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Right Moves? Immigration, Globalization,
Utopia, and Dystopia

Marcelo M. Suarez-Orozco

Over the past decade, globalization has intenstlied worldwide eco-
nomic. soctl, and cultural transformations. Globalizaton is soructured
by three powerlul, interrelated formations: (1) the posthationalization
of production and distribution of goods and services, fueled by growing
levels of mternational trade, foreign direct investment, and capital man-
ket flows, (2) the emergence ol new information and communication
technologies that place a preminm on knowledge-intensive work, and
(3) unprecedented tevels of worldwide migration that generate signifi-
cant demographic and cultural changes in most regions of the world.

Globalization’s puzzle is that although many applaud icas the voval
road {or (l(*\'cl()pm(‘m (for example, Friedman 2000; Micklethwait and
Wooldrige 2000; Rubin 2002), it is generating strong curvents of dis-
content. In large regions of the world, elobalization has become a
deeply disortenting and threatening process of change (Bauman 199%:
Soros 2002: Suglitz 2002) . Globalization has generated the most hostil-
iies where it has placedocal cuttural identities—including local mean-
ing systems, religious identities, and svstemns of livelihood—under

siege. Argentinais a case m point. After a decade ol cutting-cdge free
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market policies, the economy of the country that was once the darling
of such embodiments of globalization as the International Monetary
Fund and World Bank imploded. At the beginning of the twentieth
century, Argentina was one of the ten wealthiest countries in the world,
vet it ended the century in default, with more than 40 percent of the
population at poverty level. By early 2003, an estimated 50,000 car-
(oneros were living off the cartons they gathered every night from trash
cans in Buenos Aires, one of the world’s most clegant cities.

First and foremost, globalization is about movement. Its emerging
regime—mobile capital, mobile production and distribution, mobile
populations, and mobile cultures—is generating deep paradoxes.
Regions of the world such as East Asia seem o have prospered
immenscly under globalization’s regime (see Table 2.1, World Bank
2001). Yet, in the Argentinas of the world, the forces of globalization
have conspired to intensify patterns of mequality and human suffering
(Dussel 2000; Mittelman 2000; Nader 1993). The last decade ol the
twenticth century witnessed vast economic growth in the rich nations,
especially the United States, but roughly 25 percent of the population
of the developing world contnued to live in desperate poverty, on less
than a dollar a day (refer to Table 1.1). China’s meteoric mtegration
into the global economy has significantly reduced poverty, but, as in
much of Latin America, globalization has also increased inequality
(World Bank 2001:1).

Therc is astrong and somewhat amorphous, eclectic anti-globalization
ethos, ubiquitously named, articulated, and performed in varied contexts,
from Seattle to Genoa and Buenos Aires. Its message seems structined by
4 common grammar: The global project is destabilizing, disorienting,
and threatening to large numbers of people the world over.

Yet, cven though many hate what they see in globalization, others
arce seduced by its promise. Here is another paradox of globalization:
As it continues to penctrate the local cultural imaginaries of poor
developing countries, even if it destabilizes local cconomies and liveli-
hoods, globalization generates structures of desire and consumption
fantasies that local cconomies cannot fulfill. These twin factors, global-
ization’s uncven cffects on the world economy and the emergence of a
global imaginary of consumption, are behind the largest wave of immi-

gration in human history. Globalization’s paradoxical power lies in its
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TABLE 2.1
e

Popudation Living below US $1 per Day in Developing Coundries
1990 and 1998

Nuwmber of People belovw Poverty Rate (%)
US 81 a Day (Millions)

1990 1998 1990 1908
(Estimate) (Estimate)

East Asia 1521 278.3 27.6 15.3
Fxcluding China 92,0 65.1 18.5 1.3
South Asia 1951 H22.0 44,0 10.0
Sub-Saharan Africa 242.3 290.9 47.7 16.3
[atin America 738 78.2 16.8 15.6
Middle East/North Alrica n5.7 5.5 2.1 1.9
Europe and Central Asia 7.1 24.0 1.6 0.l
Towal 12764 1198.9 29.0 24.0

Svwrce: World Buank. Global Feononic Prospects and the Developing Countries 2000,

manufacture of both despair and hope. Millions ol people, though,
must realize their hope elsewhere, as migrants.

