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I
n the history of ideas those
which have the longest life
are often not carefully articu-

lated concepts but only images
or metaphors. When they were
pungently new, they were ideas
that seized the imagination of
the people. Years later the dead
metaphors are still carried about
in their cultural baggage.

Most tenacious in its hold
upon the American mass mind
has been the dead (because it is
no longer visualized) metaphor
of the Melting Pot. The “melting-
pot” was first given currency in
1908 by Israel Zangwill's thus-
named drama.

Henry Pratt Fairchild, pro-
fessor of sociology at New York

University, in his book The
Melting-Pot Mistake, published
in 1926, noted that the “melting
pot” was a symbol for which
there was a need. It expressed a
faith and a hope, according to
which, in Fairchild's words,
“America is a Melting-Pot. Into it
are being poured representa-
tives of all the world's peoples.
Within its magic confines there
is being formed something that

is not only uniform and homoge-
neous but also finer than any of
the separate ingredients. The
nations of the world are being
forged into a new and choicer
nation, the United States” (p.10).

Although Zangwill himself
later repudiated his early work
by becoming a Zionist, the sym-
bol of the Melting Pot was still
alive in the popular mind when
Fairchild wrote. Fairchild pre-

sented it as a fact, however, that
“We know now that the Melting-
Pot did not melt, but we are not
entirely sure why,” and ex-
pressed doubt that “so compli-
cated a phenomenon as assimi-
lation can be adequately repre-
sented by any symbol at all”
(p.12).

Fairchild, writing only two
years after the passage of the
Immigration Act of 1924, was
still aware of the need to con-
vince a segment, perhaps a
majority, of his readership of the
need for immigration restriction.
A later reader, however, can
profitably read Fairchild not for
what he writes about the explicit
failure of the Melting Pot, but by
observing certain implicit
assumptions which inform his
work from its beginning. Fore-
most among these is the
assumption that there is no
break in the continuity of stages
of development from primitive
man to races, and from races to
nationalities. All stages of devel-
opment emerge from nature, in
a continuing and continuous
evolution.

Even while Fairchild wrote,
this assumption of continuity
was under attack by the school
of Franz Boas, a cultural
anthropologist. The success of
the Boasians in establishing a
new implicit assumption in the
social sciences — an assump-
tion (not to be questioned) that
there is a radical break between
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man in nature and man in cul-
ture — has been fully chronicled
by Carl Degler in his In Search
of Human Nature: The Decline
and Revival of Darwinism in
American Social Thought (New
York: Oxford University Press,
1991). Today's reader, raised to
honor the Boasian assumption,
may find Fairchild to be perplex-
ing and perhaps disturbing read-
ing.

Fairchild considers in a
lengthy chapter “The Factor of
Race,” beginning with a por-
trayal of primitive man, whose
physical features “resembled
much more closely those of a
gorilla or chimpanzee than a
modern civilized man” (p.15).
Today, this primordial origin is
rarely cited in social science as
significant to an understanding
of the origin of society. It is as-
sumed that society begins with
primitive culture, and that primi-
tive culture represents a defini-
tive break from nature. It has
been left to the sociobiologists,
representatives of the physical
science of biology, to re-exam-
ine social origins from an evolu-
tionary standpoint.

While Fairchild notes that
man is unique in spreading over
the surface of the whole earth
“without losing his specific
unity,” he believes that varieties,
or races, although they are
something less than species,
are nonetheless important: “The
primary basis of group unity is
therefore racial” (p.21). Fairchild
recognizes “yellow, brown,
black, red, and white races,”
(p.22) roughly one for each con-
tinent. Within the white race, he
recognizes Nordic, Alpine, and
Mediterranean races (pp.43, 64,
94-102, 109-110). A significant

section of his book (pp.94-106)
is an attempt to assess the rela-
tive contributions of these three
races to the American popula-
tion.

Fairchild urges caution in
making judgments about racial
differences: “Just what the truly
racial features of intellect,
disposition, temperament, and
emotion may be is still almost

terra incognita.” Nonetheless,
whatever may be the results of
research into this unknown terri-
tory, “there seems to be little
room for doubt that these psy-
chical contrasts play a much
more important part in impeding
harmonious action between
groups than the external or nar-
rowly physical aspects” (p.32).
This means that “the period of
race contact,” resulting from “the
pressure of population,” is one
of “race conflict” (p.35).

