
Introduction 

Instead ofMandela's New World, our politicians and their media 
flunkies busily and viciously strive to resurrect an Old World in 
which there will be no safety, no asylum, for anybody but them
selves. These men, direct descendants of other men who came to 
America never asking anybody's permission to arrive or to invade 
or to conquer or to exterminate or to enslave or to betray or to ex
ploit and discriminate against those who preceded them and 
those who, willingly or not, came after them-these men now 
contrive a so-called immigration crisis and they invent and then 
promulgate pathological idiot terms like "illegal aliens." 

-] une Jordan, 'We Are All Refugees," 19941 

In 1994, during one of the worst, but certainly not unprecedented, 
systematic attacks on immigrants to the United States, immigrants 
and their allies began sporting T -shirts bearing the face of an in

digenous man and the slogan, "Who's the illegal alien, Pilgrim?'' re
flecting indignation at the ignorant and malicious anti-immigrant 
sentiments of the day. Specifically, this was in direct response to a 
campaign that had been brewing for years in policy circles and "citi
zen" groups, culminating in California's Proposition 187. The initia
tive proposed to bar undocumented children from public schools 
and turn away undocumented students from state colleges and uni
versities. It also proposed to deny the undocumented an array of 
public benefits and social services, including prenatal and preventive 
health care, such as immunizations. 
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While the overt purpose of this voter initiative was to curtail im
migration, ostensibly by restricting the use of public benefits and so
cial services by undocumented immigrants, the real agenda behind it 
was to criminalize immigrants for presumably entering the country 
"illegally'' and stealing resources from "true" United States citizens. 
More to the point, Proposition 187 came out of and was aimed at 
perpetuating the myth that all immigrants are "illegal," at worst, and, 
at best, the cause of our society's and economy's ills. 

Throughout US history, immigration has<beei't viewed and in
tentionally constructed as plague, infection, or infestation and immi
grants as disease (social and physical), varmints, or invaders. If we 
look at contemporary popular films, few themes seem to tap the 
fears or thrill the American imagination more than that of the time
less space alien invading the United States, and statespeople have 
snatched up this popular image to rouse public support for xeno
phobic policies. Ironically, in every popular "alien invasion" movie, 
only the United States is hit by invaders, and so it is in the public 
imagination about invasions by intraterrestrial aliens. The common 
perception mirrors popular media in Americans' adamandy held 
conviction that Third World emigrants only have interest in landing 
in or taking over the United States, forgoing all other territories on 
earth, presumably because the United States is the most civilized so
ciety with the most coveted resources.2 

In stark contrast to these American fantasies, less than two per
cent of the world's migration actually ends in the United States, and 
migration by people within the Third World is far more common 
than the movement of Third World citizens to the First World.3 

Furthermore, neither America's natural resources nor its social ser
vice system, which is in fact one of the stingiest among industrial
ized nations, is the attraction. The attraction is jobs. These jobs, 
however hazardous and low paying, are still preferable to the pov
erty most migrants are escaping in their home countries, often the 
result of First World imperialism. As the National Network for Im
migrant and Refugee Rights outlines in its 1994 "Declaration on Im
migrants and the Environment," First World imperialism and 
development policy in the Third World have resulted in resource de-
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pletion, debt, and poverty for many people in these nations. The ex
traction of resources by the United States and other First World 
nations forces many people in the Third World to migrate to follow 
their countries' wealth.4 

Moreover, the "draw" of the United States is more accurately 
described as a calculated pull by the United States and other First 
Wprld countries on the Third World's most valuable remaining re
source: human labor. This "pull" or extraction is often facilitated 
by a desperate "push" or expulsion of people by sending coun
tries, which are also often the result of First World economic and 
military interventions. 

