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Note: 

 

This paper is a general introduction to the possible architectonic of a new book project. 

The book would examine the political implications of immigrant identity formation. I 

intend to rely on the German dialectical tradition for this purpose, instead of a liberal, 

Mill-inspired perspective as is the case with Appiah’s treatment of cosmopolitan identity. 

I propose three sorts of constraints for recent immigrants: 1) the state’s mode of 

reception, understood in a Hegelian sense as one where liberal egalitarianism is 

superseded by a relationship of domination of the state vis-à-vis the subject; 2) the 

political economy structure, understood in a neo-Marxian sense where most immigrants 

tend to cluster at the bottom of the labor market (low wage); and 3) the cultural and racial 

environment of the receiving, host state, understood with a Nietzschean lens, where 

immigrants develop reactive identities. This paper treats the third element more 

extensively. 

For empirical data, I am gathering information largely from sociology and social 

psychology. I may include some case studies. These would likely be focused on some 

cities, not countries. I will probably use the literature and data on ‘global cities’ such as 

New York, Paris, Buenos Aires, and Tokyo for the case studies of immigrants’ 

experience and identity-formation. This would allow me to refer to the polis as a concept 

and locus of cosmopolitanism.   
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Abstract 

 

 

Liberal political theory has increasingly come to face the normative problems posed by 

immigration. Most works in this tradition, however, deal with the ethics of immigration 

policy or the ethics of borders, not identity formation of agents who cross borders. One 

exception is the recent work of Anthony Appiah on cosmopolitanism. While Appiah does 

not treat immigrants at length, I argue that his schema can be extended to them if they are 

seen as cosmopolitan actors. However, Appiah’s reliance of J.S. Mill’s notion of self-

cultivation, I propose, is not useful for comprehending immigrant identity because of the 

severe constraints faced by new immigrants vis-à-vis native citizens. Instead of Mill, a 

more adequate foundation for examining immigrant identity can make use of a neo-

Nietzschean understanding of the relationship between identity and ressentiment. 

Immigrant identity in a cosmopolitan world can indeed hinder the adaptation and 

assimilation of newcomers to the host society and transform national identity. 
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I. Introduction 

 

 

“The politics of foreignness are driven by failed efforts to insist on the 

unity of the nation or the demos” 

Bonnie Honig, Democracy and the Foreigner1

 

 

Recent work in contemporary political theory has sought to grapple with the 

problem of group identity. How to deal with collective membership has been a guiding 

concern for studies of ethnic, racial, gender, national, supranational, and subnational 

groups [e.g. Kymlicka (2001), Shelby (2005), Benhabib (2004), Balibar (2004)]. At the 

same time, owing to massive demographic changes in the last few decades, immigration 

has come to the fore of social science, with much work being done in sociology, political 

science, and economics, among other fields, to study this phenomenon.2 However, 

political theory, with few exceptions, has been slow to come to terms with the normative 

dimensions of immigration issues, 3 and with immigrant identity in particular. 

The most acute version of the concern with immigration for political science is 

perhaps that of Samuel Huntington. In Who Are We? The Challenges to American 

Identity (2004) Huntington, one of the most prominent political scientists of the last thirty 

years, proposes the provocative thesis that increased migration into the United States of 

new, non-Anglo-Saxon people (especially Mexicans) threatens the national fabric and 

identity of the host country. The United States was founded on white, European, 
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Protestant values, Huntington asserts, and this laid the foundation for the construction of 

an American identity that allows for the success of the nation in terms of national 

stability, harmony, as well as economic and political vitality. 

Is Huntington correct? Can political theory provide its own answer to this 

question, one that has been given ample attention in other areas of social research? In this 

article, I address the thesis that new immigrants pose a danger to national identity by 

exploring further the concept of identity.4 In particular, I examine the notion of 

‘immigrant identity,’ in other words, whether we can speak of a sense of collective 

identity in general for recent, first- and one-and-a-half generation immigrants in 

advanced, industrialized democratic states.5 I then explore the political implications of 

this possibility. 

To do this, I build on the recent work of Anthony Appiah, which provides a solid 

basis for viewing the problem of group identity in contemporary societies. Moreover, 

Appiah’s conceptualization of cosmopolitanism is also useful, I argue, for understanding 

that 21st century immigration is dissimilar from that of previous periods: whereas earlier 

waves showed that immigrants tend to slowly abandon the home country and culture (in 

part owing to the fact that travel and communication generally posed prohibitive return 

barriers), present conditions significantly facilitate information and travel flows. This 

creates an environment in which a cosmopolitan model for immigrant identity is more 

useful than one based on separate, discrete, and exclusive nationalities.  

Appiah’s perspective, however, is flawed in its philosophical reliance on the work 

of John Stuart Mill as the basis of cosmopolitan identity. I argue that immigrant identity 

in a world shaped by cosmopolitan characteristics requires different philosophical 
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foundations than those of Millian liberal individualism. I propose that utilizing a notion 

of ressentiment derived from Friedrich Nietzsche is a more cogent alternative to 

understand immigrant identity and self-fashioning because it is more adequate in 

addressing the constraints that limit agency and is alive to the contradictions in immigrant 

experience. 

The model of immigrant identity that I develop from this approach provides 

support for Huntington’s thesis that recent immigrants, especially of ethno-cultural 

origins different from those of the host country, do pose fundamental challenges to 

established norms of citizenship and national identity. Viewed in light of a Nietzschean 

notion of ressentiment, the sort of identity that is developed in immigrant individuals, in 

relation to each other, to other groups, and to the host state is one that can become 

alienated from the mainstream host society. This is not owed to a willful, conspiratorial 

attitude in new immigrants; rather, it is the result of largely structural factors in the 

absence of concerted efforts by the host state to incorporate (rather than assimilate) new 

immigrants in a dialogical, discursive, and cooperative manner.  

While Huntington’s central thesis appears supported by this theoretical 

perspective, what is unclear is whether the oppositional challenges posed by new 

immigrants are altogether deleterious to the Good in host societies. In other words, while 

the new immigrants may indeed bring destructive elements to the new society, they may 

have a creative component as well, carrying with them values that may be beneficial for 

human life in general and in some cases revitalize aspects of social life that have been 

languishing in the host state. 
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II. The crisis of national identity 

At least as far back as 1965, with the Immigration Reform and Control Act, 

significant demographic changes have been visible in American society. The Act meant 

an end to national quotas for newly-arriving immigrants, and this lead to the influx of 

large numbers of new immigrants from Latin America and Asia in particular. This 

brought about the transformation of the face of the American public: a relative increase of 

people of color, and a decline in the number of Europeans arriving to the US. 