Fairchild, however, is far
from being the kind of racial
determinist that Count de
Gobineau, for example, is often
caricatured as having been (Es-
say on the Inequality of Human
Races, Paris: 1853). Fairchild

notes that “Race is inherited,
nationality is acquired” (p.42)
and concludes that “as man has
moved upward along his dis-
tinctly human pathway the influ-
ence of race upon his activities
has steadily decreased in rela-
tive importance while that of
nationality has correspondingly
increased” (p.51).

The racial factor is not,
however, annulled by that of
nationality. On the contrary, the
unity of nationality is threatened
by racial disunity: “The essence
of national coherence is a suffi-
cient degree of recognized like-
ness and community of interest
in the great activities of group
life to inspire a yearning for ‘to-
getherness.’ …a manifestation
of the ‘we-feeling’ as contrasted
with the ‘you-feeling.’” The latter
becomes excessively strong
where racial differences are
most stark: “William Graham
Sumner used to tell his students
at Yale that the United States
had no claim to the name of
nation because of the presence
of so large a negro population,
the implication being that be-
tween the white and colored
races there exist such lively rec-
ognitions of dissimilarity that
they can never establish the
degree of common feeling nec-
essary to true nationality”
(pp.53-54).

Fairchild does not refer to
“racism,” a term not in use when
he wrote, but does define “race
prejudice” — “The trouble with
the customary application of the
term ‘race prejudice' is that a
very large part of what it is made
to refer to is neither racial nor
prejudice. Taking the latter fault
first, a prejudice in the strict
sense is a pre-judgment, that is,
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a judgment made in advance of
the evidence. Now the state of
mind usually alluded to is not a
judgment, but a feeling, and it
does not arise in advance of the
evidence. The evidence con-
sists of the traits of a person
recognized to be of another
race. The feeling is a feeling of
revulsion or withdrawal that
arises spontaneously under
these conditions. It may vary in
intensity and perhaps in quality
according to the circumstances,
that is, according to the sort of
association, contact, or relation-
ship that is involved in the meet-
ing” (p.68-69).

Nation versus
Nationality

Fairchild stresses “a clear
distinction between the concepts
of ‘nationality’ and ‘nation’”
(p.52). He uses the latter term in
a sense which is rather uncom-
mon today: “A true nation arises
when such a group as has been
described realizes its aspiration,
that is, when a nationality
achieves the political control of
the geographical area upon
which it dwells” (p.53). As exam-
ples of nationalities which have
failed to accomplish this,
Fairchild cites the “submerged
nationalities” of Eastern Europe.

Nationalities can perish if
they are submerged for a long
period of time and lack essential
unifying ingredients: “[W]hen a
nationality, for whatsoever rea-
son, has only a few well-estab-
lished common traits, it is es-
sential that these should be of a
fundamental character, including
at least two or three out of the
following list: language, religion,
political ideas, basic moral code,
family institution, class feelings”

(pp.55-56). A common language
and religion kept the Greek na-
tionality alive during centuries of
Turkish domination.

Fairchild recognizes an evo-
lutionary factor in the survival of
nationalities which socio-biolo-
gists, fifty years later, defined as
“inclusive fitness”: “Sympathy
toward the in-group and antipa-
thy toward the out-group may be
regarded as universal human
traits” (p.59). “…in the competi-
tion of life between groups, al-
truism, patriotism, and social
efficiency have survival value,
and since these factors have
been essential to the develop-
ment of civilization the motive
which underlies them, group
sympathy, may be considered
as having had a distinct useful-
ness” (p.61).

Applying these criteria to
early America, Fairchild sees a
nationality emergent in the colo-
nies long before the war for in-
dependence: “Quite early the
colonists recognized the dan-
gers inherent in too great num-
bers of foreigners, and in some
cases attempted to limit their
admission by various means”
(p.87). Even after other national-
ity groups began to enter the
U.S. in significant numbers, they
were generally of predominantly
Nordic race. Hence, “the immi-
gration problem in the United
States was not a racial problem
previous to the year 1882"
(p.105).