This argument is not to be confused with one of the most popu
lar theories used to explain the causes of migration, the "push-pull" 
theory, proposing that factors such as high unemployment in send
ing countries act as a "push" and perceived opportunities in receiv
ing countries serve to "pull" migrants from the Third World to the 
First World. In The Mobility o/ Labor and Capita~ Saskia Sassen ex
poses the limitations of this theory, which does not serve to explain, 
for example, situations in which economic "development" in some 
of the largest sending countries does not actually deter emigration. 
Sassen suggests instead that migration is rootedin the creation of 
linkages between sending and rc:_ceiving cou_ntries through foreign 
investment and military interventions by First World countries in 
the Third World. For example, the establishment of an off-shore 
plant from the United States in a "developing" country brings not 
only goods and information about life in the United States but often 
creates social networks making migration more feasible. Sassen also 
points to the disappearance of traditional manufacturing jobs, their 
replacement with high-tech industries, and the expansion of the ser
vice sector in response to the demands of this new, high-income 
workforce-a ready market for immigrant women seeking work. 

Extending Sassen's analysis, I argue that First World countries 
routinely make deliberate economic interventions to facilitate their 
continued extraction of Third World resources, including andes
pecially people. Like Sassen, I suggest that immigration from the 
Third World into the United States doesn't just happen in response 
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to a set of factors but is carefully orchestrated-that is, desired, 
planned, compelled, managed, accelerated, slowed, and periodically 
stopped-by the direct actions of US interests, including the gov
ernment as state and as employer, private employers, and corpora
tions. For example, austerity programs imposed on Mexico and 
other nations effectively create situations of debt bondage such that 
these indebted nations must surrender their citizens, especially 
women, as migrant laborers to First World nations in the desperate 
effort to keep up with debt payments and to sustain their remaining 
citizens through these overseas workers' remittances. As President 
Carlos Salinas de Gortari of Mexico declared to US audiences during 
the North American Free Trade Agreement negotiations in 1991, 
Mexico would either export its people or its products to the United 
States, although the latter was preferable.5 

In the past, public opinion and the rhetoric surrounding immi
gration have emphasized the charge that male migrant laborers steal 
jobs from "native" workers. In the last decade, however, this con
cern has been largely drowned out by cries that immigrants impose a 
heavy welfare burden on "natives." A 1986 CBS/New York Times poll 
found that 47 percent of Americans believed that "most immigrants 
wind up on welfare." In a review of studies on the economic impacts 
of immigration to the United States, Annie Nakao reported for the 
San Francisco Examiner, ''What is generally accepted is that immigrants 
do not take jobs from natives."6 While the abundance of studies ex
amining how immigrants affect the US economy disagree on many 
points, most recent studies imply that Americans should be more 
worried about protecting public revenues than about their jobs. 

This new emphasis on the alleged depletion of public revenues 
by immigrants signals an implicit shift in the main target of 
anti-immigrant attacks. Men as job stealers are no longer seen as the 
major "immigrant problem." Instead, the new menace is immigrant 
women who are portrayed as idle, welfare-dependent mothers and 
inordinate breeders of dependents. Thus, a legislative analyst on 
California Governor Pete Wilson's staff reported that Latinas have 
an AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) dependency 
rate 23 percent higher than the rate for all other women. 7 Such 
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"findings" are almost always coupled with statements about higher 
birthrates among immigrant women and the threat they pose to con
trolling population growth. 8 

Perhaps this new rhetoric, identifying immigrant women, and 
particularly Latinas, as the major threat to American public re
sources, reflects a growing awareness of changes in the composition 
and nature of Mexican migration to the United States in the last two 
decades. Wayne Cornelius of the Center for US-Mexican Studies re
ports that in the 1970s and through the 1980s, there was a shift in 
Mexican migration from that dominated by "lone male" (single or 
unaccompanied by dependents), seasonally employed, and highly 
mobile migrant laborers to a de facto permanent Mexican immigrant 
population including more women, children, and entire families. 9 

There has been more migration by whole families, more family re
unification, and more migration by single women.1° Cornelius ex
plains that Mexico's economic crisis has driven more women to 
migrate to the United States, where there is "an abundance of new 
employment opportunities for which women are the preferred labor 
source," including child care, cleaning, and laundry work. 11 

