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U.S. ECONOMY, U.S. WORKERS, AND
IMMIGRATION REFORM (CONTINUED)

WEDNESDAY, MAY 9, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP,
REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in
Room 2141, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Zoe
Lofgren (Chairwoman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Lofgren, Jackson Lee, Davis, Ellison,
Conyers, King, Gallegly, Goodlatte, Lungren, Gohmert, and Smith.

Staff present: Ur Mendoza Jaddou, Chief Counsel; George
Fishman, Minority Counsel; Andrea Loving, Minority Counsel; and
Benjamin Staub, Professional Staff Member.

Ms. LOFGREN. This hearing of the Subcommittee on Immigration,
Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security, and International Law will
come to order.

This is the continuation of our hearing from last Thursday,
scheduled at the request of our minority Members pursuant to
Clause 2(j)(1) of House Rule XI to provide additional perspectives
on the topic of the hearing. Our witnesses today have been chosen
by the minority, and we look forward to hearing their testimony.

[The opening statement of Ms. Lofgren follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRWOMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL
Law

Pursuant to House Rule XI clause (2)(j)(1), the minority in the Subcommittee is
entitled to,

[UJpon request to the chairman by a majority of them before the completion of
the hearing, to call witnesses selected by the minority to testify with respect to
that measure or matter during at least one day of hearing thereon.

Last week, the Subcommittee held a hearing on immigrants and the nation’s econ-
omy. At the request of the Ranking Member and a majority of the minority on this
Subcommittee, today the Immigration Subcommittee is holding a minority hearing
to continue the discussion on the effects of immigrants on the nation’s economy.

As 1 stated last week, some have raised concern that immigrant workers under-
mine the welfare of native-born workers by reducing wages and raising unemploy-
ment levels. Applying basic rules of supply and demand, this argument appears con-
vincing - the more workers there are, the more competition there is for jobs, and
hence a downward pressure on wages and fewer available jobs.

However, a majority of experts on this issue, as we heard in our hearing last
week, have explained that this basic supply and demand argument is too simplistic
to capture reality. The majority of the scholarship on this topic has indicated that

o))



2

simple economic arguments of supply and demand fail to reflect the economic com-
plexities of the real world of immigration. As we learned last week, immigrants
don’t just fill jobs; they also create them in various ways, thereby increasing de-
mand for native-born workers and actually increasing their wages throughout most
of the economy.

Our witnesses last week explained that there is some downward effect on wages
at some levels. However, the weight of the scholarship shows that this effect is
much smaller than some have argued, even as small 1.1%.

Now we turn our attention to the minority witnesses to provide their perspective.

Ms. LOFGREN. The Chair now recognizes the Ranking minority
Member, Steve King, for his opening statement.

Mr. KiING. Thank you, Madam Chair.

This hearing was called because the minority was denied a wit-
ness at last Thursday’s hearing on the U.S. Economy, U.S. Workers
and Immigration Reform. We invited two private-sector witnesses,
and the majority publicized the witness list naming those wit-
nesses. However, 2 days before the hearing, the majority dictated
that one minority witness must be a Government witness.

The reality is that no Administration witness is going to testify
to anything other than the Administration’s view on immigration
reform. In fact, I had a question that I was going to ask them,
which was: Can you give us your personal opinion? The answer
would have been no, and I decided not to embarrass them.

So that leaves those who disagree with the Administration’s posi-
tion with a tremendously small or nonexistent pool of Government
witnesses, and the 1 day we had to try to find another witness
made finding an available, out-of-town Government witness even
more difficult.

So, after several attempts to resolve the situation through discus-
sions with the majority, we were forced to disinvite one of the mi-
nority witnesses. And pursuant to House Rule XI, clause 2(G)(1), we
requested a minority day of hearing.

Our first thought in seeking witnesses for this minority day of
hearing was to give Mr. T. Willard Fair the opportunity to respond
to the attacks leveled by Mr. Wade Henderson, a majority witness
at last Thursday’s hearing. Mr. Fair will discuss the impact of im-
migration on African-American workers, and his views are shaped
in part by his position as President and CEO of the Urban League
of Greater Miami. So I am pleased that Mr. Fair is with us today.

I am also pleased that Roy Beck, the Executive Director of
NumbersUSA, is also here and that he is not holding against us
the fact that we were forced to uninvite him last week.