An influx of Alpine and Med-
iterranean elements came after
1882. “[B]eginning about 1882,
the immigration problem in the
United States has become in-
creasingly a racial problem in
two distinct ways, first by alter-
ing profoundly the Nordic pre-

dominance in the American pop-
ulation, and second by introduc-
ing various new elements which,
while of uncertain volume, are
so radically different from any of
the old ingredients that even
small quantities are deeply signif-
icant” (p.112). The latter include
“the Hebrews” (p.111).

The Immigration Act of
1924 used nationality as the
closest practical approximation
to race. It was discriminatory,
but “it was recognized that quo-
tas based on foreign-born resi-
dents exclusively were illogical
and themselves discriminatory
against the old stock. It was re-
alized that the native population
had at least as good a right as
foreigners to be considered in
determining the composition of
the immigration of the future”
(pp.132-133).

The Question
of Assimilation

At the midpoint of his book,
Fairchild considers what assimi-
lation has been in process, how
it has been effected, and how it
relates to the melting pot ideal.
The latter represents a total as-
similation since “A melting pot is
not an end in itself. The purpose
of a melting pot is to get the
heterogenous substances into a
form of unity and fluidity. But the
great questions remain: What
kind of a substance are you go-
ing to have when the fusion is
complete? And what are you
going to do with it?” (p.120).

Most evidently, the melting
pot fails where languages and
religions are involved. Two or
more languages or religions
never “melt” into one new lan-
guage or one new religion
(pp.144-145). “The process by
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which a nationality preserves its
unity while admitting representa-
tives of outside nationalities is
properly termed ‘assimilation’”
(p.136). But “the attempt to mix
nationalities must result not in a
new type of composite nation-
ality but in the destruction of all
nationality. No one of the com-
ponents can survive the process
if it is carried too far. This is the
outstanding fallacy of the melt-
ing pot. It applies a figure that is
appropriate only in the racial
sense to a problem that is pre-
ponderantly national. It repre-
sents unification in terms of a
process which, for the greater
part of the task of unification, will
not work. If the truth were other-
wise in this matter the history of
the Balkans would have been
very different from what it has
been. …The inhabitants of this
unfortunate area are broken up
into incompatible groups not by
racial differentiations — most of
which they would be quite un-
able to detect — but by lan-
guages, religions, customs, so-
cial habits, and … traditional
group loyalties” (pp.150-151).

In the final analysis,
assimilation contradicts the
melting pot ideal because, in
assimilation, “The traits of for-
eign nationality which the immi-
grant brings with him are not to
be mixed or interwoven. They
are to be abandoned” (p.154).
The melting pot, on the contrary,
absorbs all characteristics, pre-
serving them in a formless mass
which represents a melting
down of most or all of the char-
acteristics of nationality.

“Americanization”
Fairchild gives considerable

attention to a critique of a con-

cept seldom invoked today:
Americanization.1 Criticizing the
Americanization efforts of his
own day, he sees in them the
error of equating information
with national allegiance. Ameri-
canization sees assimilation as
only an educational process, a
voluntary process, “much like
the act of conversion in an old-
fashioned revival” (p.169-170).

Other flaws of the early
Americanization movement in-
cluded an assumption that the
fact of immigration indicates a
desire to assimilate: “Unfor-
tunately, the truth is that the
feature of the American nation-
ality which operates as the chief
drawing card in the great major-
ity of cases among the recent
immigrants is the opportunity to
make money” (p.175). This ob-
servation is even more relevant
after seventy years. Indeed, it is
now almost incontestable.

Fairchild answers, as fol-
lows, the objection, still current
at the end of the twentieth cen-
tury, that an American national-
ity cannot be defined because
only the American Indians are
true Americans: “To say that the
Indians are the only true Ameri-
cans means that what consti-
tutes an American is ancient
residence upon a certain terri-
tory, which was not even called
American until after the white
men discovered it. …According
to this clever saying America is
a piece of land, and nothing
more” (pp.199-200).