The system that existed before 1965 was founded on an immigrant's country of 

birth. Three countries— the United Kingdom, Ireland and Germany —  received about 

seventy percent of immigration allotments. Those coming from Italy, Greece, Poland, 

Portugal, and elsewhere in eastern and southern Europe had to wait long years for entry 

to the US.6

Beginning in 1965, nationality criteria were annulled, putting most people of all 

nations on a level playing field in the process of applying for entry to the US.  President 

Lyndon Johnson declared, under the shadow of the Statue of Liberty, that the older 

system was flawed: 

This system violates the basic principle of American democracy -- the 
principle that values and rewards each man on the basis of his merit as a 
man. It has been un-American in the highest sense, because it has been 
untrue to the faith that brought thousands to these shores even before we 
were a country.7  

This phenomenon has been one of the most studied in the social sciences in recent 

times, for it has led to a variety of concerns and policy implications. From bilingual 
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education to affirmative action and multiculturalism, the new immigrants have posed 

questions about the course of American life. One of the more concerned voices is that of 

Samuel Huntington, perhaps the nation’s most prominent political scientist. While not 

particularly theoretically sophisticated, Huntington’s recent work on national identity 

proposes a provocative thesis that is also widely shared by many in the American 

mainstream: the US national character (or ‘identity,’ in his formulation) is based on the 

white, European, and Protestant roots of the Founders. The new immigrants, particularly 

those of Hispanic (and especially Mexican) descent, pose a threat to this character owing 

to fundamentally different values, traditions, and backgrounds. “The continuation of high 

levels of Mexican and Hispanic immigration…could eventually change America into a 

country of two languages, two cultures, and two peoples” (Huntington 2004: 256). 

America will cease to be America once the new immigrants’ way of life becomes 

dominant across US cities and towns. 

While there has been a variety of critical responses to Huntington’s thesis, coming 

especially from sociology but also political science and other empirical disciplines, 

political theorists have not addressed it at length, since Huntington is not a political 

theorist and his recent work does not have the scholarly attributes of his earlier studies. 

Nonetheless, because of the prominence of Huntington as a political scientist, the fact 

that many average Americans share his beliefs8 and the fact that he relies on the concept 

of identity, it is important to address this concern from a theoretical and normative 

perspective. 
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III. The need for a model of immigrant identity  

Political theory has not adequately come to grips with the issue of immigration. 

Few works exist that directly address this problématique, principally because the 

discipline’s starting premise generally tends to be the idea of the state. According to this 

principle, theorizing takes place for matters concerning either what is inside the state, or 

with the state’s relations with what is outside. As Bonnie Honig has rightly argued, most 

of political theory rests on the assumption that the unity of the people of a nation state is 

the foremost concern.9 Similarly, philosopher Anthony Appiah notes the obsession of 

political theory with the metaphor of islands, since they represent the closed-off nature of 

a model state.10 Thus, in the tradition of canonical political thought, the role of the 

immigrant is a marginal one: it is simply the potential citizen-to-be, posing no significant 

problems to issues of justice or the constitution of the state.11 Rawls makes a similar 

mistake, Appiah notes, by positing the “self-contained national community” as the model 

for political theory.12

Such approaches are no longer tenable owing to at least two reasons. One is the 

emergence of trans-national and post-national tendencies in global politics. Globalization, 

or the spread and tightening of networks, institutions, and exchange of ideas and 

commodities across the planet, is a well-observed phenomenon of recent years that shows 

how the nation-state has lost at least some sovereignty vis-à-vis previous periods before 

the acceleration of global communication.13 The other is the fact that the assimilation of 

new immigrants is not conclusive about the linearity of adaptation into a new society, as 

recent work has shown.14
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The Ambiguity of the Immigrant Experience 

While it may be true that previous waves of immigrants, say, for example that of 

Italians, gradually came to be considered both “white” and “American,” it is not certain 

that new immigrants from Latin American countries, for instance, will necessarily 

become integrated in the same pattern. In the 21st century, it is easier to travel back to the 

home country, gather information in the native tongue through television and the internet, 

and maintain the cultural ties with the home country in ways that were unimaginable fifty 

or a hundred years ago.15 There is a qualitative difference in the way that immigrants 

travel and communicate in comparison to periods before advanced globalization.  

Moreover, the data on immigrants’ adaptation to the US is not entirely 

unambiguous. We cannot easily say that most immigrants enter and assimilate to the US 

enthusiastically or without negative effects, nor can we say that most are leading to a sort 

of Trojan horse phenomenon, as Huntington appears to believe. There seem to be 

significant indications that the presence of new immigrants brings complications to the 

host state. It is this ambiguity that is the locus where we can speculate and theorize about 

the possible sources of friction that may lead to immigrant resistance and — as I discuss 

further below— ressentiment. 

What are these indications? We can point to some in the spheres of ethnicity and 

politics. In the first, we may note with Portes (1996: 95) that “ethnic resilience” is a 

significant phenomenon because “it has seldom reflected linear continuity with the 

immigrants’ culture, but rather has emerged in reaction to the situations, views, and 

discrimination they faced on arrival” (Ibid.). Thus, there is evidence that there are strong 
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tendencies to remain ethnically or even nationally tied to the old country. “Assimilation 

as the rapid transformation of immigrants into residents ‘as American as everyone else’ 

has never really happened” (Portes 1996: 139) in American history. 

Politically, the image is equally complex. New immigrants have historically been 

concerned more with the politics of the home country than with those of the host country. 

Thus, the fear some have that new immigrants may not understand, care about, or 

participate in local US politics is not unfounded. There is also evidence that in some 

cases, transnational identity may be problematic. As Portes avers, a “supranational” 

ethnicity such as “Hispanic” can be potentially a difficult issue (Portes 1996: 138). Many 

see the “peril is the ‘fragmenting of America’” by cultures coming from the other side 

(Ibid.).  Yet the danger is not so much that they will be ‘un-American,’ as some believe, 

but rather that integration into the US may be slow. This is evidenced by the low rates of 

naturalization that most immigrants show, with the exception of some of Asian origin. It 

is important to note that both Canadian and Mexican immigrants had low naturalization 

rates in the US over the period 1976-1993 (Portes 1996: 116). Mexican immigrants, for 

instance, accounted for only 7.1% of all naturalizations over this period (Ibid.). The low 

degree of naturalization is especially common to manual labor immigrants, which form a 

large segment of the total group (Ibid.: 131). Importantly, when they do acquire 

citizenship, immigrants of the first generation do not necessarily engage in political 

participation as the native-born do (Ramakrishnan: 2005: 161). 

Even if new immigrants do integrate into American society, recent evidence 

shows that the ethnic diversity they bring with them may not be necessarily good for 

civic trust. According to Robert Putnam, “[d]iversity seems to trigger not in-group/out-
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group division, but anomie or social isolation.”16 Immigration plays an important role in 

this, for, according to Putnam, it generates a short-term decline in social solidarity and 

social capital. In the long-term, this trend can continue unless the state acts to counteract 

it. 

Political theory can address the above ambiguities of the immigrant experience by 

focusing on the notion of identity. The basic premise is that the extent to which a person 

is connected to a given social or political context depends on how that person responds to 

the question, “Who am I?” It is in this sense that I use the concept, rather than a 

metaphysical one examining the nature of things generally.17 For human, social reality, 

the question of identity is one of consciousness: the mental comprehension and 

delineation of a subject’s own existence in the world. In this way, we can address the 

ambiguities in the complicated development of immigrant identity. 