Cornelius's analysis of 1988 US Census Bureau data suggests 
that, as a result of this expanded female migration, women may now 
represent the majority of "settled" undocumented Mexican immi
grants.12 In her study of undocumented Mexican immigrant com
munities, Pierrette Hondagneu-Sotelo reports that women tend to 
advocate and mobilize families toward permanent settlement in the 
United States. She suggests that US xenophobia has come to focus 
on women because they are perceived as the leaders of this threaten
ing demographic trend. 13 

The popular media illustrate quite vividly this shift in the target 
of anti-immigrant attacks. While perhaps the general message pro
jected by the media is that immigrants threaten to overwhelm the 
United States, the focus on immigrants' alleged high rates of birth 
and consumption of public resources is clearly not gender neutral. 
Since women are seen as responsible for reproduction and con
sumption, they are blamed for the strains thought to be imposed by 
immigrants on public resources. The media not only "reflect" these 
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public perceptions but promote this imagery to advance restriction
ist policy. With the new focus on curtailing immigration and immi
grant consumption of public goods, we have seen women in 
"starring roles" in media images put forth to reinforce this agenda. 

For example, in January 1994, the network television program 
60 Minutes showed droves of pregnant Mexican women crossing the 
border into the United States. This footage was followed by inter
view clips suggesting that these women were coming to the country 
to have their babies and soak up social services for themselves and 
their children. Medi-Cal fraud investigators and social service work
ers implied that the abuse of social services by undocumented immi
grants is widespread. Brian Bilbray, then-San Diego county 
supervisor, now a US representative, conjectured to countless view
ers: "I mean, we have 4,800 people last year come to this county 
from a foreign country, illegally, to give birth to their child; 41 per
cent of them immediately went on welfare."14 

Similarly, in a June 1994 issue of Reader's Digest, Randy Fitzgerald 
reported that an "investigation into the exploitation of our welfare 
and social service system by illegal immigrants ... reveals a pattern 
of abuse, fraud, and official complacency costing tax payers billions 
each year." Fitzgerald wrote that pregnant Mexican women commonly 
float across the Rio Grande in inner tubes within sight of the US Bor
der Patrol. Once here, he suggested, they gain easy access to medical 
care and a range of benefits and services for their babies, including 
welfare, food stamps, nutrition programs, and public housing. 15 

It was these images that informed-or, rather, misinformed
the creation and adoption of Proposition 187 in November 1994. 
Civil rights and immigrant rights groups questioned the measure's 
constitutionality and a temporary injunction was placed on the mea
sure. Federal District Court Judge Pfaelzer finally ruled in 1998 that 
much of the proposition was unconstitutional because it was super
seded by federal law or court precedent. Subsequently, however, 
then-Governor Wilson filed an appeal of this decision, passing the 
issue on as his personal legacy to his successor, Gray Davis. In a 
skillful political maneuver, Davis chose to turn the issue over to ar
bitration.16 After months of mediation, Davis announced in July 
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1999 that his office had reached an agreement with civil rights 
groups to drop the state's appeal of the ruling by Judge Pfaelzer. The 
agreement was almost identical to Pfaelzer's 1998 ruling, overturn
ing most of the provisions and leaving intact only those imposing 
state criminal penalties for making, distributing, and using false im
migration documents. 17 

According to reports collected by the National Immigration Fo
rum and other immigrant advocacy groups, Proposition 187 had 
many tragic consequences despite the injunction and Judge 
Pfaelzer's ruling. For example, in the month following its passage, a 
twelve-year-old boy and an elderly woman died because they were 
afraid they would be deported if they sought treatment. 18 Not sur
prisingly, such accounts were not featured in the newspapers or tele
vision news. 19 