And finally, I am pleased that Dr. Steve Camarota, director of re-
search at the Center for Immigration Studies, is here to give us an
economist’s view of the issue.

The issue at hand is extremely important to the future of Amer-
ica. Importing millions of poorly educated foreign workers will not
help our country. It will only hinder our growth.

When employers hire foreign workers who will work for less than
American workers, Americans lose jobs. Currently, there are 69
million Americans who are working age who are simply not in the
workforce and 6.9 million working illegal immigrants. We would
only have to recruit one out of 10 Americans that are not in the
workforce in order to replace the illegal labor in America.
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The open-borders lobby’s argument is that those people do not
live in the place where the jobs are, but they forget that the illegal
immigrants did not either.

So I would point out that at last Thursday’s hearing, some of the
witnesses argued that adding more people to the workforce helps
raise wages, but that notion is contrary to the law of supply and
demand. The bottom line is that when more people are willing to
work for low wages, the wages go down. Any employer can tell you
that.

That is why employers want amnesty for illegal aliens and a
massive new guest worker program to import the world’s poor be-
cause they can profit from that, and the American economy is like
a ship with 300 million passengers and crew. The passengers do
not contribute to the efficiency of the ship. It is the crew that does
that. If we keep taking on more passengers and untrained crew, in-
stead of putting more of our passengers to work, ultimately, this
great ship, America, will sink, and it will sink into the depths of
the Third World.

I also point out that we have had testimony here from Robert
Rector of The Heritage Foundation in a very definitive study that
identifies a net loss to the taxpayer of $22,449 a year for every
household on average that is headed by a high school dropout, and
there has been no response to those statistics and that data. The
response has been great silence.

So 1 appreciate the witnesses being in here, and I appreciate
your testimony before this Committee, and I am hopeful that if
there is not going to be another number that is going to be offered
so that it can be scrutinized by our side of this argument that the
concession will be made that you gentlemen are right.

I thank you, Madam Chair, and I yield back the balance of my
time. I look forward to the testimony.

Ms. LOFGREN. We are pleased to be joined by the Chairman of
the full Judiciary Committee today, and I would now recognize
Chzliiirman Conyers for any opening remarks that he may wish to
make.

Mr. ConYERS. Thank you, Chairwoman Lofgren and Steve King
and Mr. Gohmert and Mr. Smith and Mr. Lungren, our former at-
torney general from California.

I consider these hearings very, very important. Why? Because
what we are trying to do now is to correct some problems that have
happened across the years, and, of course, resolving old problems
are a bit of a difficulty.

Now I come out of the civil rights movement, and Mr. Fair, I un-
derstand, does as well. And what we have to examine, I say to the
witnesses, is how we deal with the problem of a fair amnesty ref-
ormation and at the same time deal with the reality of minority
unemployment in this country, of which there is way more than is
reported. It is a very highly underreported statistic.

So can we do that? Can we do that without breaking up families?
There is not a Member on the full Committee on Judiciary that
does not want to promote family values and keeping families to-
gether. To do that within reason and bounds is a legitimate objec-
tive of the immigration reform package that we are at the present
moment putting together.
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We do not have a bill, so everything you say here is being exam-
ined for whether it can be included in what our final work product
is. So what we are trying to say is that we need a re-examination
of full employment. We would need full employment if there was
not an immigration crisis.

I was one of those—and I was so proud that Coretta Scott King
joined with me when we passed the Full Employment and Balance
Growth Act, which was trying to deal with the reality.

Now I would like to see a situation where there is not some gross
surplus of low-wage workers, unskilled workers, and the number of
jobs available. What I would like to see is a reasonable distribution
that I have not found anywhere in my train of logic to want to have
a pool of unskilled workers, be they immigrant or be they native
American. I want full employment as a legitimate goal, and for all
of those witnesses here today that can help me, this would be very,
very important.

Keep in mind African-Americans and Latinos, as minority groups
in America, have a strong common interest in fairness and equal
opportunity, economically and politically. And as the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights noted, the traditional civil rights move-
ment was instrumental in eliminating discriminatory immigration
quotas in the 1960’s, and that is why, to me, civil rights organiza-
tions and their leaders need to speak out on behalf of crafting a
fair bill.