 

The Cosmopolitan Immigrant 

One approach to the question of identity in treating the problem of immigrant 

consciousness can rely on some aspects of Anthony Appiah’s recent work on the ethics of 

identity and theory of cosmopolitanism. What is of value in Appiah’s work for 

understanding whether there is such a thing as ‘immigrant identity’ in the way that there 

is, say ‘national identity’ or Asian-American or gay identity, is that it seeks to balance the 

claims of individual agency and the demands of group membership in a world 

characterized by profound cultural exchanges amongst different cultural traditions.18 For 

Appiah, the self is neither a purely free agent that can shape his or her life at will, nor a 

product of large, immutable forces that are guided by collectivities.19 A person has the 
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capacity to determine a life project indeed, but this project must of necessity be informed 

and constrained by group ties and membership in communities that make up the person’s 

cultural background. His concern is “the perspective of the individual making his or her 

life” (Appiah 2005: xvii).  

This perspective is useful to understand the mentality of the immigrant for two 

reasons. First-generation and one-and-a-half-generation new immigrants find themselves 

in situations characterized by opportunities for new life-projects but also by demands 

from group membership, especially cultural and national ties. Most immigrants nowadays 

come from countries that are considered ‘traditional’ in the Weberian sense. While it is 

true that no part of the world is free from processes of modernization, there is still a 

qualitative distinction between ‘poor’ and ‘rich’ nations, or what still be called the ‘Third 

World’ and the ‘First World.’ In the former, traditional ties shaped by families, religious 

values, and unquestioned sources of authority are more prevalent. Hence, new or recent 

immigrants come from societies where group membership is an integral component of 

one’s self-conceptualization. At the same time, the new immigrant arrives in a country 

where opportunities for self-improvement, self-directedness, and individual choice are 

more ample. 20  This is especially the case in the US, but also applies to other advanced, 

liberal-democratic industrialized states such as Britain, Germany, and France. 

Appiah does not refer to immigrants in a significant way, but we can extend at 

least part of his schema of individuality to these global agents.21  But the new immigrant 

can be made emblematic of Appiah’s perspective of “cosmopolitan contamination.”22 

While his notion of identity applies to all, regardless of citizenship, it gains greater force 

when applied to new immigrants because of the ‘in-between’ nature of immigrant 
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identity, what we may call the intermediary status of immigrants. Immigrants are in an 

intermediate position between citizenship in the new and the old country. Moreover, they 

are cultural intermediaries between the culture of the host country and that of the old one. 

No immigrant is guaranteed citizenship in the new country. The immigrant can be legal, 

in which case he or she may or may not gain new citizenship status in the future, or he or 

she can be illegal, living under the radar of the authorities. In either case, the person finds 

himself or herself with a new life-project on the one hand, and the ties and pulls of the 

old country at the same time, particularly in the form of family obligations. 

In this sort of intermediary status, the immigrant cannot easily see herself as a 

‘future citizen’ of the new country, but neither can she find herself imbedded in the 

networks of the home country that she took for granted before emigrating. In Appiah’s 

schema, she is an individual who must redefine her life project according to new ties and 

new group memberships, along with choosing to maintain previous ties. A cosmopolitan, 

for Appiah, is “someone who thinks that the world is, so to speak, our shared 

hometown.”23 And, this is the perspective of most 21st century immigrants, since they 

have access to both the old and the new country.  

Another aspect of Appiah’s recent work that is of use for our understanding of 

immigrant identity is his conceptualization of cosmopolitanism. Against a classical, 

Stoic-derived account that posits rationality as the foundation of a citizen-of-the-world 

sense of identity for contemporary times (Nussbaum 1996), and in contradistinction to 

the Kantian idea of a federation of states in a sort of world community of governance 

(Benhabib 2004), Appiah proposes a notion of “rooted cosmopolitanism.”24 For him, the 

contemporary world is one which, owing to the multiple processes of globalization, 
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provides the individual with a variety of levels of identification, not just one. This draws 

on the concentric circles theory of moral obligations. While apparently oxymoronic, the 

term “rooted cosmopolitanism” refers to the fact that while we may find ourselves 

logically and morally pressed to act as citizens of the world, the only practical way we 

can do so is within our real, lived experience, which is that of particular communities, 

families, and belongings.25 Thus in this model there is no contradiction between being 

rooted in a village or country and having moral obligations that are national, regional, or 

even global.26  

We can argue that the immigrant experience shares in this description of the 

modern condition. Following what was said above about the connectedness to the cultural 

modes of the old country (e.g., language, food, traditions), the new immigrant’s roots are 

in the old country. Yet, because the conditions of the contemporary world allow for a 

global sense of reality (as opposed to the dichotomy of old and new country), the 

immigrant belongs to a variety of levels of cosmopolitan experience as well. First and 

foremost, travel is easier. New immigrants can more easily travel to their country of 

origin, but they can also travel to other countries as well, for business as well as pleasure. 

This creates a sense of world-awareness that, while not the same as world-citizenship, 

captures the global sensibility of cosmopolitanism. Moreover, the new immigrant can 

encounter people from all over the world in the host country. This is especially the case 

in countries such as the US, the UK, and France, where immigrants come from all areas 

of the world. This creates a sense of cosmopolitanism in the immigrant, for he or she may 

find they have much in common with immigrants from the opposite side of the globe.27  
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Now we see that given the conditions of fluid information exchange characteristic 

of what we may call mature globalization (as opposed to earlier periods of nascent global 

networks), the experience of the new immigrant is qualitatively different from that of 

immigrant persons of earlier periods who did not have recourse to methods of “going 

back” (literally or figuratively) to their old home country or culture. This would be 

merely anecdotal except for the fact that while the social world has been transformed, the 

political world has not. Nation states still are the central units of political experience, and 

they maintain the notion that incorporation of new immigrants as new citizens must also 

be accompanied by acculturation, even if to a set of political principles rather than entire 

ways of living. 

But, as we see, new immigrants find themselves in a world in which their old ties 

can be maintained more easily than before.28 This would not be a problem were the host 

states fully multicultural and pluralist in policy and ideology. The fact is that most 

advanced states are not.29 This may conceivably be problematic: in the form of relatively 

insignificant slowing down of the rate of adaptation and assimilation, or in the creation of 

a more intractable disjunction between immigrant identity and immigrant status. 

 

IV. Limits of the Liberal Cosmopolitan Schema 

The conditions in which the new immigrant lives are generally those of necessity, 

not freedom. In most cases, emigration is scarcely voluntary. Immigrants can be 

voluntary or involuntary, but even in the former case, the free choice to move is often one 

made under duress, not under complete lack of coercion of some sort of another. 

Economic necessity, political insecurity, and other exigencies shape the decision to 
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emigrate. In involuntary emigration, this is exacerbated, for we have severe limits on 

choice. 30 Moreover, given the significance of the decision to emigrate, it is safe to 

assume that weighty demands are placed on those who consider this option. It is a 

decision of a magnitude incomparable to those of lesser level, such as choosing a 

different career path. Emigration entails a complete transformation of one’s surroundings 

and circumstances, which then will affect the psyche of the emigrant. 