It is in the context of such media hype around immigrant wel
fare "abuse" and omissions about real tragedies that draconian pop
ulist initiatives such as Proposition 187 and similar federal policy 
proposals have emerged, with the intent to control and punish im
migrant women and their children. The myths of immigrant women 
as brood mares and welfare cheats were the centerpieces of the 
anti-immigrant hysteria that propelled the passage of Proposition 
187, and they continue to fuel the ongoing attacks on immigrant 
women and women of color through measures such as the Personal 
Responsibility Act (PRA), which was proposed the following year. In 
immigration policy circles, the PRA was called a federal Proposition 
187 because it barred state and local governments from providing all 
but emergency services to undocumented immigrants and prohibited 
several classes of peopll::-including documented immigrants, unwed 
teen mothers, and children born to mothers already on welfare-
from receiving public benefits. . 

In August 1996, Congress passed and President Clinton signed 
into law the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Recon
ciliation Act, ending the federal government's 61-year commitment 
to providing cash assistance to poor families with children. The wel
fare reform law, grossly misnamed the Personal Responsibility Act 
and otherwise known by critics as "welfare deform," served in a per-
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verse way to fulfill Clinton's promise to "end welfare as we know it." 
The PRA eliminated several entitlement programs and transformed 
them into block grants to the states, resulting in drastically reduced 
funding for these programs and, more importantly, the end of the 
principle of guaranteed cash assistance for poor children in effect 
under federal law since the New Deal.20 Specifically, it brought an 
end to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) pro
gram, which, although decidedly inadequate, had provided the only 
existing semblance of a "safety net" for poor families headed by 
single women since its establishment under the Social Security Act 
of 1935.21 

Under the PRA, AFDC was replaced by the Temporary Aid to 
Needy Families (TANF) block grants to states, with a definitive focus 
on the temporary provision of aid and emphasis on work require
ments. TANF places a five-year lifetime limit on receipt of federal 
welfare benefits and requires adult recipients to engage in work ac
tivities or lose their benefits. The PRA gave states discretion to ex
empt up to 20 percent of their TANF caseloads from work activities, 
but states must meet overall work requirements for recipients or 
their block grants are reduced. TANF restrictions also limit what 
types of work activities count toward a state's participation rates.22 

Although the PRA was not explicitly immigration policy, it was 
clear that it was largely aimed at immigration "reform" and budget 
cuts on the backs of immigrants. Almost half of the projected $54 
billion savings through the PRA, about $24 billion, was achieved by 
continued restrictions on the receipt of any aid except emergency as
sistance by undocumented immigrants, and by new restrictions on 
the receipt of food stamps and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
by documented immigrants. At the same time that this so-called 
welfare reform was being instituted with devastating impacts for 
low-income immigrants, immigration law was being formulated to
ward the same ends in the form of the Illegal Immigration Reform 
and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996. Passed one 
month after the PRA, IIRIRA essentially reinforced the restrictions on 
immigrant welfare use embodied in Proposition 187 and the PRA.23 

Thus, when Governor Davis was asked whether 187 was officially 
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srruck down by the July 1999 agreement, he was able to respond 
from a position of great political safety and comfort, "Yes, but it is 
supplanted by federal legislation that is faithful to the will of the voters 
who passed 187 and (that] will require the state to deny virtually all of 
the benefits that would be denied under the terms of 187."24 

The attack from all fronts on i1r.migrant rights and entitlements 
through IIRIRA, the PRA, and Proposition 187 and its look-alike leg
islation opened the way for a return to racist, nativist, and patriarchal 
practices abolished long ago. For example, one provision of the PRA 

denies aid to children unless paternity is established, even when the 
mother complies with the District Attorney's invasive and degrad
ing inquiries. As welfare scholar Gwendolyn Mink says, the PRA is 
"the most aggressive invasion of women's rights in this century."25 

Mink says that the law did not erode all women's rights equally, 
however, but "hardens legal differences among women based on 
their marital, maternal, class, and racial statuses."26 