Globalization’s discontent also visits the “other half,™ the wealthy,
advanced, postindusirial democracies, which have, arguably, beneticed
the most under its reign. In the advanced, postindustrial democracices,
the l111})1‘(*(”(?(1('nlc(l, growing, and scemingly uncontainable migrator
flows generated by globalization over the past decade are, alas, experi-
enced as threatening and disorienting to local cultural identities and
sensibilities. This is the case in most of western Europe, the United States,
and Australia, where anti-immigrant sentiment and xenophobia have
emerged as potentially explosive political and social concerns. The
general move to the political right in Europe over the past few vears can
be linked to the fears and anxieties generated by globalization, inmi-
gration, and crime. Somewhat monomaniacal anti-immigrant partics in
western Europe have gained momentum over the past decade: the
Viams Bloc in Belgium, the Freedom Party in Austria, the People’s
Party in Denmark, and, of course, in May 2002, the Front National m
France. Voters in California overwhelmingly approved Proposition 187,
a new law that denies illegal immigrants a host ol publicly funded

services, including schooling children. In mid-2001, Australia denied a
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shil) i distress, carrving hundreds of ;15)’!11111 seekers, entry to its ports.
To paraphrase Tolstoy, globalization is making all the families ol the
world unhappy in the same way.

In1this chapter, T examine certain anthropological concerns related
o large-scale immigration and the flow of labor within the paradigm of
globalization—a paradigm that will continue to attract the attention of
anthropologists and allied social scientists in the decades to come
(Inda and Rosaldo 2002b; Suarez-Orozeo, Suarez-Orozceo, and Qin-
Hilliard 2003) . First, T explore the parameters of the phenomena called
“globalizanon.” Next, I aurn to the topic ol Targe-scale immigration and
examine recent scholarly debates ina variety of social science disci-
plines, including (but not limited to) cultural anthropology. Last, 1
examine several cultural processes of change facing those who pursue
their fortunes bevond their national boundaries—the area ripest for
important anthropological theoretical and empirical work in the

future.

GLOBAL ANXIETIES

The study of globalizaton is generating considerable academic
interest in a variety ()l‘disvi[)lin(w, including zmlhmp()l()gy, CCONOMICS,
sociology, political science, law, and education—lor example, Appadurai
1996; Bauman 1998; Bavlis and Smith 1997; Castles and Davidson 2000:
Giddens 2000; Hardtand Negri 2000; Inda and Rosaldo 2002b; Jameson
and Mivoshi 1999; King 1997; Lechner and Boli 1999; O Meara,
Mechlinger, and Krain 2000; Sassen 1998,

The term globalization in its current usage is quite broad and lacks
well-defined epistemological, theoretical, and empirical boundaries.
Fyven though the idea of globalization has gaimed increased circulation
in the social sciences and is pregnant with potential—especially for the-
orizing broad processes of social change. [rom Detroit to Delhi—we
cannot fully mine its analviic use until we attend to basic definitional
and theoretical matters. Anthropologists, for example, tend to
approach the problem of globalization in relation to their Jong-term
interest in social organization and culture. Globalizaton detaches
social practices and cultural formations from their traditional moor-
ings in bounded (often national) territories. Globalization decisively

undermines the once imagined neat fic of language, culture, and
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nation. One hundred years ago, European and Euro-American anthro-
pologists took long journcys to remote locations to study exotic social
institutions and cultural beliefs. Globalization now delivers the “exotic”™

to the anthropologist’s own backvard. In plain sight, Turkish caltural

formations—language, marriage, kinship, ritual practices—are as ubiq-
uitous i parts of Frankturt as they are in Istanbul. Likewise, Mexican
culture is now thriving in New York City. New York culture is alive in
Puebla, Mexico, via the cash and social remittances—ithat is, the social
practices and cultural models immigrants acquire in the new setting
and remit back home (Levitt 2001a). THence, we have witnessed over
the past decade the emergence of an anthropological 1aste for topics
such as immigration (Chavez 1992; Foner 2000, 2001e and [ Pessar
1995h; Roosens 1989), transnationalism (Basch, Glick Schiller, and
Szanton Blanc 1994; Gupta and Ferguson 1992; Mahler 1995a). cul-
tural hybrids (Cancling 1995), dehicious dualities (Zentella 2002), and
unsettling cultural conflicts (Shweder 2000; Wikan 2000), all hrought
about by globalization.