America, however, is “not
merely an aggregation of peo-
ple” (p.200), but “something
more than a governmental or-
ganization” (p.201). It is “a na-
tionality, and fortunately also a
nation. America is a spiritual

reality. It is a body of ideas and
ideals, traditions, beliefs, cus-
toms, habits, institutions, stan-
dards, loyalties, a whole com-
plex of cultural and moral val-
ues” (p.201).

Again, Fairchild stresses
that race, while antecedent to
nationality, is not superseded by
it: “There can be no doubt that
the founders of America ex-
pected it and intended it to be a
white man's country,… The
calmness with which they closed
their eyes to the presence of the
Negroes in this white man's
country did not alter their inten-
tions any more than it provided
an escape from the difficulties
involved. There can also be no
doubt that if America is to re-
main a stable nation it must con-
tinue to be a white man's coun-
try for an indefinite period to
come. We have enough grounds
of disunion and disruption with-
out adding the irremediable one
of deep racial antagonisms. An
exclusion policy toward all non-
white groups is wholly defensi-
ble in theory and practice, how-
ever questionable may have
been the immediate means by
which this policy has been put
into effect at successive periods
in our history” (p.240).

Toward the end of his book,
Fairchild takes note of factors
which have now grown in weight
at the end of the twentieth cen-
tury. He concludes that “The
discussion thus far has rested
on the assumption that the im-
portance of national unity is axi-
omatic. …But there is a notable
body of public thought, all the
more influential because it pa-
rades under the guise of liberal-
ism, that questions the validity of
this axiom” (p.247). Nonethe-
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less, Fairchild gives no evidence
of any awareness that the
assumption of national unity
would come under increasingly
effective attack. He also refers
to “Walker's law” that “the ulti-
mate outcome of unrestricted
immigration is a progressive
deterioration of the standard
until no difference of economic
level exists between our popula-
tion and that of the most de-
graded communities abroad”
(p.252). This, read now, seems
to be a premonition of the two-
fold impact of unrestricted immi-
gration and free trade upon the
living standards of the great
mass of Americans who are
non-supervisory employees.

Finally, in the last para-
graph of his book, Fairchild sug-
gests that  had the Immigration
Act of 1924 not been enacted,
the melting pot might have
worked all too well to destroy
national unity because “what
was being melted in the great
Melting Pot, losing all form and
symmetry, all beauty and
character, all nobility and useful-
ness, was the American nation-
ality itself” (p.261). The melting
pot was a mistake, not a failure.
Had it succeeded, it would have
destroyed the American nation-
ality.

Failure of
the Melting Pot

Nathan Glazer and Daniel
P. Moynihan, in the preface to
their 1963 book Beyond the
Melting Pot,  confirm that the
melting pot has failed: “The
point about the melting pot, as
we say later, is that it did not
happen. At least not in New
York and mutatis mutandis, in
those parts of America which

resemble New York.” The
unmeltable ingredients, as gath-
ered in New York City, are “the
Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Jews,
Italians, and Irish” cited in the
subtitle to Beyond the Melting
Pot, which is a sociological sur-
vey of each separate group. No-
where in this survey, however,
do the authors suggest that the
outcome of the melting process,
had it happened, would have
been a mistake. The cardinal
assumption of Glazer and
Moynihan about the melting pot,
then, is something quite other
than that of Fairchild. 

Similarly, Glazer and
Moynihan begin with another
assumption directly contrary to
that of Fairchild. They are
Boasians, making no reference
to physical anthropology and but
little reference to cultural anthro-
pology. If race is found to be
significant, as in the case of the
Negroes, this is due to historical
(i.e., cultural) happenstance (or,
more appropriately, misfortune).
The evolutionary paradigm
(species/ races/ nationalities/
nations) which Fairchild brings
to all points of his study is in-
voked not even implicitly by
Glazer and Moynihan.

Glazer and Moynihan are
also, unlike Fairchild, agnostic
about the definition of an Amer-
ican nationality. They conclude
only that “Religion and race de-
fine the next stage in the evolu-
tion of the American peoples.
But the American nationality is
still forming: its processes are
mysterious, and the final form, if
there is ever to be a final form,
is as yet unknown” (p.315). Evi-
dently, they see no incongru-
ence between the existence of
American peoples, as opposed

to an American people, and an
American nationality. Fairchild,
of course, sees the two as mutu-
ally exclusive.