While middle-class women may choose to participate in the labor 
market, poor single mothers are forced by law to do so .... While 
middle-class women may choose to bear children, poor single 
mothers may be punished by government for making that 
choice .... While middle-class women enjoy still-strong rights to 
sexual and reproductive privacy, poor single mothers are com
pelled by government to reveal the details of intimate relation
ships in exchange for survival .... And while middle-class mothers 
may choose their children's fathers by marrying them or permit
ting them to develop relationships with children--or not-poor 
single mothers are required by law to make room for biological 
fathers in their families.27 

For poor immigrant women, the picture is even more grim as IIRIRA 

~so reduced judicial discretion in immigration matters, resulting in 
the automatic deportation of immigrants convicted of even minor 
~rimes. Within this web of immigration and welfare "reform" laws, 

a Flores, a permanent resident from Guatemala with two US-citi
n daughters aged eight and nine, is now facing deportation for de
nding herself against her abusive husband in 1998. Prior to 1996, 
ores might have benefitted from a process in which she could 
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claim hardship or argue that the deportation is "unjustifiably cruel," 
and an immigration judge could have stopped the deportation. 
IIRJRA eliminated that process; the PRA left her few options if she is 
able to remain in the country as a single mother; and the atmosphere 
created around Proposition 187 most likely discouraged her from 
seeking those options or any assistance when she was being battered 
in the first place.28 In conjunction, IIRJRA, the PRA, and the after
math of Proposition 187 served to reinstitute many of the worst 
measures aimed at regulating poor women of color and immigrant 
women, as well as their labor and reproduction. 

Women migrants pose a distinct set of challenges to lawmakers 
and " reformers." The current American obsession with alleged 
"welfare abuse" by immigrant women and their supposed 
hyperfertility are actually age-old "social problems." This rediscov
ery of women of color and immigrant women as laborers, potential 
consumers, and reproducers only revisits dilemmas that have histor
ically concerned the state and "reformers": While immigrant 
women's labor is desired, their reproduction-whether biological or 
social-is not. Biological reproduction is deemed undesirable be
cause it entails the United States having to provide basic needs for 
raising and training the children of immigrants. Although immigrant 
children may ultimately be useful as labor, as well, they are nevertly.e
less not able to serve as laborers immediately like their parents, whose 
reproduction and training costs have already been borne by their 
home countries. As Ruben Solis of the Southwest Workers' Project 
points out: 

It takes about $45,000 to raise a child with all the human and so
cial services needed, including education, to get them to eighteen 
years old, or productive age. The US doesn't pay one cent to pro
duce those workers who come at a productive age to join the 
workforce. So the United States saves $45,000 per worker. Many 
of the workers pay income taxes and social security.29 

Immigrants' social reproduction is perhaps even more threatening, since it 
implies a transformation of "American" culture, departing from dominant 
white European culture and the dominance of Western civilization. 
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Throughout US history, immigration and welfare law have been 
formulated to address these "problems," and the "solutions" have 
followed certain predictable models. First, the migration and settle
ment of women have been directly prohibited in order to prevent 
the reproduction and formation of immigrant families. 30 In addi
tion, women of color and immigrant women have historically been 
subjected to enforced sterilization and contraceptive testing to ef
fectively limit their reproduction.31 Second, temporary or "guest" 
worker laws have provided for the importation of male migrant con
tract laborers but prohibited their remaining in the country beyond 
their contracts. These laws have operated in conjunction with mis
cegenation laws restricting the intermarriage of nonwhites with 
white citizens. Third, "reform" programs, often under the guise of 
"Americanization," have been created to rid immigrants of their 
backward ways and inculcate proper "American" values and habits. 
Often these have encompassed training or work-relief programs to 
prepare immigrant women and children for their ultimate roles in 
US industrial society as menial, low-wage workers. Finally, immi
grants have been refused the rights and benefits accorded to citizen 
workers and thus coerced into low-wage work. Moreover, those 
viewed as unable to work or potentially welfare dependent have 
been excluded outright. 