Anthropological involvement with the study of cultural forms and
dispersal across time and space has a long historv. Much of the early Tit-
crature privileged the study of “culture contact™ and “cultural borrow-
ing” via trading, migrations, invasions, or conquest. Franz Boas's
(1911b and 1940) carly efforts, which resulted in the firm establish-
ment ol American anthropology as a major scholarly discipline in the
carly decades of the twentieth century, centered around theovetical
debates over the *diffusion”™ (versus “multiple invention™) of caltural
forms (such as a fishing hook, folktale motif, or kinship term) across
distinct cutture areas. This work was critical to the dismantling of car-
lier extravagant and racist theories of stages in the cultural evolution of
socicties. Today, few anthropologists focus their theovetcal or empiri-
cal work on culture areas or patterns of cultural diffusion per se.
[However, there is a strong genealogical line of continuity of anthropo-
logical concerns with the movement of people, cultural facts, and arti-
facts over time.

Political theorists, including political anthropologists, are focusing
on the emergence of international systems, such as human and civil
rights, reaching bevond the contines of individual nation-states. An

Argentine torturer accused of committing crimes against humanity in
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his own country can now be arrested in Mexico and tried in Spain,
as happened in February 2001 (Robben n.d.). Political theorists have
also begun to examine how new deterritorializing processes shape the
course of political fortunes in many parts ot the world. Peoples in dias-

pora

Mexicans in Los Angeles and Dominicans in New York, {or exam-

ple—arc emerging as powerful agents across national boundaries.

Dual-citizenship agreements—the ability to maintain citzenship rights

i more than one nation-state—are complicating the politics of belong-
ing and making them more imteresting (Castles and Davidson 2000).
Dominican politicos, for instance, have long been cognizant that
clection campaigns in their country need o be waged as much in New
York, where Dominicans are now the largest immigrant group, as in
Santo Domingo. Mexican politicians are now joining the new global
game. In late December 2000, newly clected President Vicente Fox
spent a dayv at Mexico's busy northern border personallv welcoming

some ol the 1o million immigrants returning home for Christmas

as
wellas performing and telecasting a new strategic approach to paisanos
living in the United States. Under the Fox administration, the more
than cight million Mexican citizens living in the United States are no
longer an afterthought (or an embarrassment) to Mexican national
pride. Likewise, the Salvadorian politcal leadership carelully takes into
consideration the needs and voices of the Salvadorian diaspora in the
United States. As a rough formula, a million people in the diaspora
transiates to nearly a billion dollars in remittances sent home every
vear. This might help explain the newfound interest among
Salvadorian and Mexican politicians in cultivating ties with their broth-
ers and sisters living in the United States. The old adage “all politics is
local™ is now anachronistic.

For the purposes of this chapter, I define globalization as processes
ol change simultaneously generating centrifugal (as the territory of the
nation-state) and centripetal (as supra-national nodes) forces that
result in the deterritorialization of basic economic, social, and cultural
practices from their traditional moorings in the nation-state. Because
globalization involves a kind of “post-geography” (Bauman 1998), map-
ping it is futile. Different regions of the world are, at once, implicated
in multiple, overlapping globalization processes. Although globaliza-

tion, by definition, refers to ecconomic, social, and cultural processes
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that arc postnational, I do not mean to suggest that it augurs the
demise ot the state apparatus. [tis, 1 think, subtler than that.