The authors find that “the
word ‘American’ was an unam-
biguous reference to nationality
only when it was applied to a
relatively homogeneous social
body consisting of immigrants
from the British Isles, with rela-
tively small numbers from
nearby European countries”
(p.15). With later immigration, it
came to mean in  legal terms a
citizen, but socially it had lost its
identifying power. “In the United
States it became a slogan, a
political gesture, sometimes an
evasion, but not a matter-of-c-
ourse, concrete social descrip-
tion of a person. Just as in cer-
tain languages a word cannot
stand alone but needs some
particle to indicate its function,
so in the United States the word
‘American’ does not stand by
itself. If it does, it bears the addi-
tional meaning of patriot,
‘authentic’ American, critic and
opponent of ‘foreign’ ideologies”
(p.15).

The authors see the Ameri-
can peoples  molded into as
many different social-political
forms: “The ethnic group in
American society became not a
survival from the age of mass
immigration but a new social
form” (p.16). “Ethnic groups
then, even after distinctive lan-
guage, customs, and culture are
lost, as they largely were in the
second generation, and even
more fully in the third genera-
tion, are continually recreated by
new experiences in America”
(p.17).

On the basis of their study
of ethnic groups in New York
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“Although Glazer and Moynihan

wrote almost a third of a century

ago, the problems they address

often seem to be unchanged.”

City, the authors conclude that
ethnic groups have become
“interest groups” (p.17). These
groups resist assimilation in the
sense in which Fairchild uses
the term: “Conceivably the fact
that one's origins can become
only a memory suggests the
general direction for ethnic
groups in the United States —
toward assimilation and absorp-
tion into a homogeneous Ameri-
can mass. And yet, …it is hard
to see in the New York of the
1960s just how this comes
about. Time alone does not dis-
solve the groups if they are not
close to the Anglo-Saxon center.
Color marks off a group, regard-
less of time; and perhaps most
significantly, the ‘majority’ group,
to which assimilation should
occur, has taken on the color of
an ethnic group, too. To what
does one assimilate in modern
America?” (p.20).

For Glazer and Moynihan,
again unlike Fairchild, this ques-
tion must remain a rhetorical
one. They remain agnostic
about the most central of ques-
tions. In their words, “this book
… is inevitably filled with judg-
ments, yet the central judgment
— an over-all evaluation of the
meaning of American heteroge-
neity — we have tried to avoid,
because we would not know
how to make it” (p.21).

In default, therefore, Glazer

and Moynihan measure the
assimilation of their five subject
groups by applying to them the
yardstick of socio-economic
status. Their leading and implicit
assumption is that any group's
failure to attain median socio-
economic status must be
explained. Any such shortfall is
evidence of a societal failure, a
failure of assimilation. This as-
sumption is, of course, the basis
for affirmative action and other
racial preferences, programs
implemented only a few years
after the authors wrote. Glazer,
therefore, in writing of “the Ne-
groes,” is slightly in advance of
his time when he concludes that
“the strictly legal approach to
[racial] discrimination will have
to be supplemented with new
approaches” (p.41).

It now seems a wonder that
the authors register concern that
“In 1960 in the New York
metropolitan area a quarter of

Negro families were
headed by women”
(p.50). Today, when
two-thirds of all African-
American births are to
unwed mothers, it
seems to be a wild day-
dream to hope that one
could ever again be able

to report such a statistic.
Although Glazer and

Moynihan wrote more than a
third of a century ago, the prob-
lems they address often seem to
be unchanged. Thus, Glazer
devotes considerable attention
to Negro-Jewish tensions
(pp.71-77), which have certainly
not subsided. Of the inhabitants
of Harlem, Glazer notes that
“They lack only the ultimate
power of expropriation, but if
they did, Jewish and other white

business might fare as badly in
Harlem as the American invest-
ments in Mexican oil, or in
Cuba” (p.74).