Here is where the philosophical foundations of Appiah’s ethics of identity falter 

for our conception of immigrant identity. Recall that for him the grounds of his approach 

are laid by John Stuart Mill. In an ethics of the “free development of individuality,”31 

Mill is a proper guide. Appiah conceives of the self as faced with the promise of a context 

of self-shaping and filling-in of life’s project. He is aware of the limits imposed on us by 

circumstances, but proceeds to affirm that human beings, by their nature, are such that 

they conceive of their time on earth as a limited opportunity to make the best of it and 

give themselves form in a way akin to artistic creation. The variegated tradition of liberal 

democracy is Appiah’s repertoire for understanding this task. 

Yet the liberal perspective is not fully aware of the domain of necessity that most 

immigrants live in.32 This is in part owed to what we mentioned above, namely, the 

traditional assumption of political theory that the state is a sort discrete entity whose 

contiguous borders with other states are only of interest for international relations, not in 

terms of those non-citizens inside them. To this approach, there are only citizens and 

foreigners. Laws either apply to citizens or do not; there is no great concern for 

immigrants, who are, at best, potential citizens.33  
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The necessity that forces the hand of immigrants’ decisions to emigrate is no light 

matter. It can lead to life or death situations, or they can determine the entire way that a 

family is shaped, redrawn or even broken up by the process of migration. Moreover, as 

social psychology is aware, emigration creates dislocation and trauma.34 The demands on 

selves and families that push towards emigration are life-altering. Owing to this, the 

freedom to shape one’s life in a life project similar to that described by Appiah does not 

quite fit the case.35 When one’s own life is being altered by sundry new experiences, 

people, and institutions, the ability to act in a way that is self-shaping is constrained 

severely. One’s energies are largely spent in learning, adapting, and coping with the new 

environment, not on the task of artistic self-creation. In fact, the task of self-creation 

seems in this light a sort of luxury, more appropriate for more stable, perhaps more 

comfortable lives.36 Appiah does not offer a metaphysics of choice; the capacity to 

choose is assumed to be universally available to all persons.37

Charles Taylor’s account of the necessity of “frameworks” for the development of 

the modern self is instructive here (Taylor 1989: 17; 27). Taylor believes that the solidity 

of personal identity requires the existence of structures and relationships that create a 

stable moral order or world for agents to live according to the Good. Where these 

frameworks become unstable or the agent loses touch with them, the moral basis for his 

or her self-shaping becomes fragile. This is precisely the situation for new immigrants: 

their transfer from one set of frameworks to another, as well as their necessary adaptation 

to new frameworks can indeed be problematic and difficult. To the extent that the 

conditions of modern identity formation come under stress from new social forces (such 
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as globalization) we can extend Taylor’s view to explain the moral disarticulation38 that 

is experienced by new immigrants.   

If the exigencies of immigrant experience vitiate a liberal conception of 

individuality as the philosophical basis of immigrant identity, where can we find other 

bases? We must depart from Mill at this juncture, even if we accept Appiah’s concern 

with identity and his account of cosmopolitanism. This is not so much because 

immigrants are not individuals who seek to shape their lives, but rather because the more 

immediate concerns of the immigrant are different from that of self-creation: necessity 

dictates much of what the immigrant does and how she decides to become a new person 

in a new context. Seeking survival, employment, basic health care, acquiring a new 

language, and similar concerns are more pressing to the majority of new immigrants in 

advanced industrialized states.  

 

V. Constituting Immigrant Identity 

Another perspective from political philosophy appears to be more useful as the 

foundation for immigrant identity. Conceived as consciousness, identity here is 

understood as the way that a person is aware of their own self. A Nietzschean 

philosophical vantage point allows us to see more clearly the promise and predicament of 

immigrant identity. However, to understand how ressentiment works within immigrant 

identity formation, we must locate it in the context of two structural constraints that shape 

the limits to agency and the contradictions in the immigrant experience: state reception 

and the labor market. 
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Political and Economic Structural Constraints  

One insight from sociology regarding the relationship between the state and 

immigrant adaptation is that way that the state receives the incoming population is among 

the central factors affecting immigrant identity. Depending on the mode of immigrant 

reception, different immigrant groups define their identity in the new polity differently.39  

As Rogers Smith has shown, when dealing with immigration law the US state has not 

been characterized by liberal policies. Racism, patriarchalism, and nativism deeply 

inflected immigration policy.40  

This political-structural constraint means three things. One is that the way that 

immigration policy is determined in advanced industrialized countries in general does not 

follow a liberal political morality. The criteria for selection of new immigrants that are 

allowed to enter the nation are not grounded on norms that apply equally to all applicants. 

Nor are the applicants treated as individuals: they are seen as members of given groups or 

nationalities. Secondly, it means that the state acts towards immigrants in a relationship 

of subordination akin to the subject-object dialectic. The immigrant is dependent on the 

choices of state actors, particularly in the bureaucracy, who themselves must follow the 

guidelines and procedures of state policy. There are general rules; hence the individual 

cases may not matter so much as the general policy of states vis-à-vis some particular 

national, professional, or political group. Thirdly, it means that the interests of the state 

take priority over the interests of individuals seeking entry to a country. The immigrant 

individual simply makes a petition, which is heeded only to the extent that the state finds 

it in agreement with its interests.  
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The upshot of this is that the state mode of reception of immigrants places severe 

constraints on the life-path, choices and actions of immigrants. Hence, immigrant identity 

is not characterized by unhindered volition but largely by responses to external 

political/legal limitations. The most obvious of these is the difficulty in entering a country 

legally. The state decides to make entry and citizenship difficult to acquire, even though 

it is not self-evident that this is the most ethical or socially-optimal position, or even the 

most beneficial to the state itself.41   

The immigrant individual is not recognized as such, for he or she only fits the 

purview of the state to the extent that that person is a member of a group. Here is where 

the problem of recognition emerges.42 As Patchen Markell tells us, the state itself is “both 

a participant in and an artifact of the politics of recognition.”43 Yet for the immigrant 

individual, the political context of reception is structurally constituted in a way that 

cannot allow for a reciprocity leading to equal recognition. The state, qua institution, 

cannot perceive each individual as such when it comes to either immigration policy of 

immigrant policy.44 The immigrant is the limit case of the state’s capacity to reconcile the 

universal and the particular: immigrant identity is, as we saw, cosmopolitan and hence 

universal, yet it attempts to acquire a particular citizenship, that of the host state.45 

However, given the ease of transnational communication and movement that allows new 

immigrants to move back and forth between the old and the new country, this 

contradiction is not easily reconciled by the state. For this reason the state must act in a 

way that restrains the degree of autonomy in the making of immigrant identity.46 The 

conditions for Millian self-fashioning are thus also limited by the state’s interest in 

making new co-citizens. 
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A second structural constraint is that of the labor market. Perhaps the main reason 

for emigration in the world is for economic betterment. In most cases, immigrants leave 

their home country not out of disdain for it, or for a love of a new motherland and its 

Constitution, or out of a desire for Millian self-cultivation. People do so because, for a 

variety of reasons, they find themselves struggling in the world economic system (Portes 

1996: 14). This may be because of insufficient capitalist development at home, or 

alternatively, because of exploitation of labor in the home country. In either case, the 

immigrant generally finds herself in low-skill labor markets upon arrival in advanced 

economies. Owing to language barriers, low levels of social and human capital and other 

reasons, the immigrant, out of necessity, tends to find work in low-wage industrial or 

service labor. They may be better off in comparison to their status in the home country, 

but within the host country, they generally stand in low-status economic positions.  