Nation-states scem to respond to processes of globalization by dis-
playing new forms of hyper-presence and hyper-absence. Globalization
chalienges the workings of the nation-state in various ways, from under-
mining national economics to making anachronistic traditional idecas
of citizenship and of cultural production (Castles and Davidson 2000:
Sassen 1998). In important ways, states appear hyper-absent qua the
torces of globalization, for example, when billions of dollars enter and
exit national boundaries with the apparatus of the state having litde say
over the course of these flows. On the other hand, states are respond-
ing to globalization by hyper-displays and performances of power.
Arguably one of the most globalized spots in the world today and, alas,
one of the most heavily trafficked international borders in the world is
the vast region that both unites and separates the United States and
Mexico. It is also one of the most heavily guarded borders in history
(Andreas 2000). The militarization of the border at a time of record
border crossings suggests a process more complex than the simple cro-
sion or demise of the nation-state. In the places that matter, where
states bnmp mto cach other, hvper-presence secms to be i tull force.
This is the case in post=September 11 United States, in post-Schengen
Europe, and in Japan. (Per the Schengen agreement, there are no
longer internal border controls among European Union member
states. Hence, a French citizen needs no passport or visa to travel to
Spain, and vice-versa.) Even though. internally, Europe has become
borderless, external controls—that is, keeping would-be migrants from
outside Europe—have intensified (Andreas and Snyder 2000). To
claim that the state is waning is to miss one of the more delicious para-
doxes of state performance.

What, if anything, is new about globalization? Is globalization sim-
ply modernization on sterotds? Is it Westernization in fast-forwardz Is it
imperialism now driven by the extraordinarily high octane of American
hyper-power? Alternatively, is it a phenomenon or a set of phenomena
of a completely different order? Prominent scholars have claimed that
globalization is best conceptualized as part of a long process ol change,
perhaps centuries in the making (Coatsworth 2002; Mignolo 1998; Sen
2000; Taylor 2002; Williamson 2002).
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Two of globalization’s three main currents represent continuity
with previous processes of economic, social, and cultural change, but
the third suggests a new and herctofore unscen force. Globalization is
the product of new information and communication technologics that
connect people, organizations, and systems across vast distances. In
addition to creating and instantancously circulating vast amounts of
information and data, these technologies hold the promise ol freeing
people from the tyranny of space and time. These new technologies ave
rapidhy and irrevocably changing the nature of work, thought, and the
interpersonal patterning of social relations (Turkle 1997) .t

In other ways, though, globalization now scems to mimic previous
cveles of integration. For example, the globalization ()l‘(".lpilnl is noth-
ing new. Hanvthing, it was more impressive one hundred yvears ago
than it is todav (Coatsworth 2002; Tavlor 2002; Willhamson 2002). At
the beginning of the new millenninm, financial markets, direct foreign
investment, capital flow, and the production and distribution of goods
and services continue to he highiy globalized.

According to the World Bank (2001:1), a “growing share of what
countries produce is sold to other foreigners as exports. Among rich or
developed countries, the share of international trade in total outpu
(exports [)]us imports of goods relative to GDP) rose from 27 to 39 per-
cent between FI87 and 1997, For the developing countries it rose from
1016 17 percent.” Likewise, foreign direct investment (that 1s, firms nak-
ing imvesunents in other countries) overall “more than wipled between
1983 and 1998 from US$ 192 billion to US$ 610 billion™(ibid). From the
time vou woke up this morning to the time vou go to bed tonight. more
than a wtrithion dollars will cross national boundaries (Friedman 2000).
The archetvpical American car, the Chevrolet Camaro, is now a thor-
oughly globalized product. Tt is built nowhere and evervwhere; the
capital, labor. and parts originate in multiple continents. It is a car “on
the move,” so to speak, from its very conception. The global market s
also generating global tastes. MeDonald’s now is Brazil's largest emplover
(Schlosser 2001). Market forces seduce and manipulate in even the
remotest parts of the world with stunning results,

Another feature of globalization that seems to continue an old
story is large-scale immigration. Globalization is about deterritoriatiza-

tion not only of markets, information, svmbols, and tastes but also of

[
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large and growing numbers of people. Large-scale mmigration is a
world phenomenon that is (ransforming Africa, Asia, Kurope, and the
Americas. Sweden, a country of nearly nine million people. now has
roughly one million immigrants. Approximately 30 percent of Frankfurt's
population is immigrant. Amsterdam, by the vear 2015, will he H0-
percent immigrant. Leicester, England, is about to become the first ey
in Europce where “whites™ are no longer the majority. Long held as the
exception to the North American and Earopean rule that immigrant
workers are needed to maintain cconomic vitality, Japan is now lacing a
future in which immigrants will play a significant role (Tsuda 1996,
2003). Asta and Afvica have Large numbers of asvlum seckers, refugees.
and (lis])l;l(‘('(l persons (UNTTCR 200 1).

