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FOR HUMAN RIGHTS

PROTECTING HUMAN RIGHTS STRENGTHENS OUR FOREIGN POLICY.

Respecting the rights of all people, including immigrants, has made the United States a beacon for liberty and human
rights throughout the world and has made it easier to pursue and achieve foreign policy goals. As the U.S. State
Department acknowledges, valuing human rights helps “secure the peace, deter aggression, promote the rule of law,
combat crime and corruption, strengthen democracies, and prevent humanitarian crises.”!

Leading foreign policy expert Joseph Nye, Jr. observes that much of U.S. power comes from our values.2 Our values are
viewed, in large part, by how persons within the U.S. are treated. When the U.S. fails to demonstrate our values of
liberty, human rights, and democracy, other nations may oppose the U.S., thus decreasing our ability to achieve our
foreign policy goals.# With U.S. foreign policy currently under the microscope, acting consistently with our values is
critically important.

INCREASING FUTURE LEGAL IMMIGRATION WILL IMPROVE NATIONAL SECURITY.

Increasing opportunities for future legal immigration is consistent with our values as a nation of immigrants, counters
anti-American sentiment, and keeps us safer. Core values include civil liberties and human rights for all people and
integration of new immigrants into society. Security policies must be in line with these values or they are unsustainable.>
If security measures offend public values, we may see a considerable decrease in public support, reduced participation by
U.S. allies in sharing intelligence for counter-terrorism efforts, and a decline in foreign workers who are now an essential
part of U.S. firms and the economy.6

Immigration makes security stronger, not weaker: “immigrants provide a bridge to world understanding, helping to
counter anti-American sentiment.”” For example, student exchange programs provide foreign students with a more
realistic and positive appraisal of the U.S. than they could get from home.8 Thus, isolating ourselves, even if it were
possible, might even decrease our national security.

Everyone wants legal immigration. Legal immigration is safer for the immigrants and the receiving country. Currently,

legal pathways into the U.S. do not exist for most low-skilled workers. Providing legal pathways for future immigrants
demanded by our economy will give us knowledge of those residing within our borders and will free up resources for
other national security efforts.

LEGALIZING UNDOCUMENTED IMMIGRANTS INCREASES OUR NATIONAL SECURITY.

As mentioned above, legalizing undocumented immigrants will improve national security by facilitating integration and
oversight of those within our borders while conserving resources for actual terrorist threats. National security experts
recognize the connection between legalization and the nation’s safety, concluding that an immigration reform plan with a
path to legalization for the undocumented is the most pressing immigration-related security need facing our nation.?
Legalizing undocumented immigrants already in the country would provide the opportunity to register and screen
everybody.!0 By contrast, policies concentrated on enforcement measures without comprehensive immigration reform
will only drive immigrants further away from law enforcement.'!

Legalization would also free up resources for targeting actual terrorist threats, rather than apprehending immigrants
who are here merely to seek a better life and provide for their families.'’2 Recently, immigration has become intertwined
with counter-terrorism policy, leading to a public misperception that immigrants are terrorist threats.!? This
misperception is damaging to both immigrants and our security efforts. As a professor at the U.S. Military Academy at
West Point testified before the House, “practices that fail to properly distinguish between terrorists and others ... [are]
ineffective security tools that do more harm than good.”'4




MILITARIZATION OF THE SOUTHERN BORDER IS COUNTERPRODUCTIVE TO SECURITY GOALS.

Current border enforcement strategies have led to a variety of human rights abuses and an increase in deaths during
entry attempts, without enhancing security. As a report to the United Nations describes, militarization of the U.S.-
Mexico border has increased migrant deaths and human smuggling by forcing migration through more dangerous terrain.
15 In addition, civilian militia groups, several of which have ties to hate groups, have accompanied border militarization.'¢
Migrants have reported being “shot at, bitten by dogs, hit with flashlights, kicked, taunted, and unlawfully imprisoned.”!?
The Human Rights Committee has expressed concern at the “reportedly large number of persons killed, wounded, or
subject to ill-treatment.'® As described above, such human rights abuses are inconsistent with our values and ultimately
undermine the U.S. ability to enlist the help of allies in times of need.

WALLING OFF THE UNITED STATES ISN’T REALISTIC.

Policies that focus on enforcement fail to deal with the reality of the U.S. and the global economy, lead to more human
rights abuses and deaths, and are inconsistent with American values. Border control efforts by themselves have led to
more deaths and human smuggling, haven’t deterred anyone from migrating, and have actually increased the rate of
permanent settlement in the U.S.!"? Enforcement policies without comprehensive immigration reform fail to account for
the powerful forces that bring people to the United States and the devastating consequences such policies would have
on our society and economy. Building a 700-mile physical wall on the U.S.-Mexico border would cost $2.2 billion in
taxpayer dollars20 and would inflame anti-American sentiment in Latin America.2! Creating a metaphorical wall through
mere enforcement and massive removal of undocumented immigrants would cause widespread panic, economic
collapse, and would tear families apart. This is not sound public policy.

The U.S. needs immigrants. Current U.S. law admits only about two-thirds of the labor needed to keep the economy
growing.22 The remaining third—400,000 to 500,000 workers — work without authorization. With aging populations,
lower birthrates, and higher levels of educational attainment among the native-born in the U.S,, there is a need for both
skilled and unskilled labor and more people to pay into Social Security.2? Immigration allows for growth and innovation
in the economy, thus fueling our competitiveness in the future. Immigrants and their children have won 44 of the 100
Nobel prizes awarded to American researchers during 1901 to 1991, and all four American Nobel laureates of 1999
were foreign-born scholars who came to the U.S. for their education and research.2

Immigration policy must reflect the realities of the world today. As New York City mayor Michael Bloomberg has
testified, “[i]t’s as if we expect border control agents to do what a century of communism could not: defeat the natural
market forces of supply and demand... and defeat the natural human desire for freedom and opportunity. You might as
well as sit in your beach chair and tell the tide not to come in."2s
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