New immigrants tend to be low-wage workers in the host country, rather than 

managers or business-owners.47 While there is evidence that immigrants, especially of 

certain ethnic groups, move on to become owners of their own businesses, there is also 

evidence that many (and even their offspring) are in low-pay industrial or service 

sectors.48 The de-industrialization of the American economy has meant that demand has 

risen for either highly-skilled or low-skill workers relative to industrial laborers. Still, 

new immigrants tend to work in areas such as construction, agricultural work, janitorial, 

and other manual labor-intensive sectors.  

There are cases, of course, in which a state allows for special visas for high 

human-capital immigrants (such as many from India and China coming to the US). But, 

on the whole, most immigrants do not have such skills or access to such positions. 
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Moreover, even if they benefit from relatively higher levels of employment vis-à-vis 

native worker populations owing to their relatively lower wages (because of their position 

in informal or illegal markets and the fact that they often do not have health insurance or 

other benefits) they still work in blue collar sectors, manual labor, or low-pay service 

industries. As Wendy Brown has affirmed, the liberal state works hand in hand with the 

market to create particular social forms of subordination, through processes that include 

“deterritorializing demographic flows.”49 New immigrants, who find themselves as new 

workers in such markets, will thus experience such constraints and have their 

consciousness shaped by dependency.  

 

Ethno-Cultural Reactive Identity and Ressentiment 

If we understand Nietzsche as a left-Hegelian, that is, as a philosopher coming 

from a tradition grappling with modernity, its contradictions, and the unfulfilled promise 

of some sort of emancipation from them through subjectivity and dialectical 

philosophy,50 we find that it allows us to understand the facet of immigrant identity that 

shows culture as a field of greater autonomy, diminished subordination, and greater 

volition for the newcomer—but also marked by a difficult terrain. If it is true that the 

political realm of the state institutions and the economic domain of market relations do 

constrain the degree of agency of new immigrants, the question emerges of what field of 

life is open for the expression of self-creativity and self-fashioning that Mill and Appiah 

rightly claim is part of human nature. Being less regulated than state and market, the 

cultural field provides this clearing. 
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Nonetheless, this activity is not entirely driven by unhindered volition. The 

immigrant is by definition in someone else’s home, and thus must react to what happens 

around her by way of reflex, not by initiative. Here Tracy Strong’s understanding of 

identity as a form of recognition entailing reaction is a propos:  “Identity…does not 

consist of an active component, but is a reaction to something outside…The will to power 

of slave morality must constantly reassert that which gives definition to the slave: the 

pain he suffers by being in the world.”51 The world of the immigrant, at least the public 

world, is not her own; of necessity, it possesses an alienness that causes some degree of 

psychic harm to the newcomer. This is where being recognized as oneself by others is 

difficult for the new immigrant. 

While the public sphere is both constraining and daunting to a new immigrant, the 

private sphere of cultural activity becomes a solace for the immigrant experience.52 The 

public sphere, where publicity is the norm and which is conducted with pre-set standards 

of public discourse, seems alien to the new immigrant.53 This is clearly exacerbated for 

the case of illegal immigrants, for fear of the law prevents them from engaging in much 

public activity. The goings-on in the public sphere of a country are also generally 

conducted in a particular language, and this can also pose a barrier to entry to many new 

immigrants. Thus, faced with the diminished clearing for free action within a 

conventional liberal-democratic public sphere, the immigrant resorts to aesthetic and 

cultural production and performance as a way to express her or his agency and in-

subordination.  

In a sense, contra Brown, this phenomenon is either apolitical or antipolitical.54 

Nietzsche’s critique of the state and of ideologies is of value here: they are institutions 
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that stultify human agency and standardize human individuality. Moreover, they stymie 

critical mental capacities. It is for these reasons that he finds that the individual, if he is to 

maintain a degree of autonomy, must act in avoidance of or opposition to political 

processes; and, this tends to take place in the field of culture. This of course does not 

mean that Nietzsche’s perspective is detached from politics: it is thoroughly inter-related 

with it. As a reactive way to either move away from state constraints or the demands of 

subsistence in the market, the new immigrant’s action seeks a reaffirmation of cultural 

roots. 

There is one last area of cultural life that is of relevance to the making of 

immigrant identity, yet it is more problematic. The construction of an ethno-racial sense 

of identity in the immigrant self is marked by contradictions, especially for immigrants 

coming from postcolonial states. A Nietzschean perspective is useful here: race is not 

merely a biological category, but one that is intertwined with particular moral values and 

claims, which separate a ‘race’ from other races or kinds of people.55 The “problem of 

race” for Nietzsche, is the fact that particular human groups inherit both genetic and 

cultural traits (“qualities and preferences”) from their ancestors.56 Thus, race, for 

Nietzsche, is the interconnection or association between physiological characteristics and 

cultural traditions.57 While we now know that race is a social construct, mainstream 

society is still permeated with this ‘problem of race:’ people tend to think of ethnicity as 

something that constrains a given ‘racial’ group to have particular values or customs. 

Being recognized as Other in ethnic terms, the immigrant will react by associating—

willfully or not— his or her ethnicity with particular cultural values shaped in contrast 

with those of the mainstream culture.58
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Given the fact that most immigrants, coming from the global South, enter new 

societies that are in the global (European or Western) North, there is a sense in which the 

new immigrant recognizes herself as a stranger or alien in terms of mere difference of 

phenotype and appearance (somatic or chromatic).59 If there are, in addition, processes of 

discrimination based on ‘race,’ the new immigrant will tend to see herself as constituted 

by group membership with those who are superficially similar.60 This aesthetic process of 

sensory (re)cognition will then shape racial-ethnic identity.61  

The experience of seeing oneself as ‘Other’ in distinction to a dominant, 

mainstream ‘Self’ does not end at the experiencing of alien-ness. It leads to the 

development of a set of values that are tied to the ethics of immigrant identity, which then 

will come into conflict with the political morality of the immigration experience.62 By 

this I mean to say that a tension emerges between the process by which an immigrant 

person delineates his identity according to the phenomena described above, and the sense 

of moral obligation that he may feel towards the new home state. The basis for a nascent 

ressentiment develops from the fact that, all things equal, the immigrant would probably 

have preferred (to put it bluntly) to stay home. To begin with, emigration was an act 

made under relative coercion (usually economic); moreover, as we mention above, the 

host state acts in multifarious ways that are not liberal or always just; and the market also 

places all sorts of difficult demands on the new immigrant.63  

As Brown avers, “identity politics may be partly configured by a peculiarly 

shaped and peculiarly disguised form of resentment” rooted in class status.64 Coupled to 

this is the sense of slow abandonment of the old culture, motherland, family ties, and 

traditions, which can be felt as a betrayal, or can be either mournful or simply 
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dislocating.65 The result of this is that the way that a person thinks about how he should 

live is fraught with both ressentiment and contradictions.66 The ethics of self-creation for 

the immigrant experience is not experienced as a vast, open clearing full of limitless 

possibilities: it is—in most cases— a dark, foreboding labyrinth, at least at its 

inception.67

At the origin (chronologically if not ontologically) of the immigrant life-

experience lies deracination, dislocation and trauma. It is part of what Brown calls the 

logics of pain in a late-capitalist world milieu. It is for this reason that the words of 