Globalization is the general backdrop for any understanding of the
anthropology of immigration. At the turn of the millennium, an esti-
mated 175 million transnational immigrants and refugees are living
bevond their homelands. Globalization has increased immigration in a
variety ol wavs. First, transnational capital Hows tend to stimulate migra-
tion; where capital flows, immigrants follow (sce, inter alia. Sassen
1988). Sccond, the new information, communication, and media tech-
nologies at the heart of globalization tend to stimulate migration
because they encourage new cultural expectations, tastes, constmption
practices, and lifestyle choices. Would-be immigrants imagine better
opportunitics ¢lsewhere and mobilize to achicve them. Third. deeply
globalized cconomices are increasinghy structured around a voracious
appetite for foreign workers, Fourth, the alfordability of mass trans-
portation has put the migration option within the reach of millions
who, hevetofore, could not do so. In the vear 2000, approximately 1.5
billion airline tickets were sold. Fifth, globalization has stimulated new
migration because it has produced uneven results. In Zhou and

Gatewood’s (2000:10) excellent summary,

Globalization perpetuates enmigration Irom developing
countries i two significant wavs. First,.capital invesunents
into developing countries transform the cconomic and
occupational structures in these countries by disproportion-
ately targeting production for export and taking advantage

of raw material and cheap labor. Such twisted development,

ot
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characterized by the robust growth of low skilled jobs in
export manufacturing, draws a large number of rural, and
particularly female workers, into the urban labor markets.. ..
Second, economic development following the American
model in many developing countries stimulates con-
sumerism and consumption and raises expectations regard-
ing the standard of living. The widening gap between
consumption expectations and the available standards of liv-
ing within the structural constraints of the developing coun-
tries, combined with casy access to information and
migration networks, in turn create tremendous pressure for
emigration... Consequently,...capital investments in devel-
oping countries have resulted in the paradox of rapid eco-
nomic growth and high emigration from these conntries 1o

the United States.

Anv anthropological consideration ot globalizaton must reflect
upon the pains it has gencerated in certain regions of the developing
world, perpetuating unemployment and further depressing wages
{Bawman 1998; Dussel 2000). On the winning side of the new global-
ization game, jobs have increased i certain regions of the world. These
jobs include the knowledge-intensive sector of the new economy and
more traditional jobs i service and agriculture. The growth in jobs in
globalization’s winning zones has acted as an unstoppable vacuum,
pulling millions of immigrants-—skilled and unskilled, legal and ille-

gal

from the developing world into the wealthier centers of the

Northern Hemisphere.

LIVES BEYOND NATIONAL BOUNDARIES

In recent years, there has been renewed interest in the study of
human migration (Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozeo and Qin-Hilliard
2001a). Anthropologists have made significant theoretical contribu-
tions to the study of immigration. For example, see George DeVos's
work on immigration and minority status in comparative perspective
(DeVos 1992; Kleinberg and DeVos 1973; Lee and DeVos 1981), Nina
Glick Schiller’s collaborative work on immigration and transnational-

s (Basch, Glick Schiller, and Szanton Blanc 1994; Glick Schiller,
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Basch, and Blanc-Szanton 1992a; Glick Schiller and Fouron 2001a).
and John Ogbu’s work on immigration and anthropology of education
(Ogbu 1974, 1978; Oghu and Matute-Bianchi 1986). Sociologists,
demographers, and labor cconomists are also conducting important
new rescarch on immigration in the social sciences. The next genera-
tion of anthropological studies of immigration will be increasingly
required to reckon systematically with the approaches and findings of
our colleagues in allied disciplines and to continue making a case for
the unique perspectives emerging [rom the ethnographic process.
Interdisciplinary collaborations between allied social scientists are
likelv to provide the increasingly sophisticated scholarly frames now
needed to deal with the complexities of immigradon in the global era,

