have much
incentive to fill out questionnaires from
the U.S. government.

The census tried to account for the
reluctance of illegal aliens to answer
government surveys by adding 10
percent to their population estimate.
Guess where they got 10 percent? From
another survey of illegals. In 2001, the
University of California asked Mexican-
born residents of Los Angeles if they had
taken the recent census. Ten percent said



“no.” But almost 40 percent refused to

take that survey.>!

Citing the work of anthropologist
Maxine Margolis, Justich and Ng argued
that the nonresponse rate of illegal
immigrants might be quite a bit higher
than 10 percent. In 1990, Margolis found
that the Brazilian consulate counted
100,000 Brazilians living in New York
City, while the Brazilian foreign office
put the number at 230,000. That same
year, the 1990 census reported that only
9,200 Brazilians lived in New York
City.32

Dispensing with the census’s figures,
the Bear Stearns analysts looked at
remittances from the United States to



Mexico. These are electronic money
transfers recorded by a nation’s central
bank—not surveys of people who don’t
want to answer surveys. The report
found that while the number of Mexicans
living in the United States was supposed
to have grown by only 56 percent from
1995 to 2003, remittances from the
United States to Mexico grew by almost
200 percent, even as the median weekly
wage increased by just 10 percent. The
Bear Stearns report also compared the
growth in housing permits and school
enrollment with official population
figures in various immigrant enclaves.
According to the census, for example,
the combined population growth of



Brunswick, Elizabeth, and Newark, New
Jersey, was only 5.6 percent between
1990 and 2003. But housing permits in
these towns grew by more than 600
percent, and 80 percent of the new
permits were for multiple dwellings.
From these and other calculations,
they estimated the illegal population to
be 20 million, and that was back in
2005. The very next year—the same year
illegal immigration was supposed to
have nearly stopped—two Pulitzer
Prize—winning investigative journalists,
Donald L. Barlett and James B. Steele,
undertook their own study for 7ime
magazine and concluded that “the
number of illegal aliens flooding into the



U.S. this year will total 3 million—
enough to fill 22,000 Boeing 737-700
airliners, or 60 flights every day for a
year. It will be the largest wave since
2001 and roughly triple the number of
immigrants who will come to the U.S. by

legal means.”33 But according to every
major news outlet, America gained
fewer than a million illegal immigrants
that year, and then miraculously went
right back down to 11 million illegals by
2007.

Combining Justich and Ng’s
conclusion that there were 20 million
illegal aliens here in 2005 with the
estimate of Pulitzer Prize winners
Barlett and Steele that another 3 million



illegal immigrants would enter in 2006,
plus at least another 3 million illegals
coming in every year throughout the
following decade—surely a low
estimate—would mean there are at least
30 million illegal immigrants in the
United  States today. To  most
Californians, 30 million seems low.

So why are Americans being
insistently told that there are only 11
million illegal immigrants in the United
States? When Lou Dobbs began referring
to the “11 to 20 million illegal aliens™ in
2006, citing the Bear Stearns report, the
Columbia Journalism Review went
apoplectic: “Lou Dobbs takes a tough
look at the immigration debate—and



plays loose with the numbers.”3% For
simply reporting the ranges and not
taking a position on the correct figure,
Dobbs had shocked the conscience of the
CJR. “Every major newspaper in the
country that has reported a number over
the past several days,” the Review
triumphantly reported, “has given an
estimate of about 11 million or 12
million.”~ What kind of wvulgar
demagogue would question “every major
newspaper’’?

The CJR dismissed the Bear Stearns
report for being “light on the large-scale
demographic data”—i.e., census data. In
fact, however, even the Pew report
touted by the CJR had warned that its



own estimate was based on census data
samples of fewer than a hundred
thousand people, and added a cautionary
note about the accuracy of both the
underlying data and the assumptions

used to make estimates.>® CJR was
undeterred. Amid more denunciations of
Dobbs for “suggest[ing] that somehow
Bear Stearns’ estimate is just as valid as
the better-grounded lower estimates,”
the screed concluded: “We are inclined
to believe the much more comprehensive
analysis of the Pew Hispanic Center.”
Merely for mentioning a report that CJR
was less “inclined to believe,” Dobbs
came in for paragraph after paragraph of
abuse.



Minimizing the number of illegals is
evidently very important to some people.
If Americans realized that there are
probably three times as many illegal
aliens here as we’re constantly being
told, upward of 30 million, it might
make them angry. When it comes to
immigration, the journalist’s motto 1is:
The public can’t be trusted with the
truth. People might jump to unwarranted
conclusions—such as that amnesty
functions as a magnet. They might notice
that the country’s workforce and social
safety net are collapsing under the
weight of 30 million poor people, while
the rich and powerful are doing quite
well.