Nietzsche ring true in describing the inner life of the dislocated—even willfully so— 

immigrant:  “every sufferer…seeks a cause for his suffering, more exactly, an agent’ still 

more specifically a guilty agent.” Moreover, this experience is lived, not abstract: it 

“constitutes the actual physiological cause of ressentiment.”68 The fact that the immigrant 

body has been removed from its ‘natural’ habitat of the native soil creates a sense of 

displacement that seeks to find a culpable agent responsible for its fate. This agent does 

not exist in a concrete form, but is nonetheless part of the immigrant identity’s imaginary.  

An affirmative, positive generation of values does not come easily to the 

immigrant. Constantly living in the interstices of and in reaction to a new world, the 

immigrant gaze is directed outward in an implicit attempt to gain acceptance in the host 

society. But the new life is not easy; thus there is a ressentiment that is built on a “need to 

direct one’s view outward instead of back to oneself.”69 The new world is “hostile.”70 

And, this hostility pushes him to the margins and shadows of society, even as he attempts 

to become assimilated into the mainstream. The immigrant status as alien, ‘illegal’ (in 

some cases), and subordinate breeds “reactive feelings.”71 As Nietzsche tells us, it is a 
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soul that “loves hiding places, secret paths and back doors…he understands how to keep 

silent...[and] humble.”72 This is the humility of the jornaleros who stand in parking lots 

on early mornings across America.73

In some circumstances, the ressentiment that grows out of living in the shadows 

of a society may be slow to produce a set of values that challenges noble or resentment-

free moralities. Unlike Christianity, the ressentiment morality par excellence, the lived 

experience of immigrants does not always have its roots in the sort of nihilism that 

Christianity, for Nietzsche, possesses. However, comparing the experience of Muslim 

immigrants in the UK to that of immigrants in the US (mostly Hispanics) shows that in 

some circumstances this ressentiment can indeed grow out of nihilism (an adamant denial 

of certain facts of human, organic nature), latch onto religious ideology, and become very 

puissant. Radical, Islamic militants in the UK are often of first or second generation 

immigrant backgrounds. Yet the cultural roots of Hispanic immigrants in the US are not 

based on the sort of nihilism that would grow strong enough to undermine the dominant, 

mainstream morality.74 Still, the seeds of discontent are there because of living in the 

margins of society, something that can pose a potential problem for smooth integration 

and assimilation. 

At the same time that the ethics of immigrant self-creation are complicated, 

multidirectional and colored by ressentiment, the new immigrant also feels a deep moral 

commitment to the new, host country and its institutions. The political morality of the 

immigrant experience is the sense of what an immigrant owes to others in the context of 

new political relationships and institutions. The new immigrant will feel a sense of 

reciprocity towards the host society as whole, which she will seek to address in particular 
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ways. One of these is in the following of the law, respect for the native population, and 

sense of moral obligation to try to learn the language and customs of the new society. For 

this reason we often find a relatively large number of immigrants who seek entry to the 

armed forces of the US, for instance.75 This is a new form of patriotism, a moral 

valuation of the laws that allowed for the immigrant to have access to new 

opportunities.76

The ressentiment and duality (the tension between the desire to adapt and the 

friction in doing so) that emerges at the heart of immigrant identity poses questions to a 

liberal perspective such as Appiah’s that are premised on the rationality and freedom of 

the self-making project. As much as (or perhaps more than) Mill, Nietzsche is concerned 

with self-fashioning. However, this process occurs, for the German thinker, in a matrix of 

antagonisms and resistance that diminishes the capacity for rational observation, 

judgment and deliberation that Appiah’s Mill proposes. To that extent, Novalis’ wish for 

a “character that is a completely fashioned will”77 may not be fully realizable. 

This is the source of tension that goes to the heart of Huntington’s concern. In a 

word, immigrant ethics clash with immigrant morality. Put differently, the way one’s 

immigrant identity is shaped may collide with the obligations owed to others in the new 

host sate. The distinction is crucial, for we see that the immigrant as a self-fashioning 

person may not be able to act in a manner as free as she would like to owing to the 

constrains I describe above, something that yields resistance to integration and is 

sometimes expressed as vigorous assertion of ethnic identity. This is what may come in 

friction with the duty to become incorporated into the new polity, particularly if the new 

polity demands (explicitly or implicitly) acculturation as well as civic integration. One 
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thing is the way that an immigrant sees herself in a context of new possibilities which are 

nonetheless significantly constrained by political and economic conditions, and another is 

the sense of obligation to those in the new country. They are not always congruous, and 

this theoretical problem is what underlies Huntington’s empirical assertions. 

 

VI. Conclusion: Implications of Immigrant Identity 

There is more behind views such as Huntington’s than shrill xenophobia. We 

must problematize immigrant identity. As we have seen, the immigrant experience is 

much more complicated for immigrant consciousness than normally assumed, either in 

mainstream discourse or theoretical analysis. It is a story that does not reflect a simple 

decision to move from one house to another, as it were, but entails entangled, rather than 

linear, processes. Moreover, while epiphenomenal evidence exists showing patterns of 

assimilation (such as in language) that are similar to previous waves of immigration, this 

does not tell us about the consciousness or inner life of recent immigrants.  

In general, the new immigrant acts in a context of greater constrained necessity 

vis-à-vis the native citizen of a host nation-state. The immigrant’s construction of the self 

is indeed tied to individual projects and a world characterized by cosmopolitan trends. 

However, the political and economic structural constraints prevent us from using a 

philosophical foundation that is grounded on liberty. Owing to the manifold 

contradictions inherent in the immigrant experience, recourse to a Nietzschean 

conceptualization of identity’s relationship to ressentiment is more useful, particularly in 

the context of politico-economic constraints. 
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What we find is that indeed there is reason to be concerned about the duality of 

the immigrant experience and its intermediary status: one side of it is eager to become 

engaged with life in the host society, another is resistant to it for structural, cultural, and 

moral reasons. This tension should give us pause in dismissing Huntington’s thesis of a 

crisis of national identity caused by new immigrants. We cannot state how this immigrant 

identity would relate to existing dominant identities in the host country, but we have seen 

how it may be filled with contradictions in a way that may be conducive to resistance to 

acculturation, integration, adaptation, and especially assimilation. 

If we see, then, that there is reason to Huntington’s fears, we should then ask if 

the consequences of possible rifts in the national fabric are altogether deleterious. 