During the last decades of the twentieth century, most major
nation-states saw the topic of immigration emerge as a significant issue
with imp()rlzml public-opinion, policy, and rescarch implications.
Migration, {rom the Latin migrare, mcaning “1o change residence,” has
been a defining feature in the making of humaniry from our very emer-
genee as a species in the African savanna. Social scientists have tradi-
tonally defined migration as the more or less permanent movement of
people across space (Petersen 1968). In the language of the social sci-
ences, people “emigrate”™ out of one location and become “inmnmi-
grants” in a new setting.

The idea of migration as the permanent movement of people
across space suggests several important concerns. First is the relative
permanence of immigrants in a new setting. For many (perhaps most),
immigraton represents a final move; for others, it is a temporary state
before eventually returning “home.”™ A central feature of the great
transatlantic immigration that took place between Europe and North
and South America from the 1890s until the 1910s was the high pro-
portion of people who returned to Europe. By some accounts, more
than a third of the Europeans who came to the Americas went back
“home” (Moya 1998).

Sojourners represent another pattern of labor tlow in which tem-
porality defines immigration. They are the many immigrants who move
tor well-defined periods of time, often following a seasonal cvele, and
eventually return home. Large numbers of migrant workers have

followed this pattern—from African workers in the Sub-Saharan

t
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region to Mexican agricultural workers in California (Cornelius 1992).

A thivd type comprises the many new immigrants wordwide who
constantly shutde back and forth. In recent vears, certain scholars of
immigration have argued that new ransnational and global forces
structure the journeys of immigrants in more complex ways than previ-
ously seen. Anthropologists have been at the forefront of this con-
ceptual and cmpirical work (for example, Basch, Glick Schitler, and
Szanton Blane 199-1). This rescarch suggests that many immigrants
remain substantiallv engaged (economically, politdeally, and culturally)
in their newlh adopted lands and in their communities of origing moy-
ing back and forth in wavs seldom scen in previous eras of large-scale
immigration (Suarez-Orozco 1998).

The idea of immigration as movement across space also requires
cluboration. Viewed ;lnlln‘()])n]()gi(‘;lll'\g immigration involves a change
in residency and a change in community. Over the vears, scholars have
concentrated on two major types of large-scale migration: internal
migration (within the confines of a nation-state) and international migra-
fion (across international borders). Although nmany scholars would
argue that the Lurgescale movement of people within o nation-state is a
phenomenon ol a separate order from the farge-scale movement of
people across international borders, the differences between these two
broad types of migration are often quite blurred.

Frequently, internal migrants share many characteristios with inter-
national migrants: Many move from rural vitlages to urban centers,
many experience linguistic and cultural discontinuities, and many face
the same burcaucratic and egal restrictions and diseriminations inter-
national migrants do. Much attention has been focused on international
migration. Tocday, though, most iimmigrants are internal migrants staving
within the confines of their nation=states (China, Egvpt,and Brazil have
experienced high levels of internal migration). In fact, in spite of the
mmpression that the majority of international migrants are heading 1o
the developed world (thatis, Furope and North Amnerica), most immi-
gragon todav is an intra-continental (thacis, within Asia, within Africa)
phenomenon, China adone has an estimated 100 million internal
VI ERE TR AL TRCERE T R TRIGG Crennsimes sy e

that transnational migrants face when moving across countrices

(Fckholm 2001:10). Some of the most iimportant anthropological
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contributions to the study of immigration have focused on internal
migration (for example, Brandes 1975; Colson 1971; Kemper 1977:

Morgan and Colson 1987; and Scudder and Colson 1982).