All of these policies are aimed at the same objective: to capture 
the labor of immigrant men and women separate from their human 
needs or those of their dependents. In essence, the goal of these laws 
and "reforms" is to extract the benefits of immigrants' labor while 
minimizing or eliminating any obligations or costs, whether social or 
fiscal, to the "host" US society and state. While it is easier to extract 
cheap labor from independent men through temporary worker pro
grams by recruiting single men, ensuring that they remain single, and 
ultimately ousting them once they have served their purpose, it is 
rnore difficult to accomplish this extraction from women who bear 
and care for children. Instead, the state utilizes other methods, such 
as the "Americanization" programs, imposing cultural "rehabilita
tion" at the same time that work is required of the participants.32 
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Some form of each of the methods described above has been 
used and is currently in use to deal with the dilemma of capturing 
immigrant women's labor while limiting their social and biological 
reproduction. In some cases, these methods operate in much the 
same way that they always have; in other cases, it is less explicit. It 
can be argued, for example, that even though we no longer see the 
direct exclusion of women, and sterilization programs aimed at im
migrant women and women of color are more covert now, restric
tion of these women's reproduction is accomplished through 
measures like Proposition 187 and the immigration law of 1996. The 
unspoken (or sometimes explicit) rationale of these measures is that 
denying basic needs will make it so difficult for immigrants to raise a 
family that they will leave or be discouraged from having children. 
As anthropologist Leo Chavez points out, 

[D]enying immigrants social services would clearly make immi
grant families' lives more difficult .... [I]f the families of immi
grant workers decide to return to Mexico or other family 
members back home stay put, then we will have reduced the costs 
associated with immigrant labor while maintaining, and even in
creasing, the profits of that labor.33 

Moreover, several proposals have been made in Congress that chil
dren born to immigrants should not receive citizenship automati
cally (as they have for centuries past); they would receive citizenship 
only if their parents are "legal" immigrants.34 

This book can be read as a series of essays discussing contem
porary continuity of historical policies and ideologies used to main
tain immigrant women as super-exploitable, low-wage labor. In this 
book, I focus on how migrant women workers are effectively im
ported into the United States from the Third World and subse
quently channeled into the service sector, specifically in care work or 
paid reproductive labor. I examine both their roles as care workers 
in institutional and private household settings and as providers of 
unpaid reproductive labor in their own families-that is, as mothers 
and heads of household. Finally, I analyze the relationship-between 
these roles and how immigrant women's needs and responsibilities 
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within their families are used to constrain their positions in the out
side labor market. I argue that immigrant women in each of these 
roles have become the primary focus of recent public scrutiny and 
rnedia distortion, and the main targets of immigration regulation 
and labor control. 

I aim to redress the popular myths casting immigrant women as 
brood mares who come to the United States to have babies, collect 
welfare, and overburden the environment, public hospitals, and 
schools. These constructions of immigrant women as "welfare 
queens" and "baby machines" have been used to advance brutal 
welfare policies denying immigrants access to benefits and services. 
These policies in turn allow the state to fulfill a dual agenda. First, 
they force many undocumented, as well as "legal," immigrant 
women to take and remain in low-wage jobs for lack of critically 
needed government assistance. Second, they allow the state to mini
mize its costs for providing basic needs and rights to these immi
grant women workers. Ultimately, both private employers and the 
state capture a pool of cheap labor-cheap because women are 
cheated of fair wages, because they are denied the rights and benefits 
of citizen workers, and because they have already been raised and 
trained in their home countries. 

Ir~nically, these women's labor-caring for the young, elderly, 
sick, and disabled-makes possible the maintenance and reproduc
tion of the American labor force at virtually no cost to the US gov
ernment. At the same time, this labor is extracted in such a way as to 
make immigrant women's sustenance of their own families nearly 
impossible. Indeed, ,employers and the state capitalize on i~g!"ant 
Women's vulnerability as mothers and heaci§_of household to com
pel these women to take jobs in the desperate effort to provide for 
&ieir families. In short, I examine the actual root causes-indeed, 
th~neering-of Third World women's labor migration to tJ:le 
United States, and their coercion into service work. I also analyze the 
tacialized images of these women used to rationalize immigration and 
Welfare policies and the exploitative labor systems that they support. 