Another familiar problem is
the slowing down of assimilation
among Hispanics. The authors
note that the ease with which
Puerto Ricans can migrate from
their island to New York and
vice versa is a deterrent to as-
similation and a new factor in
ethnic history (p.100). In re-
sponse, “The city government
on its part encourages city em-
ployees to learn Spanish, and
issues many announcements to
the general public in both lan-
guages. Conceivably this will
change, but Spanish already
has a much stronger official po-
sition in New York than either
Italian or Yiddish ever had. This
is one influence of the close-
ness of the island, physically,
politically, and culturally”
(p.101).

In the case of two groups,
there are remarkable differences
between their circumstances in
1963 and in 1996. Glazer writes
about the first of these, the
Jews, as he writes about all
other groups save the Irish, who
are the subjects of Moynihan's
contribution.

Glazer observes that “Inter-
marriage, an important sign of
integration, remains low among
Jews. The 1957 sample census
showed that about 3½ per cent
of married Jews were married to
non-Jews, and the proportion is
possibly even lower in New
York” (p.160). Glazer cites a
study in New Haven showing no
increase in intermarriage since
1930, “although in this period
the Jews of New Haven became
much more acculturated and
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“…ethnicity and nationality are

rather important factors…”

prosperous. This pattern sharply
distinguishes the Jews of the
United States from those of
other countries in which Jews
have achieved wealth and social
position, such as Holland,
Germany, Austria, and Hungary
in the twenties. There the
intermarriage rates were phe-
nomenally high” (p.160).

Much has changed in this
regard since Glazer wrote. Now,
rates of exogamy among Ameri-
can Jews are close to 50 per-
cent. This high rate of physical
assimilation brings the American
Jewish experience more into
parallel with that of central Eu-
rope. High rates of exogamy
would seem to guarantee the
total assimilation of a group, but
in the case of the Jews their
rejection as a group by their
central European hosts followed
the period, the 1920s, when
seemingly they had won com-
plete acceptance. In this re-
spect, the Jewish experience
calls into question the entire
concept of what assimilation
means.

Moynihan concludes that
“The relative failure of the Irish
to rise socially seems on the
surface to be part of a general
Catholic failure” (p.258).
Moynihan's understanding of “a
general Catholic failure,” found
corroboration as late as 1972 in
Michael Novak's The Rise of the
Unmeltable Ethnics. In 1974,
however, it was abruptly over-
turned when Andrew Greeley, a
Jesuit sociologist, published, in
his Ethnicity in the United
States: A Preliminary Recon-
naissance, his findings that Irish
Catholics and other white Cath-
olic groups earned average
incomes higher than those of

most white Protestant nationality
groups.

White Protestants are men-
tioned but rarely in Beyond the
Melting Pot, and are the subject
of one wildly inaccurate proph-
ecy: “The white Protestants are
a distinct ethnic group in New
York, one that has probably
passed its low point and will now
begin to grow in numbers and
probably also in influence” (p.
314). Doubtless, this, at least in
part, reflected the belief that
mediating figures similar to John
Lindsay would emerge in the
city's political future. Such was
not to be.

Glazer and Moynihan's con-
clusion attempts to define why
the melting pot failed. Their rea-
son remains ill-defined, however
conjectural: “We may argue
whether it was ‘nature’ that re-
turned to frustrate continually
the imminent creation of a single
American nationality. The fact is
that in every generation,
throughout the history of the
American republic, the merging
of the varying streams of popu-
lation differentiated from one
another by origin, religion, out-
look, has seemed to lie just
ahead — a generation, perhaps,
in the future. This continual de-
ferral of the final smelting of the
different ingredients … into a
seamless national web … sug-
gests that we must search for
some systematic and general
causes for this American pattern
of subnationalities; …some cen-
tral tendency in the national
ethos which structures people,
whether those coming in afresh
or the descendants of those who
have been here for generations,
into groups of different status
and character” (pp.290-291)

.

Whatever this “central ten-
dency in the national ethos” may
be, the authors do not further
define it. The simplest answer,
of course, was one that was
repugnant to the creed of the
New Frontier; i.e., that ethnicity
and nationality are rather more
powerful as factors than liberal
thinkers had supposed them to
be. This was the warning which
Fairchild attempted to communi-
cate. It is the conclusion, admit-
tedly supported by a third of a
century of hindsight, of William
Pfaff in his The Wrath of Na-
tions: Civilization and the Furies
of Nationalism (New York: Si-
mon & Schuster, 1993).