Fairness undergirds my major approach to this huge problem
that Chairman Lofgren and her Subcommittee have adjusted their
sights to. They are holding more hearings than anybody else in the
Committee and for good reason. There is a lot of work to be done,
a}rlld we have to climb over a lot of misunderstandings that are out
there.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Chairman Conyers.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Conyers follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOHN CONYERS, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

A serious study of the immigration issue must include a thoughtful analysis of
how foreign workers impact our native-born workers. We had such a hearing last
week, and I am happy to hear from even more voices on this important issue.

Indeed, I join Wade Henderson and the Leadership Conference for Civil Rights
in applauding the fact that so many people and groups are now expressing concern
for the state of Black America, and specifically for our unemployed and under-
employed young men.

We need to address these concerns without driving wedges among our commu-
nities. As Frederick Douglass stated in a prescient speech he gave in the wake of
Emancipation, the question of immigration and race prerogative “should be settled
upon higher principles than those of a cold and selfish expediency.”

We cannot simply condemn immigration reform as being either against African-
Americans or a disguised form of amnesty. We cannot walk away from the hard
work that the American people expect from us—to achieve comprehensive balanced
immigration reform.

We also cannot ignore the harsh realities that African-Americans have long faced
in our Nation. We must continue to bring the Nation’s attention to the long-lasting
social and economic effects of slavery and segregation. These economic issues are
the root cause of many critical issues in the African-American community today,
such as education, healthcare and crime. We need to have a constructive dialogue
on the role of slavery and racism in shaping present-day conditions in our commu-
nity and American society.
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As highlighted in a prior hearing, studies show that black men born in the late
1960s were, by the end of the 1990s, more likely to have prison records than either
military records or college degrees. Even worse, those who were high-school drop-
outs had a nearly 60 percent chance of having served time in prison.

Nevertheless, the fact that African-Americans face challenges in our labor mar-
kets does not necessarily mean that immigrants are the cause of those problems.
The scholarship on this issue is inconclusive, and studies that fail to take incarcer-
ation rates and education into account are of questionable value.

Even assuming for the moment that immigration does hurt some poor American
communities—especially African-American communities and established Latino
communities—what can we do to protect them?

Mr. Fair, in his written testimony, suggests that less immigration is more likely
to help a young black man succeed as a carpenter or an ex-convict reintegrate into
society. I believe, instead, these young men would have a better chance to succeed
in an environment that promotes: a full employment policy; skills training; edu-
cation; and transitional programs such as the Second Chance Act.

Rather than simply closing the door to immigration and hoping that things will
get better for African-Americans, we should instead be asking ourselves what can
be done to stimulate job growth and improve opportunities in Black communities
across the Nation.

As one of our witnesses is from Miami, it is appropriate for us to note economist
David Card’s study on the impact of the 125,000 Cuban nationals who came to the
United States during the Mariel boatlift. Although Miami’s labor force increased by
some 7 percent within a relatively short period of time, Mr. Card found that the
Mariel immigration had virtually no impact on the wages or unemployment rates
of less-skilled workers.

We should also keep in mind that African Americans and Latinos, as minority
groups in America, share a strong common interest in fairness and equal oppor-
tunity. As the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights has noted, the traditional civil
rights movement was instrumental in eliminating discriminatory immigration
quotas in the 1960s. This is why leading civil rights organizations have continued
to speak out on behalf of immigrants’ rights since then. Balanced immigration re-
form should be premised on protections for native-born workers such as unemploy-
ment thresholds which limit temporary workers. It also should provide protections
for immigrants such as access to unions, wage protections, and programs that do
not create a permanent underclass. And, as I mentioned earlier, we need a full em-
ployment policy with an educational base and good wages. We must move away
from the rhetoric of “impossibility” or “amnesty,” and achieve a lasting solution to
these problems.

Ms. LOFGREN. I now would recognize the Ranking Member of the
full Committee, Mr. Smith, for any opening statement he would
like to make.

Mr. SmiTH. Thank you, Madam Chair.

This is an unusual but necessary hearing, as Mr. King pointed
out, but I certainly do want to agree with the Chairman of the full
Committee and the comments that he just made. He said that a
surplus of unskilled workers basically does no one any good, wheth-
er they be immigrants or native workers, and I just absolutely con-
cur with that statement, and I share his concerns that a surplus
might well lead to greater unemployment among American work-
ers.