Chapter 1 examines the historical and contemporary uses of im
agery portraying immigrants as invaders and parasites to rationalize 
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policies excluding immigrants or maximizing the use of their labor 
while minimizing the costs of their maintenance. I examine the _ 
sources of these images among the media, academic institutions, 
statespeople, and right-wing "citizen" groups. Specifically, I look at 
the ironic contradiction between the construction of immigrants as 
resource depletors and their very exploitation as resources. 

Chapter 1 also discusses the question of whether migrant 
women themselves are exposed to and adopt anti-immigrant or 
antipoor rhetoric. In this chapter, I explore how the transmittal of 
these ideologies may be accomplished largely through the media and 
through government policies structured differently for immigrants 
and refugees. Finally, I look at how these pervasive myths of immi
grant welfare abuse function to reinforce divisions among racial and 
ethnic groups in the United States, including migrants and people of 
color, and to limit public support within these groups for govern
ment assistance programs. 

Chapter 2 deals with the Immigration Reform and Control Act 
(IRCA) of 1986, which had two contradictory goals: first, to offer un
documented immigrants who had already lived and worked in the 
country the chance to "legalize," and second, to curtail immigration, 
ostensibly through penalizing those employing undocumented im
migrants, limiting immigrant use of public assistance for five years 
after entry, and excluding immigrants deemed likely to become 
"welfare dependent." This last component of IRCA was es;entially 
an extension of the old public charge laws, dating back to 1882, exclud
ing those "likely to become a public charge" from entering the c~untry. 

In chapter 2, I argue that the images of Latina immigrant 
women as welfare abusers and as inordinate breeders of dependents 
are deliberately propagated by the state and by capital to serve a dual 
function. First, they provide the ideological justification for denying 
aid to immigrant women, on the rationale that they are criminals and 
potential public burdens. Second, this denial of aid provides an ef
fective means of coercing immigrant women into low-wage service 
work. This chapter examines contemporary and historical uses of 
welfare policies to coerce immigrant women and women of color 
into work as domestic servants and caregivers while simultaneously 
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preventing them from providing adequate care or sustenance for 
their own families. 

Chapter 3 examines a second way in which the state functions 
to capture and maintain this labor force for US employers: through 
the direct recruitment of migrant laborers specifically identified as 
temporary workers and through policies restricting the rights of 
these workers, thus preventing them from becoming potential new 
citizens. In this chapter, I compare recent guestworker proposals in 
the agricultural, nursing, and service industries to the Bracero pro
gram of the 1940s to 1960s. Through the Bracero program, workers 
were imported from Mexico, initially in response to the wartime de
mands of southwestern agricultural employers. The Bracero pro
gram is generally seen as having established the precedent in US 
immigration policy for the nonimmigrant, temporary worker visa. 
Those entering under this type of visa are presumed to be residing in 
the United States temporarily, not intending to stay or settle. This 
type of worker is seen as offering the advantage of imposing few 
costs to either the employer or "host" society. 

In chapter 3, I also look at the use of abusive workplace policies, 
such as English-only rules, not only as racist, anti-immigrant attacks 
but as antilabor tactics. While such policies are rationalized as pro
moting "Americanization" or assimilation of immigrant workers, 
their use in attempting to oust certain targeted groups of immigrants 
belies this rationale. I argue that these policies are instituted pre
cisely to construct immigrants as "unassimilable," not worthy of cit
izenship, but useful only as temporary, indeed disposable, workers. 
Accordingly, they function as highly effective antilabor measures, 
applied selectively to remove particular immigrant groups if and 
when they are identified as "troublemakers" or deemed no longer 
useful as laborers. 

