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Response to Immigration and Globalization Readings 

 The three readings on immigration present an interesting macro to micro perspective that starts 

with a comparison of many nations’ immigration policies, than focuses on how NAFTA effects 

immigration, and culminates with a description of the influence of NAFTA specifically on the San Diego / 

Tijuana region. This paper highlights the most prominent themes in the readings as well as some 

especially noteworthy points. 

Increased Border Control is Not Proven to Help Curb Immigration 

Nevins purports that although the United State’s Operation Gatekeeper brings some order to 

San Diego’s border crossings, there is no evidence that the substantial increase in border agents and 

enforcement have reduced unauthorized immigration (105). Instead, migrants hire professional 

smugglers to help navigate through the most dangerous border crossings where border control agents 

are scarce. Indeed, all three authors conclude that the increased border control typically results in more 

immigrants settling as long term illegal residents rather than coming and going over the border on a 

seasonal basis. Massey argues that many immigrants from Mexico would actually rather return home 

after they earn enough money but are stuck in the United States because of the impossibility of 

returning to the U.S. for work when funds run out (25). Clearly, permanent immigrant settlement is the 

opposite of what the policies hoped to achieve. Why, since there is so much proof that the billion dollar 

increased border control is not working, is it taking so long to reverse course? I, like Cornelius and Tsuda, 

believe that the lag is related to lack of will on the part of policy makers.  This will only change when the 

public starts developing a deeper understanding of immigrations issues, including which talking points 

are true and which are not, before making judgments at the voting booth. 



More Emphasis is Needed on Holding Employers Accountable 

All three readings suggest that a solution potentially more effective than border control would 

be to make it impossible for immigrants to find jobs once they arrive. This would require tougher 

enforcement of labor laws on the businesses that hire undocumented immigrants. According to the 

readings, the current obstacles to effective enforcement include too few worksite inspections, 

insignificant fines and criminal penalties, the use of fraudulent documents, and paltry verification of the 

workers’ eligibility to work. In my opinion, the current emphasis on criminalizing the workers while 

being soft on the employers is unwise. If managers can simply hire more workers when the previous 

batch is arrested, they will do so. It is not that most businesses are inherently mean spirited, but their 

goal is to make money and have been charged to do what is needed to ensure results. Furthermore, 

state and federal governments have much unfulfilled responsibility here. Local governments can 

develop more productive methods of inspecting companies and can create programs to help companies 

find legal labor. When creating national solutions such as the E-verify system, the federal government 

should makes sure that the processes are as cheap and simple as possible to the end user. In my 

experience, the E-verify system takes too long and is too clunky for the government to expect that 

anyone would use it voluntarily. In fact, my sister tried to convince the owners of the greenhouse where 

she worked to use the system while hiring immigrant labor. They declined when they realized the 

personnel cost that would be required to devote someone to the office to check the status of every 

potential employee. Therefore, when local and national governments mandate extra processes, they 

need to provide assistance to absorb the extra work. 

Citizen Opposition to Immigration 

A common theme arising in each reading is the idea that a country’s citizens are most likely to 

oppose immigration when they fear that they will be directly affected or lose something to the 



immigrants. Throughout their paper, Cornelius and Tsuda attribute the anti-immigration sentiment in 

the United States, France, Italy and Netherlands to fears that immigrants take the jobs of natives, use or 

abuse social safety nets and threaten the national culture. These fears are most prominent in times of 

economic uncertainty when natives are concerned about their own economic future and do not want to 

compete with immigrants for resources. Although not generous, it is a natural human response to seek 

to protect resources. We do this through creating families, clans, nationalities and regional borders. 

These groups provide security and the advantages of combining skills and therefore facilitate 

competition for resources with those outside our groups. Additionally, Nevin attributes support for anti-

immigration policy such as Operation Gatekeeper as an attempt to maintain the security that trade 

liberalization challenges (107).  In life, change is always scarier than the status quo so I am not sure 

there is a solution to anti-immigration sentiment in most countries. 

State Policies: Skilled Workers vs. Humanitarian System  

I am intrigued by Cornelius and Tsuda’s discussion of the Canadian “needs based” immigration 

system versus the American style “humanitarian” system. Although Canada’s system has been replicated 

throughout the world and is quite popular among Canadian citizens, there are many who lose from a 

needs based immigration system. For example, skilled workers often find it difficult to bring their 

families along, causing strained family relationships. Furthermore, there are millions of suffering people 

throughout the world who would do anything to fill Canada’s unused immigration spots but do not have 

the specific skills requested. In contrast, systems like that of the United States favor the family members 

of current immigrants and those seeking asylum from dangerous situations in the world. Although the 

Canadian system appears both more fiscally responsible, I wonder if the United States has a moral 

obligation to supply a more open system. After all, although Canada is not innocent, many civil conflicts, 

economic disasters and political upheaval throughout the world can be traced back to shenanigans of 



the U.S government or a U.S. corporation. Furthermore, those that work for the U.S. in areas of conflict 

such as Afghanistan and Iraq are often in danger for their lives. Many people, including myself, believe it 

is the obligation of the “home of the brave” to bring those people to the U.S. 

Demand for Cheap / Low Skilled Labor 

One of the arguments frequently brought up in discussions of immigration is the demonstrated 

need to import workers to fill low skill / low paid jobs into rich nations. In addition to low birth rates and 

aging populations, Cornelius and Tsuda mention the shortage of young entry level workers willing to 

take on manual labor jobs (10). This is a theme to which I am particularly sensitive as an educated 

millennial who has always expected nothing less than a middle class office job. After all, recent 

generations are taking on unprecedented debt loads and contributing 5 to 10 extra years of our lives in 

school in order to gain education from which everyone benefits. In other words, when developed 

nations push ever increasing educational expectations on their young population, expectations for an 

eventual payoff is inevitable. Since its populous can handle high skilled jobs, the rich country wins by 

ensuring itself powerful economic status on the world stage as. Therefore, it seems that developed 

countries should assume they will need to import manual labor and build a plan to support that need 

that would include a functional immigration policy. Once again, it is the responsibility of the populous to 

understand those constraints and support useful solutions such as productive immigration reform. 

Although the readings highlight many relevant and frustrating issues regarding  immigration, 

one theme rises above all else: when aware of an opportunity to improve their life by migrating to 

another country, people across the world will risk many  associated costs by making that move. After 

accepting that fact of human determination, citizens and policy makers in the developed world have 

many choices to make regarding who to let in and what they are willing to sacrifice for the dreams of 

others. In a world of finite resources, we all have something to lose by the gain of others. 