Any attempt at the end of
the century to revive the melting
pot metaphor must be a feeble
one. Under another name,
“Trans-America,” — which is an
adaptat ion of Randolph
Bourne’s 1916 vision of “Trans-
national America”  — Michael
Lind seems to be making such
an attempt. Lind’s The Next
American Nation (New York:
The Free Press, 1995)2 bravely
affects to look to the future, but
it offers little more than yet an-
other refurbishing of the melting
pot ideal. Other authors, still
fond of metaphor, have written
of “the American salad bowl” or
“the American mosaic.” Law-
rence Fuchs, a political scientist,
wrote of The American Kaleido-
scope: Race, Ethnicity, and the
Civic Culture (Hanover, N.H.:
Wesleyan University Press,
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1990). 
Lind’s seems to be a faith,

despite all, in the civic culture.
That culture, in turn, is reducible
to nothing more than a belief in
continuing socio-economic ad-
vancement for all, just some-
thing to keep everyone busy and
out of trouble, something like
Gatsby’s “the green light, the
orgiastic future that year by year
recedes before us.” Everyone
must be kept running, never
allowed to linger, to think, per-
haps to wonder where, if any-
where, it all might be headed.
Disbelief, even lingering, might
lead to a dispersal of the multi-
cultural herd into contending
packs. In a multicultural society,
the civic culture can only func-
tion if it is minimal in the com-
mitment which it implies, a
promise of bare civility rather
than a loyalty to civilization.

Meanwhile, the meltdown of
American nationality, of which
Fairchild warned, proceeds
apace. a

1See an article on Americanization by
Otis Graham, Jr. and Elizabeth Koed
in The Social Contract, Vol.IV, No.2,
p.98.
2The Next American Nation was
reviewed by William Chip in The So-
cial Contract, Vol.VI, No.2, Winter
1995-96, p.148. There is an additional
review by David Payne in this issue,
p.231.

[Editor’s note: Also on this topic: As-
similation in American Life by Milton
Gordon, New York: Oxford Press,
1964.]
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When the lifeboat is overloaded

Our nation’s first immigration law in 1882 specified that
nobody would be allowed into our country if that individual
expected a free ride. Anybody expecting to live off public
money was turned away. Not anymore. The United States
has become a deluxe retirement home for the elderly of
other countries.

Robert Rector of the Heritage Foundation has discovered
that most of the one million non-citizens in the United States
are living off you. Forty-five percent of all elderly immigrants
in California are getting cash from you. Among Russian
immigrants, 66 percent are taking your money.

At today’s rate of immigration, there will be 3 million non-
citizen immigrants costing you — over the next ten years —
$328 billion. Publications that are widely distributed among
immigrants in all languages tell them how to get your money.

Homegrown Americans expect parents to provide for
their own children, yet immigrant families can bring
immigrant elderly to the United States and expect taxpayers
to support them.

The triage law of the sea prescribes a legal limit for the
number of people in each lifeboat. Any others seeking to
fight their way aboard must be refused — in any way
necessary — in order to keep the lifeboat afloat.

Economics Professor George Borjas computes the cost
of jobs lost to foreign-born workers to be $133 billion a year.

Dr. Donald Huddle of Rice University projects the net
cost of legal immigration will exceed $400 billion in the next
decade. And this figure is in excess of any taxes that
employed immigrants might pay.

Those who contend that mass immigration is an
economic asset do not compute all the costs of services
rendered free to immigrants. Also, they omit the children of
immigrants from their fiscal analyses.

A Roper Poll reveals that 54 percent of Americans want
annual immigration to be less than 100,000. But each year
— as more immigrants, legal and other, arrive — the
homegrown Americans in the lifeboat will be further
outnumbered, out-shouted and overwhelmed.

It seems inhospitable — cruel — to turn others away. But
when our own Ship of State is sinking in a sea of red ink, the
alternative to triage is Titanic.

— Paul Harvey, April 9, 1996.
By permission of Paul Harvey and Creators Syndicate.