Madam Chair, immigration has become the most complex and
sensitive subject, I think, Congress faces today. It affects our econ-
omy, our culture, and our future. So it is critical that we have accu-
rate facts if we are to properly address immigration reform. The
late Carl Sagan said, “Better the hard truth than the comforting
fantasy.”

This Subcommittee has held hearings on a number of subjects.
Regardless of the topic, one question always comes to my mind:
Who will stand up for the American worker? And the answer is:
We will, and we must.
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Virtually all credible studies show that competition from cheap
foreign labor displaces American workers, including legal immi-
grants, or depresses their wages. The Center for Immigration Stud-
ies found that low-skilled workers lose an average of $1,800 a year
because of competition from illegal immigrants for their jobs. That
is a huge economic hit.

A study by Harvard Economist George Borjas shows that cheap
immigrant labor has reduced the wages of American workers per-
forming low-skilled jobs by over 7 percent, and it is instructive that
the highest unemployment rates among Americans are in the con-
struction and service industries to occupations with a high number
of illegal immigrant workers.

The nearly 70 million Americans, who are unemployed or have
given up looking for jobs, have a right to those jobs. We must put
the interest of American workers ahead of foreign workers.

Today, we will hear testimony that all Americans are hurt by
cheap foreign labor. Almost 20 percent of all Black Americans and
40 percent of Hispanics do not have a high school degree. These
low-skilled legal workers are the ones who disproportionately must
compete with foreign workers. They are the real victims of Amer-
ica’s failed immigration policy. For proof, we have only to look at
the effects of recent Federal immigration worksite enforcement ac-
tions.

After last year’s worksite enforcement by the Bureau of Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement, Georgia’s Crider lost over 600 ille-
gal workers. Well, what happened? The Wall Street Journal re-
ported, “For the first time since significant numbers of Latinos
began arriving in Stillmore, the plant’s processing lines were made
up predominantly of African-Americans,” and Crider continues to
fill positions with legal workers.

Is that the expiration of my time, Madam Chair?

Ms. LOFGREN. I thought it was, but I think we messed up on the
lights. So why don’t you——

Mr. SmiTH. Okay. I would be glad to take another 5 minutes,
Madam Chair. [Laughter.]

Ms. LOFGREN. If you could conclude in 2 or 3, that would be per-
fect.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you.

All right. Let me repeat that last phrase. The Wall Street Jour-
nal reported what happened. “For the first time since significant
numbers of Latinos began arriving in Stillmore in the late 1990’s,
the plant’s processing lines were made up predominantly of Afri-
can-Americans.” Crider continues to fill positions with legal work-
ers.

Some say there are jobs Americans will not do, but that demeans
Americans who do work in every occupation. Any honest job is a
worthy job. If we had to pay a few cents more for a head of lettuce
or chicken at the grocery store in order to protect American jobs,
we should be willing to do so. The American worker must come
first.

Madam Chair, since I have another minute to go, let me mention
another subject today, and I cannot avoid mentioning it because of
what happened yesterday.
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Six individuals were arrested on their way to Fort Dix. They
were terrorists and they intended to “kill as many soldiers as pos-
sible,” and they had the assault weapons to do so. As I read it,
three of the six individuals were in the country illegally. To my
knowledge, based upon news reports, they did not have any crimi-
nal backgrounds.

These are the individuals who under the Administration and the
Senate bill that are being considered would have become legalized.
They might have become guest workers, or they might eventually
have become citizens.

So what happened yesterday certainly should be a wakeup call.
It certainly should have a dramatic impact on our immigration de-
bate and, I hope, will certainly slow down the process of any con-
sideration of amnesty or legalization for people who are in the
country illegally.

Thank you, Madam Chair, and I will yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.

In view of the schedule and mindful that our witnesses are wait-
ing, we will ask other Members to submit their opening statements
for the record.

Without objection, the Chair is authorized to declare a recess of
the hearing at any time.