IMMIGRATION: A
HOMICIDE MADE TO
LOOK LIKE A SUICIDE

Conservatives have been buffaloed
into thinking that they’re the ones who
want to change the country. No, the
question is: Why is it better that the
ethnic population of our country be
changed? There’s a strange rhetorical
asymmetry, where mass-immigration
advocates are allowed to say, [t%s
fantastic that the country is becoming
browner, but no one else 1s allowed to
say, I don't think so. Don’t even think
about asking if it’s a good thing that 52
percent of legal immigrant households



are on the dole.

Immigration of the past half century
has been a national homicide made to
look like suicide. It’s a staged crime
scene. Everyone acts as if the “browning
of America” is a natural process, and
immigration opponents are like King
Canute trying to hold back the ocean’s
tide. It’s more like Americans are trying
to stop an Army Corps of Engineers
project that will flood the valley where
they live 1in order to build a
hydroelectric plant that will help one
powerful corporation. The people who
live in the valley will bear all the costs,
and a few rich shareholders will make
all the profit.



That’s not “natural.” The government
is artificially flooding the valley. The
beneficiaries of our immigration laws
try to convince us that something that is
100 percent the result of government
policy cannot be changed. We are
constantly being told, The countrys
changing, get used to it. This has the
effect of making people crazy. They
think, / guess it is just me! People can
see the country is changing rapidly for
no good purpose.

It’s one thing if things are getting
worse and nothing can be done about it.
But there 1s nothing necessary about our
immigration policies.



IF YOU LIKE YOUR
COUNTRY, YOU CAN
KEEPIT

Politicians willfully designed laws
to change the nature of the country, and
then act outraged when anyone says: I
don’t like what you’ve done. If it’s racist
to say that immigration is changing
America’s ethnicity, why wasn’t it racist
for supporters of Kennedy’s 1965 bill to
boast that it wouldn’t? Much like the
miasma of lies required to pass
Obamacare, when Kennedy’s
immigration law was being debated,
Democrats swore up and down that the
country’s ethnic composition would



continue to be white and European. If
you like your country’s ethnic
composition, you can keep it! Thus, for
example, Kennedy said his immigration
law “will not inundate America with
immigrants from any one country or area,
or the most populated and deprived
nations of Africa and Asia.” America, he
said, would continue to have the same
“ethnic mix,” and “the ethnic pattern of
immigration under the proposed measure
is not expected to change as sharply as
the critics seem to think.”30

The Washington Post assured
readers that “the new immigration
pattern would not stray radically from

the old one.”3” Senator Hiram Fong of



Hawaii said that Asians “will never

reach 1 percent of the population.”>8

Attorney General Robert Kennedy
testified that there would be only about
five thousand immigrants from the Asia-
Pacific Triangle “after ~ which
immigration from that source would

virtually disappear.”? Secretary of
State Dean Rusk testified that ‘“there
might be, say, 8,000 immigrants from
India in the next five years,” but no mass
migration from that part of the world.*!
Representative Emanuel Celler of New
York claimed that “there will not be,
comparatively, many Asians or Africans
entering this country.”*! (Imagine saying
something like that in public today.



They’d bring back hanging.)

In the first five years after the law
passed, instead of the 8,000 immigrants
from India, as promised by Rusk, there
were 27,859. Instead of 5,000
immigrants from Japan, as we were
assured by Senator Fong, there were

20,000.42 Through family reunification
policies, immigration from those places
has exploded. Contrary to Kennedy’s
assurance that his bill would not
“inundate America with immigrants from
any one country or area,” more than half
of all immigrants to the United States
since 1970 are native Spanish-

speakers.“3 That’s not what the bill’s
proponent promised. That’s not even



“diversity.”

Merely to point out that the bill’s
proponents lied, and every single one of
these  predictions was off by
approximately 300 percent, is to invite
personal calumny. The United States is
being artificially transformed into Latin
America solely for the benefit of
Democrats and businessmen in need of
cheap labor. If you object, you're a
racist.

I promise this law will not do
XYZ!

Hey—your bill did XYZ!
You 're a racist.



As with Obamacare, had the bill’s
proponents told the truth, the 1965
immigration overhaul would never have
passed. The difference 1s that, when
proof of their lies about Obamacare
emerged, the bill’s architect, Jonathan
Gruber, went into hiding; Democrats
were humiliated; and Republicans
triumphant. When proof of their lies
about the 1965 immigration act emerged,
Kennedy was made a saint, Republicans
were  humiliated, and Democrats
triumphant. Congratulations, liberals!
You won. Whoever slaps the “racism”
post first, wins. (And you wonder why
MSNBC calls opposition to Obamacare
“racist.”)