In chapter 4, I attempt to put the phenomena oflabor migration 
and importation of women from the Third World in the context of 
the growth of global capitalism. Specifically, I analyze the use of 
structural adjustment policies, or SAPs, by which First World nations 
attach preconditions to their loans to Third World nations. These"' 
include requiring debtor nations to cut social spending and wages, to 
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open their markets to foreign investment, and to privatize state en
terprises. SAPs wreak havoc on the lives of women, especially in 
Third World nations, often making it impossible for them to sustain 
their families. 

I argue that the simultaneous dismantling of social service sys
tems in the Third World and the First World is no coincidence. In
stead, I suggest that First World agencies deliberately engineer the 
destruction of Third World social services via SAPs to render Third 
World debtor countries ultimately vulnerable to their First World 
creditors. This facilitates the commodification of Third World 
women for labor export as it becomes impossible for women to sus
tain their families at home under the devastation of SAPs and they 
are forced to migrate, often to work as domestic servants in the First 
World. Their role as commodities (or, at best, mercenaries) in this 
global exchange is explicit, as they are both prodded to migrate and 
lauded for doing so by statesmen calling them the new "heroes" of 
their countries. 

The denial of all forms of aid to immigrants in "host" countries 
such as the United States seals the fate of these women, making them 
more receptive to scorned, low-paid service jobs once they arrive. 
The demise of social supports in the First World has created both an 
expanded demand for care workers and a lack of alternatives to this 
low-wage work. Thus, the demolition of social supports in the Third 
World through SAPs is not only parallel to the dismantling of the 
welfare state in the United States and elsewhere, but serves to rein
force the channeling of immigrant women workers into service 
work as the only viable choice. These women's vulnerability is fur
ther exacerbated in a global market and political structure that en
ables both sending and "host" countries' governments and private 
employers to avoid ultimate responsibility for "overseas" workers. 

In chapter 5, I discuss collaborations between the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service (INS) and other government agencies, 
particularly social service agencies, as well as corporations, to regu
late and control immigrant labor. By attempting to pit immigrant 
workers and welfare workers against each other, these collabora
tions serve to control low-wage and unpaid workers in general. In 
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this chapter, I compare the plights of immigrant workers and 
workfare workers. Both groups are identified as "employable" yet 
are defined not as workers or employees but "charity" cases and 
criminals. Employers, including private household or corporate em
ployers and city or state governments, rationalize denying these work
ers fair wages, benefits, and rights on the basis of the same racist 
ideology. Identifying these workers as the beneficiaries of charity, 
training, or even punishment, and thus seeing the work itself as fair 
reward or just penalty, employers absolve themselves from responsi
bility for providing any further compensation. 

In the context of welfare "deform," as immigrants and welfare 
recipients are rapidly being denied or cut off from benefits without 
viable jobs being created, the stage is set for competition between all 
low- and no-wage workers. Government and private employers uti
lize increasingly sophisticated antilabor tactics to coordinate their 
assaults on these workers, all under the guise of workplace enforce
ment of immigration law and instituting welfare-to-work programs. 
Low-wage, welfare, and unionized workers have beglin to recognize 
these common challenges, to forge alliances against these collabora
tive attacks, and to resist being pitted against each other. 

In chapter 6, I discuss the ongoing threats to immigrants in sev-_, 
eral domains, including increased border militarization, the growth 
of citizen vigilante groups, and the continued, ever more sophisti
cated tactics and frequently collaborative efforts among govern
ment agencies to erode worker and human rights of immigrants. 
Chapter 6 also examines the dangers of rhetoric framed to appeal to 
and divide different segments of the immigrant rights and labor 
communities. In the face of these challenges, immigrant workers, 
and low- and no-wage contingent workers across the spectrum are 
developing new messages and radical, alternative strategies. This 
chapter examines the central and leading roles that immigrant 
Women and men are playing in both mainstream and nontraditional 
labor organizing, and the particular strategies and strengths that they 
bring to these movements. 
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