Wighout objection, all opening statements will be placed in the
record.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Jackson Lee follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SHEILA JACKSON LEE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMI-
GRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

Today marks the eighth hearing in a series of hearings dealing with comprehen-
sive immigration reform. This subcommittee previously dealt with the shortfalls of
the 1986 and 1996 immigration reforms, the difficulties employers face with employ-
ment verification and ways to improve the employment verification system. On
Tuesday May 1, 2007 we explored the point system that the United Kingdom, Can-
ada, Australia, and New Zealand utilize, and on May 3, 2007 the focus of the discus-
sion was on the U.S. economy, U.S. workers and immigration reform. Yesterday
May 8, 2007 we took a look at another controversial aspect of the immigration de-
bate, family based immigration. Today’s hearing is a continuation of the hearing we
held on May 3, 2007.

At that hearing this past Thursday, May 3, 2007 the tone of the conversation
turned “ugly” for lack of a better word. I remind my colleagues that these series
of hearings that began at Ellis Island and will conclude at the end of this session
are about finding the truth, dispelling the myths, and arriving at a consensus that
is in the interest of first the American worker, the border, and our economy.

Working under the assumption that immigrants are a detriment and a strain on
our economy, and further a detriment to the economic opportunities of young low-
skilled blacks we invited a panel of experts to discuss this very issue.

Dr. Orzsag mentioned that more low skill workers mean more high skilled work-
ers and low skill labor creates the need for more jobs in general. For example an
attorney or a doctor may not have the time to mow his lawn, do his own dry clean-
ing, or make his own lunch. On the other hand a low skilled worker laboring on
a farm means that there will be an urgent need to hire a driver to deliver the
produce to the grocery store, and another individual who stocks the product in the
grocery store. Likewise common sense dictates that the same groups of workers
make obvious contributions to our economy when they buy groceries, clothes, gas,
and other living essentials.

With regards to this “perception” that illegal immigration is having a particularly
adverse effect on the job opportunities of young black men allow me to reiterate the
following. That argument is in part a disingenuous argument. It does not take into
account the fact that since the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 our nation
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has seen a growing black middle class. Quite frankly, I agree with Wade Henderson.
I will not allow ignorance and divisiveness into this discussion about immigration.

However, I understand the concerns of gentleman like T. Willard Fair, and I ad-
dress these issues in my immigration legislation the SAVE America Comprehensive
Immigration Act of 2007.

Let me take a brief moment to describe how my legislation, the SAVE America
Comprehensive Immigration Act of 2007 addresses this shortage of workers. Section
20113 of the SAVE Act, entitled “Recruitment of American Workers,” mandates the
ollowing.

First of all any employer that files a petition on behalf of a foreign born employee
will have to file an affidavit that illustrates their efforts to recruit a lawful perma-
nent resident (LPR) or a United States Citizen (USC), and an emphasis will be
placed on attempts to recruit employees from minority communities. Recruitment ef-
forts in minority communities can include advertisements in local newspapers in the
labor market where these workers patronize for at least 5 days, advertisements in
public transportation systems, and recruitment activities in secondary schools,
recreation centers, community centers, and other places throughout the commu-
nities within 50 miles of the job site that serve minorities.

The SAVE Act also mandates a 10% surcharge on all fees collected for petitions
to accord employment based status. These funds would then be used to create an
employment training program with the purpose of increasing the number of avail-
able LPR’s and USC’s in the occupations that are the subjects of these petitions.
Likewise, 50% of the funds will be used to train workers in rural and inner city
areas.

Finally a portion of the proceeds will also be used to establish an “Office to Pre-
serve American Jobs” at the Department of Labor. The purpose of this office is to
establish policies that encourage American employers to hire American workers be-
fore resorting to foreign workers.

In conclusion I say to this distinguished panel that those of us in the majority
put the American people first, and we will continue to do so. The notion that we
would do otherwise is simply not true.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gallegly follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ELTON GALLEGLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IM-
MIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAwW

Mr. King, thank you for holding this hearing. It is important that we have a seri-
ous discussion about how illegal immigration has affected American workers.

It defies common sense to argue that the presence of at least 12 million illegal
workers has not negatively affected the unemployment rate, wages, and working
conditions for legal American workers.

A study by the Center for Immigration Studies found that between 2000 and
2005, the number of new male immigrant workers increased by 1.9 million. At the
1same time, the number of employed unskilled American workers declined by 1.7 mil-
ion.

The conclusion is inescapable.