Borrowing a metaphor from Schumpeter, new immigrants may in fact bring a sort of 

“creative destruction” to the host society.78 It seems that most fears about new 

immigrants’ resistance are cultural, rather than political or economic. Most immigrants 

and their children have not started revolutionary or terrorist movements. Most are also 

able to adapt to the norms of the market. It is in the field of culture that we see more 

friction. Indeed the reluctance to give up Spanish altogether, for instance, or the 

attachment to soccer,79 or the emergence of Latino radio and television stations across the 

nation, seem to signal some cultural transformation and a departure from the mainstream 

of Anglo culture. 

Yet, is this necessarily a moral offense? As Appiah rightly tells us, the notion of a 

fixed, timeless, impermeable culture is a myth. All cultures evolve, borrow, and undergo 

slow metamorphosis over a period of time. To think that cultures are immutable and 

clearly demarcated is a mistake that Huntington has committed before.80 Moreover, even 
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if we hold that cultures do have a thin barrier between them, we may agree with the 

Nietzschean Mexican philosopher José Vasconcelos and find value in the “Latinization” 

of American society. For Vasconcelos, the slow demographic ascendancy of Hispanics is 

a morally beneficial world-historical process. Against a culture of excessive materialism 

and utilitarianism, Vasconcelos believed that Hispanic culture could actually civilize and 

refine advanced, modern states by bringing the valuation of aesthetic experience back to 

the center of human life. Against a mechanical and cold work ethic, Hispanic culture, he 

argued, posits affect and sentiment.  

This idea was later echoed by the Uruguayan philosopher José Enrique Rodó, 

another Nietzschean who, in the same vein but with a more cosmopolitan vision, argued 

that this aestheticization of a modern society also brings spiritual rebirth. A more careful 

enjoyment of beauty, the artistic, and the sensory experience, he believed, would benefit 

societies obsessed with positivist progress. While this may seem to some as something 

utopian or close to revolutionary, we can also imagine the more conservative and 

traditionalist Rodó endorsing cultural transformation as a way to reinvigorate institutions 

such as marriage, the family, and the church through the Hispanicization of a modern 

industrialized society such as the US.81 Viewed in this light, the new immigrant is not too 

distant from the way Honig describes the biblical immigrant figure of Ruth: as “the agent 

of a (re)founding.”82
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3 Exceptions include Michael Walzer (1983); Judith Shklar (1991), Rainer Bauböck 

(1994), Joseph Carens (1995), Veit Bader (1997), and Seyla Benhabib (2004). These 

largely deal with the ethics of immigration policy, not immigrant identity. 

4 Huntington is emblematic of the perspective that finds a threat in new immigrants but 

his work is not theoretical; hence I use it merely as representing a political position. 

5 By “new immigrant,” I mean recent immigrants of the first and 1 ½ generation and also 

to 21st century and turn-of-the-century international migrants in a period of late 

capitalism. 

6 http://www.cis.org/articles/1995/back395.html

7 Johnson, Lyndon B., Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States, U.S. 

Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1966, pp. 1037-1040. Ibid.  

8 Recent polls show significant negative attitudes towards immigrants. For instance, a 

New York Times/CBS News poll reports that 35% of Americans believe that recent 

immigrants will make the US worse off in the long run (May 18-23, 2007, question 46, 

page 23). Moreover, 61% of Americans believe illegal immigration is a “serious” 

problem (Ibid., question  51, page 24). See also Kevin R. Johnson and Bill Ong Hing 

(2005: 1347 fn 1). Lou Dobbs qua vox populi on CNN is emblematic of this stance. 

9 Honig, Democracy and the Foreigner, 116-117. 

10 Appiah, The Ethics of Identity (2005):  218-219. 

11 Appiah makes the error of trying to find a hard and fast distinction between ethics and 

political theory (see 2005: xvii). Even work that is aware of immigrants, such as 

Kymlicka’s Multicultural Citizenship, treats it with a relatively cursory approach. This is 
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especially in terms of not questioning whether there is such a thing as immigrant identity, 

thereby merely focusing on rights claims, especially with regards to language (see p. 14-

16). 

12 Appiah 2005: 219. See also Benhabib 2004: 2; 93. 

13 For instance, Benhabib argues “[w]e have entered an era when state sovereignty has 

been frayed” (Benhabib 2004: 1).  

14 Here the most significant sociological evidence is from Portes’ notion of “segmented 

assimilation.” Not all immigrants assimilate in the same manner or at the same rate as 

others (see Portes  1996:  253-255; Portes 2001: 45) 

15 Castells (2004; 2007). 

16 Putnam, Robert, “E Pluribus Unum: Diversity and Community in the Twenty-first 

Century,” Scandinavian Political Studies, Volume 30 Issue 2, June 2007, page 149. 

17 In this respect, I follow Charles Taylor’s premise (See Taylor 1989: 27). For 

alternatives, see Gracia, Hispanic/Latino Identity, Chapter 1. 

18 This contrasts with Huntington’s reified, fixed notion of cultures. 

19 “Only collective identities have scripts” (Appiah 2005: 23). 

20 The social psychology literature abounds with analyses of this sort of cultural conflict. 

See Karakayali 325-326 on the dual nature of new immigrant identity formation. 

21 Appiah makes passing reference to immigrants (Appiah 2005: 114-15). See also 

Appiah 2006: 89-91; 171. 

22 Appiah 2006: 101-103. 

23 Appiah 2005: 215. 
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24 Appiah 2005: 213. 

25 “A tenable cosmopolitanism tempers a respect for difference with a respect for actual 

human beings” (Appiah 2006: 113). 

26 This is the notion of cosmopolitan patriotism (Appiah 2005: 237). 

27 Think for instance of the film Dirty Pretty Things, where a Nigerian and a Turkish 

immigrant meet in London. This is part of the ‘case for contamination’ that leads to 

humanism built on respect for strangers that Appiah refers to (Appiah 2006b). 

28 Douglass Massey shows that while third-generation children of Mexican immigrants 

have fluency in English, the second generation does show greater comparative retention 

of fluency in Spanish relative other Latin Americans groups, and significant greater than 

the proportions of Asian immigrants who could speak their native language well (See 

“Linguistic Life Expectancies: Immigrant Language Retention in Southern California,” 

Population and Development Review 32 (3), 447-460), September 2006). In other words, 

immigrants tend to retain fluency, while their children do not. While this is an 

epiphenomenal empirical datum, it does not tell us much about the essence of 

immigrants’ identities or consciousness. 

29 See for instance the continuing prevalence of the Anglo conformity model in the US, or 

of support for a traditional ‘national identity’ in contemporary France. 

30 Children, victims of human trafficking, and others fit in the involuntary category. 

31 Appiah 2005: 5. 

32 In addition to necessity, another element that undermines Appiah’s reliance on Mill is 

the notion that not all people are by their nature beings that strive for self-perfection or 
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improvement. Some may be quite content with living a bare-bones or even mediocre 

existence. 

33 Or, are seen as marginals of society (For example, Hussey tells us “the story of Paris 

from the point of view of ... marginal and subversive elements in the city,” those 

“insurrectionists, vagabonds, immigrants, sexual outsiders, criminals ... whose 

experiences contradict and oppose official history” in Andrew Hussey, Paris: The Secret 

History, emphasis added). 

