
“Our attitude towards immigration reflects our faith in the American ideal. We have always 

believed it possible for men and women who start at the bottom to rise as far as the talent and 

energy allow. Neither race nor place of birth should affect their chances.”- Robert F. Kennedy 

We live in a country built on the idea that all men are created equal. Despite this being a 

clear-cut statement, Americans still make morally questionable decisions concerning people 

different from them. Everyday, people of color, women, and members of the LGBT community 

experience negative treatment while being citizens. It is hard enough being somewhere where 

you’re treated as if you don’t belong, so imagine the hardships that can be faced when you don’t 

have the luxury of U.S. citizenship. Recently, President Trump has issued a statement that he is 

attempting to eliminate birthright citizenship, sparking a moral and legal debate. It has come into 

question whether our president could and should make such a change. With the 14th amendment 

in mind, President Trump wouldn’t be able to make such a choice. Also, with the interests of 

fellow citizens in mind, President Trump shouldn’t discard of birthright citizenship either. 

In the aftermath of President Trump announcing his plan to change the Citizenship 

Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, many scholars have questioned if he can legally 

accomplish this. The 14th Amendment of the US Constitution (adopted on July 9, 1868)  states, 

“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.” The amendment was mainly 

created to void the Dred Scott vs. Sandford ruling (1857), which stated no African American 

could gain citizenship, despite place of birth. Without promised citizenship, African Americans 
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lacked the ability to own property, move freely, and sometimes remain in the United States. The 

amendment gave them a new sense of security.

The Citizenship Clause was originally interpreted narrowly by the Supreme Court. For 

example, it specified that the clause didn’t apply to children of “citizens or subjects of foreign 

States” in 1873. Despite this, at the time there weren’t any restrictions on immigration, so the 

difference between citizen and noncitizen wasn’t as significant until the Chinese Exclusion Acts 

(1880s) were in effect. In 1894, Wong Kim Ark, born in San Francisco, returned to the US after 

visiting China, but immigration officials wouldn’t allow him entry. He protested that he was a 

citizen, which was debated amongst the government until it reached the Supreme Court. The 

Supreme Court  justices ruled  in Ark’s favor, 6-2, declaring that “the right of citizenship ... is 

incident to birth in the country.”  

Events as the ones forementioned have made birthright citizenship clear, with little room 

for interpretation. As a result, if the president does attempt to eradicate the amendment, it being 

permitted seems very unlikely. Not to mention, Trump isn’t the first president to attempt to veto 

a Civil Rights Act. Previously, President Andrew Johnson, who had conservative views on race 

and Reconstruction, vetoed the bill due to worry it would also apply to Chinese Americans and 

gypsies. Congress overrode the veto, and passed the bill as an amendment  proposal instead. In a 

less progressive society, something like this wasn’t supported, so it most likely wouldn’t be now. 

There are multiple ways as to how birthright citizenship has helped people. Birthright 

citizenship allows security, promising people born here that they’re citizenship is guaranteed. 

Due to this, descendants of immigrants are legally equal to any other American. They are able to 

integrate, gain property, and live permanently where their parents chose. It gives immigrant 
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offspring the same opportunities as the ones of citizens. Everyone has an equal opportunity to 

climb the socioeconomic ladder, which would be rigged unfairly in citizen’s favor otherwise. 

The 14th Amendment expanded citizenship in America to all natives, creating a truly diverse 

society.

Eliminating birthright citizenship would create a surplus of stateless children, starting a 

crisis. They’d lack citizenship in their home country, and have nowhere to gain legal status. In 

other countries, these people are not allowed to take part in anything political. They receive 

limited healthcare access and education. If victimized in a crime, there is little done to assist 

them. There are no economic rights and little job opportunities, making it difficult for some to 

provide for their families. In extreme cases, the undocumented have a higher rate of being human 

trafficking victims. Also, given the difficulty of applying for citizenship, their descendants may 

be stateless for generations. If birthright citizenship is removed, these changes will most likely 

follow, causing anarchy in our already turbulent society. 

A reason as to why some may disagree with birthright citizenship is the argument that 

immigrants are coming in droves just to give birth, which has proven inconclusive. It also 

wouldn’t be highly beneficial considering a child can’t sponsor a parent for citizenship for at 

least 21 years. In addition, removing birthright citizenship would affect every single American. If 

removed, all US parents would have to establish their children’s citizenship through strenuous 

processes. Citizenship could be denied for small mistakes. It would be pointless to affect the 

majority only to weed out a few individuals. 

In conclusion, President Trump can’t eliminate birthright citizenship, nor should he. It is 

something that would affect millions of people around the country who are only attempting to do 
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what is in their best interest. No matter what argument one may have, it wouldn’t be worth the 

number of civilians that would be impacted. Fundamentally, we are all just humans who deserve 

to be treated and understood the same without the fear of legality.
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