Guide to a PRI-like Win-Win Solution for IMMIGRATION
Purpose 
This essay shows how we can use the Win-Win principles behind the PRI solution to find a successful “fourth-way” solution for Immigration.
Background
We must recognize that three distinct values have deep support in the Immigration debate, and the solutions so far proposed are mutually exclusive.  That is, the policy suggested to address value A will either harm or do nothing for value B, and so on.  Thus we remain stuck with three failed models and must find a “fourth-way” solution that addresses all three concerns.

The three distinct values are:  Rule of Law; Border Security; and American Dream.  The Rule of Law is the foundation of our freedom, because that is what protects us from government taking away our freedom.  Border Security is essential for our protection, as we have learned that our enemies will infiltrate our country in order to kill us by the thousands.  The American Dream inspires and honors those who seek a better life for their families.

Deporting illegals is suggested as the remedy for Rule of Law, but this does nothing for Border Security and goes against our attachment to the American Dream.  Building a fence is suggested as the remedy for Border Security, but this does nothing for the Rule of Law or American Dream.  Amnesty is suggested as the remedy for American Dream, but this actively harms the Rule of Law and does nothing for Border Security.

Can we craft a solution that addresses all three concerns?  Where should we look?
Opportunity
Well, how about we look in the U.S. Constitution?  A lot of wisdom inspired by God went into that document, and we’ve prospered mightily under its guidance, so maybe we can find some good advice in the Constitution?

Section 9 of Article I declares that each State is to decide how to handle immigration, and Congress cannot overrule their decisions until the year 1808.  Section 10 declares that each State may enforce its own inspection laws, and charge a duty or impost to pay for executing those inspection laws.
Hmmmm.  If we followed that model, then TX could do what TX needs to do, and AZ could do what AZ needs to do, and so on.  We wouldn’t get bogged down by having to go through legislators from other States who know nothing about our State’s problem.  We could consider the fence to be part of executing our inspection laws in the sense of channeling people toward the inspection points, so we could pay for the fence with a duty on imports.  That would even create an economic incentive for other nations to help us:  if you want to reduce the import duty so you can more easily sell your goods in the American market, then help us reduce the terrorism threat and illegal immigration.
So the Constitution shows us how to handle Border Security and even provides a funding source to pay for it!  What about the Rule of Law, any help there from the Constitution?

The main objection under Rule of Law seems tied to benefits paid for by citizens but received by illegals.  Immigrants who work hard, provide for their families and assimilate don’t seem to cause nearly as much concern.  The 14th Amendment gives us a tool for dealing with this.  A common misperception is that anyone born in this country is automatically a citizen.  Not so – there is a second requirement, “All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside.”

We can define the jurisdiction of the United States in such a way as to deny instant citizenship to someone who pops across the border.  For example, what if we said that a person becomes subject to the jurisdiction of the United States when that person or that person’s parents or grandparents (to be negotiated, this is an example) become eligible to be a Member of Congress?  There would then be an Age, Citizenship and Residency requirement to become a citizen.  (We would naturally have to address the circular error in the Citizenship requirement if someone were only meeting the requirements on their own.)

In this scenario, we limit free services to only citizens, and that cures the biggest objection to Rule of Law.  We solve Border Security by having each State do what they need to do and pay for it with an import duty; we solve Rule of Law by doing away with instant citizenship through the definition of being subject to U.S. jurisdiction; and we solve American Dream by essentially telling illegals, “Okay, you’re here and we’re not going to get consent to deport you, so you can stay and pursue the dream of freedom.  But it’s going to be harder for you because you broke our laws and you’re not a citizen.  You’ll have to pay more than citizens do - that’s the punishment for breaking our laws.”
Have you spotted the fly in the ointment?  Yep, this could all be undone by a single arrogant judge deciding to say, “Oh, Yes, you can!” after We the People have said, “No, you can’t!”  That’s why I include the essay on Judiciary Reform in this website, because we won’t make any progress toward actually solving these and other challenges unless we have honorable, humble judges who make it stick when We the People say, “No!”
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