34 This is the case even for legal immigrants, who experience trauma related to past 

experiences (See Portes 2001: 207). See also Schwartz (23-25) on personal and “cultural 

identity confusion.” 

35 Appiah states that “only free people can take full command of their own lives” (2005: 

6). If this is the case, to the extent that conditions of un-freedom exist, the Millian 

paradigm is inapplicable. 

36 Here the critique by Timothy Brennan of the ‘new’ cosmopolitanism in At Home in the 

World is a propos. The kind of cosmopolitan literature that has become representative of 

the theory of cosmopolitanism comes from a particular tradition that is accessible to an 

upper-middle class Western intelligentsia, rather than one for a developing-world 

popular-sector audience (See Brennan, Ch. 4).  

37 Appiah recognizes that choice can be misleading but does not flesh out its constraints 

(2005: 234). As Will Dudley states, “Although liberalism understands freedom as a lack 

of external constraints 

on the choosing person, both Hegel and Nietzsche argue that this fails to account for the 

externality endemic to choice itself” (Dudley 228). 
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38 What Taylor calls “stepping outside” undamaged personhood (Taylor 1989: 27). 

39 See Suzuki, Kazuko, “The State and Racialization: The Case of Koreans in Japan,” 

Center for Comparative Immigration Studies, UCSD, Working Paper 69, February 2003. 

40 This is the “multiple traditions thesis” advanced by Rogers Smith (See Civic Ideals 

29). 

41 See Carens 1995. 

42 The relationship is one where “the outcome is a recognition that is one-sided and 

unequal” (Hegel, Phenomenology 116). While Hegel here is referring to two 

consciousnesses, this relationship also applies to the way the state bureaucracy recognizes 

the non-citizen within the state. 

43 Markell 28. 

44 This stands in contradistinction to the state’s universalist treatment of citizens. 

45 A similar argument is made about Hegel’s view of women by Markell (117). 

46 Markell’s account of Hegel’s view of domination as general, rather than of a “single 

concrete form,” is of value here. See Markell 119. 

47 See Randolph Capps, Michael E. Fix, Jeffrey S. Passel, Jason Ost, Dan Perez-Lopez, 

“A Profile of the Low-Wage Immigrant Workforce,” Urban Institute, October 27, 2003. 

‘Immigrant Families and Workers,’ Brief number 4. 

48 See Portes on Mexican immigrants (Immigrant America, p. 253). Critics of lax 

immigration policies, such as economist George Borjas, point to the fact that recent 

immigrants tend to be low-skilled and depress low-end wages for native workers. Borjas 

states that “an immigration policy that favors less-skilled workers is really not such a 
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good idea” (see Borjas, in Lori Hough, “Truth in Numbers, Kennedy School of 

Government Bulletin, p. 14-15, Winter 2007). 

49 Brown 393. 

50 I take the Left-Hegelian perspective as describing a critical view that sees modernity as 

unconcluded (the contradictions still in dialectical movement) and the state and society 

showing internal contradictions. In particular, this perspective underscores that freedom is 

not fully realized for most people in modern societies. (See also Love, Chapter 1). 

51 In Brown 402. 

52 I posit that the cultural sphere of immigrants is ‘private’ because it tends to be limited 

(usually by the choice of non-immigrants) to co-ethnics and fellow immigrants. The 

public sphere, by definition, is open to all. 

53 Taylor links our sense of dignity to our place in the public space (See Taylor 1989: 15). 

54 For Nietzsche the effects of ressentiment occur largely in the will and in culture. It is 

not clear whether they ever actually get politicized, as Brown believes they do (Brown 

403). This explains the largely apolitical nature of immigrant life, although also partly 

driven underground by fear in the case of illegal aliens. 

55 See for instance Nietzsche’s distinction between the Germanic and the Latin races 

(Beyond Good and Evil, Part 8, sec. 256). 

56 Beyond Good and Evil, Part 9, sec. 264. 

57 Two sides of the notion of the ‘aesthetic’ here are useful in disentangling the often-

confused ideas of race and ethnicity. If we understand aesthetic qua sensory-cognition, 

we see the salience of phenotypical differences; if we see the aesthetic as artistic 

tradition, we see the meaning of ethnicity as a part of culture. 
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58 Race is a reality that matters to people; it is not merely a muddled idea (see Gracia 

2005: 1). 

59 Chromatic here refers to both the visual and the accidental nature of ethno-racial 

differences.  

60 See Blauner, “Colonized and Immigrant Minorities” (in Takaki 1994: 149-50); See 

also Portes 1996 90. 

61 This view of ethnic identification differs from Gracia’s notion of the Familial-

Historical View, which is metaphysical, by virtue of being on a different philosophical 

branch, aesthetics (or sensory cognition) (See Gracia 2005: 49). 

62 In Taylor’s terminology, the “frameworks” (Taylor 1989: 3-5) that are required for a 

stable self become disarticulated in the immigrant experience. 

63 This is an example of how Nietzsche’s philosophy has a concern for the political: 

ressentiment can originate from political and social processes, even if located mostly in 

will and culture. 

64 Brown 394. 

65 See Portes 1996: 95. 

66 In the most extreme and tragic sense, ressentiment finds its expression in the irrational, 

self-righteous violence of some radical Muslim immigrants (See Appiah 2006: 139-40). 

67 The language of Dasein and Fear and Trembling is not altogether out of place. 

68 Nietzsche 127. 

69 Genealogy of Morals, Essay 1, sec. 10. 

70 Ibid. 

71 Genealogy of Morals, Essay 2, sec. 11. 
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72 Genealogy of Morals, Essay 1, sec. 10. 

73 This is reflective of a loss of dignity in the sense articulated by Taylor (1989: 15). 

Living in the margins of a society of which one is an integral part makes for a loss of 

attitudinal respect from others. 

74 Nietzsche would recognize the life-affirming qualities of the “Latin race” in them. 

Moreover, Latino immigrants in the US show a decrease in religious activity over time. 

75 See Douglas Massey, “José Can you See?” World on the Move, Newsletter of the 

American Sociological Association’s Section on International Migration, Fall 2006, p. 9. 

76 See Citrin et al. 42-44. 

77 See Appiah 2005: 7. Appiah endorses Nietzsche’s idea of “style” but does not see his 

critique of rational self-making (2005: 19). 

78 Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy (New York: Harper, 1975) [orig. 

pub. 1942], pp. 82-85. 

79 “Soccer people” is how some native dwellers of Clarkston, Ga. refer to recent 

immigrants (Warren St. John, “Adjusting to America,” New York Times, Jan 21, 2007). 

The mayor stated, “there will be nothing but baseball and football down there as long as I 

am mayor.” 

80 See Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations, passim. 

81 For another view of the positive impact of immigrants, especially in a multiracial 

society (and in response to Huntington), see Johnson, Kevin, and Ong, Bill, “National 

Identity in a Multicultural Nation: The Challenge of Immigration Law and Immigrants”, 

Michigan Law Review, May 2005, Volume 103, no. 6, at 1389-1390.
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82 Honig 10. See also Honig 41-42. Benhabib (2004: 90) also makes the claim that 

migrants can revitalize a political culture. 
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