MOVING ON—THE CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES
OF LARGE-SCALE TMMIGRATION

Scholars of irmmigration have generally theorized patterns of
migration flows in terms of cconomic forces, soctil processes, and
cultural practices (Suarez-Orozeo, Suirez-Ovozceo, and Qin-1hllard
2001a). Social scientists who privilege (he cconomic aspects ol immi-
gration have examined how variables such as unemplovment, under-
emplovment, Lack of access to eredit, and, especially, wage diflerentials
arc implicated in labor migration (Dussel 2000; Suarez-Orozco, Suarer-
Orozco, and Qin-Hilliard 2001b). Anthropologist Jorge Durand. work-
ing with an interdisciplinary team of colleagues, has argued that
mternational migration emerges as a risk management and diversifving
strategy deploved by families and communities hoping to place their
cggs in various territorial baskets (Massey, Durand, and Malone 2002).
Changing cultural models about social standards and cconomic expec-
tations have also been implicated in why people migrate (Mova 1998),
In many cases, people migrate (o actualize new consumption and
lifestvle standards.

In nearly all advanced, postindusirial cconomies, bifurcated labor
markets have worked as a powerful gravitational field, attracting mam
immigrants to work in the low-wage, lowsstatus, and low-skilled
scecondary sector: Anthropologist T, Tsuda (1996, 2003) has noted that
m Japan immigrant workers are sometimes called “3 k workers™ 3 ks
for the Japancese words meaning “dirty, demanding, and dangerous.”
When certain sectors of the opportunity structure are culturally coded
as "immigrant jobs,” they become stigmatized, and native workers tend
to shun them alimost regardless of wage dynamics. What would it take,
m terms of wages, to make backbreaking work such as strawberry pick-
ing in California nof an immigrant occupationr

Anthropological scholars of immigration have tong maintained

that cultural and social practices can generate—and sustain—substan-
tial migratory flows. In many regions of the world, such as Ireland and

Mexico, migration has been an adulthood-defining rite of passage
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(Durand 1998; Massev, Durand, and Malone 2002). In some cases, peo-
ple migrate because others—relatives, friends, and friends of (riends—
migrated before them. The best predictor of who will migrate is who
has already migrated. Transnational family reunification continues to
be a eritical vector in immigration today. In the vear 1996, 915,900
immigrants were formally admitted in the United States. Among them,
594,604 were family-sponsored immigrants (Suarez-Orozco 1999).
Since the carly 1970s, family reunification has been one of the few for-
mal ways to migrate into Lurope (Suarez-Orozco 1994).

A number of studies have examined how transnational migratory
social chains, once established, can generate a powerful momentum of
their own. As Patricia Pessar explains in Chapter 3, gender is deeply
implicated in the making of these chains. Established immigrants lower
the costs of subsequent immigration because they case the transition of
new arrivals by shzu'ing crucial economic, linguistic, and cultural knowl-
cdge—about job openings, good wages, fair bosses, and dignificd work-
ing conditions (Waldinger 1997).

Other recent rescarch highly relevant to anthropological concerns
cengages the theoretical debate over the role of immigrant workers in
the global, postindustrial cconomy. In the context of the increasingly
advanced. knowledge-intensive cconomies of today, are low-skilled
immigrant workers anachronistic? Are immigrant workers a leftover
from an carlier ¢cra of productionz?

The comparative resewrch of anthropologist “Gaku™ (T.) Tsuda

and political scientist Wayne Cornelius on the use of immigrant labor

in two paradigmatic postindustrial economic settings—San Dicgo
County, California, US, and Hamamatzu, Japan-—siggests a remark-
able convergence i patterns ol growing reliance on immigrant tabor,
in spite of marked differences in national context (for example, sce
Cornelius 1998). These data reveal a pattern of an enduring, indeed
voracious, postindustrial demand for immigrant labor. Corncelius
(1998:128) concludes, “As inmigrants become a preferred labor foree,
cmplovers do more to retain them, even in a recessionary economy.”
These data suggest that immigrant workers become desirable to a
wide variety ()f(*lnpl()(\‘(*rs for three basic reasons. First, immigrants are
willing to do low-pay work with little or no prospects for upward mobil-

iy, work that is boring, dirty, or dangerous but critical, even in firms



















