MERIT-BASED
LANDSCAPERS

Supporters of the 1965 act also
claimed that it would introduce a
meritocracy in immigration. Attorney
General Kennedy put it starkly in a letter
to the New York Times: “The time has
come for us to insist that the quota
system be replaced by the merit system.”
Representative Celler said immigrants
would “have to compete and qualify in

order to get in, quantitatively and

qualitatively.”**

Fifty years later, when a Harvard
PhD thesis pointed out that our
immigration policies have been the



opposite of a meritocracy, dragging
down the national IQ by favoring
immigrants from countries with 1Qs far
below the national average, liberals
called the author, Jason Richwine, a
“racist.” He was forced out of his job at
the Heritage Foundation and made
virtually unemployable. How about
revisiting Bobby Kennedy’s sainthood
for promising a meritocracy in
immigration? Apparently, that’s now
“racist.”

They’re the ones discriminating on
the basis of race! Our immigration laws
discriminate against the handful of
countries that populated America for the
first three hundred years of its existence



in order to bring in poor immigrants
from the Third World. Since 1970,
nearly 90 percent of all legal immigrants
have been from the Third World, and the
majority of them need taxpayer
assistance. The only reason liberal elites
want to inundate America with poor
immigrants is because white English-
speaking immigrants from developed
countries won’t do menial labor or bloc-
vote for the Democrats.

Guess who’s hurt the most by our
immigration  policies?  Americans
without a lot of job skills, especially
black Americans. You know who else is
hurt by the constant importation of low-
skilled workers? Hispanic immigrants—



the ones who were admitted last year,
and the year before, and the year before

that.*> Sorry, poor voiceless Americans
—Sheldon Adelson wants to pay his
maid even less! If anyone has a right to
be screaming “racism!” it’s those of us
opposed to the dump of a million low-
wage workers on the country every year.

The reason we can’t use immigration
to bring in the best people is because
our best people don’t want immigrants
competing with their kids. They want
immigrants competing with  their
landscaper s kids. Democrats don’t care
that because they’re  continually
importing more low-wage workers to
the country, the immigrants already here



can’t get a decent-paying job. Al
Sharpton’s catchphrase 1is: Pro-lifers
only care about the fetus until it’s born.
Well, Democrats only care about
immigrants until they can vote. | promise
you: If immigrants voted 82 for the
Republicans—rather than 8-2 for the
Democrats—Chuck Schumer would be
down on the border with the Minutemen.
How about the Democrats explain why
it’s so vital to constantly import more
people when most Americans think we
have enough already? What is it they
don’t like about our working class?
What is it they don’t like about our
country?



6

IMMIGRATION AS
“MYSTERY
BARGAIN BIN”

2013 PROPUBLICA ARTICLE
ABOUT A PAKISTANI
OR BABY WHO BECAME a
heroin dealer/terrorist described one of

his drug-dealing associates this way:
“lkram Haq was a mentally impaired



Pakistani immigrant. His lawyer, Sam
Schmidt, convinced the jury that Headley

conned his client into a heroin deal.”! I
see at least three reasons the word
“immigrant” should never have been
attached to the name “lkram Haq”:
“mentally impaired,” “Pakistani,” and
“heroin deal.” May I talk to the
immigration official who decided to
admit Ikram? Please at least tell me that
the mental impairment appeared after we
were graced with Ikram’s presence.

U.S. immigration official:
What else can you tell me
about your son?

Visa applicant: Well, he’s



mentally impaired and will
never reach the cognitive
level of a third grader.

U.S. immigration official:
Thats fantastic! We’ll get
the papers right to you.

Since when are we required to take
anyone who wants to come here,
including mentally impaired Pakistanis
who engage in heroin deals on a bad day
and contribute absolutely nothing to
society on their good days? That’s not a
rhetorical question—I want the exact
date. Americans seem to be under the
impression that we signed an agreement
to participate in the Mystery Bargain Bin



on immigration: It could be $10,000—or
it could be a pile of dirt! Here’s hoping!

America is not a public hospital in
an urban neighborhood where we have
to take anyone who shows up. Until
1970, American immigrants did better
than the natives—as any sane
immigration policy would require. They
made more money, bought more houses,
and were more educated. By contrast,
the post-1970 immigrants are far more
likely to be unemployed and live in
poverty than native-born Americans.
More than a third of all post-Kennedy
act immigrants don’t even have a high

school diploma.2 Among natives, only
the sick, addled, or delinquent have



failed to complete high school by the age
of twenty-five—about 7 percent of all

Americans.> Manifestly, our government
has no interest in setting up a skimming-
the-cream operation when it comes to
immigration.

WHAT DID WE DO?

Twenty-five years of PC education
has convinced Americans that we have
to treat immigrants as if they’re black
people and we’re making up for the
legacy of slavery. These aren’t
descendants of American slaves! Why
do we owe other countries anything? It
i1s simply assumed that we must have



done something to them.

Britain used to have an empire,
meaning that it wiped