The problem will be even worse if we grant amnesty to illegal workers. If every
one of the estimated 12 million illegal immigrants sponsors two (2) additional immi-
grants each, which is a very conservative number—the U.S. will have at least 24
million new immigrants coming to this country under amnesty over the next 10
years. That number will not include those who will continue to violate the law and
cross our borders, figuring that eventually Congress will grant them yet another
amnesty.

The new immigrants will not just be competing for jobs, but for housing, health
care, education, and other services. It defies belief that an additional 24 million peo-
ple—again, in addition to the 12 million already here—many of whom will not speak
English and will have few jobs skills, will not have a serious, negative impact on
our economy, our workforce, our schools, our hospitals, and our communities.

In addition, there is no doubt that adding a minimum of 24 million people to our
population will have negative consequences for our environment, our traffic prob-
lems, and our overall quality of life.

Mr. King, I would like to place a copy of the Center for Immigration Studies re-
port I mentioned, The Impact of New Immigrants on Young Native-Born Workers,
2000-2005, into the record.

Thank you again for holding this hearing. I look forward to hearing from our wit-
nesses.



I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. We have three witnesses before us today.

First, we have Roy Beck, the founder and Executive Director of
NumbersUSA Education and Research Foundation. Mr. Beck is au-
thor of the book, The Case Against Immigration. He is a graduate
of the University of Missouri School of Journalism.

Next, we have Steven A. Camarota, Director of Research at the
Center for Immigration Studies in Washington, D.C. He holds a
Ph.D. from the University of Virginia in public policy analysis and
a master’s degree in political science from the University of Penn-
sylvania.

Finally, we will hear from Mr. T. Willard Fair, President and
Chief Executive Officer of the Urban League of Greater Miami. Mr.
Fair has served as an adjunct professor at the Atlanta University
School of Social Work, Bethune-Cookman College, Florida Inter-
national University and the National Urban League’s Whitney M.
Young, Jr. Center for Urban Leadership. He earned his B.A. in so-
ciology from Johnson C. Smith University and an M.S.W from the
Atlanta University School of Social Work.

Your written testimonies will be made part of the record in their
entirety.

I think you saw the little light system we have here. Each of you
will be asked to summarize your written testimony in about 5 min-
utes. When the yellow light goes on, it means you have a minute
left, and it is always surprising when you are a witness because
the time really does fly.

When the red light goes on, it means your time is up, as sur-
prising as that may be, and we would ask you to try and conclude.
We do not have a heavy gavel, but we would ask if you would con-
clude so we can get to the next witness and then to the questions.

So, if we can begin, if we could start, Mr. Fair.

TESTIMONY OF T. WILLARD FAIR, PRESIDENT,
MIAMI URBAN LEAGUE

Mr. FAIR. Thank you, and good morning. To members of the
panel, it is a pleasure for me to have the opportunity to speak to
you this morning on an issue that is important not only to me, but
to my constituency group in Miami.

For the last 40-plus years, I have been attempting to make sure
that young Black men in Liberty City have the tools that they need
in order to be productive citizens in Miami-Dade County. We have
worked at that, and I suggest to you that the status of young Black
males around this country is of such a significant nature of deterio-
ration that all of us should be concerned.

We know, based on everything that we have read by all of the
experts, that the issues that face them, that keep them from be-
coming productive citizens are many and complex, from family
composition to incarceration to attitudes to beliefs to the last
vestiges of racism being practiced. Those things surround them on
a day-to-day basis.

I would not suggest to you that those things are the only things,
nor would I suggest to you that illegal immigration or legal immi-
gration is a primary reason for the creation of those things, but
when we have the discussion about the variables that make them
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unable to achieve their highest aspirations, we never talk about the
impact of mass immigration on that, and I suggest to you that
Miami is the best laboratory for you to look at as we talk about
the impact of legal versus illegal immigration on the ability of
Black Americans to ascend to the heights of their aspirations.

When I came to Miami 40-plus years ago, there were certain
things in place that gave you some understanding about the impor-
tance of Black Americans to the economy, to the vitality of that
city. One of my favorite observations is where did they go because
when I came to Miami, all of the hotel, motel, restaurant jobs in
Miami were occupied by African-Americans. Today, that is flipped.
That is neither good nor bad nor is that condemning anybody who
has the jobs, but the issue becomes what happened to all of those
people who had those jobs?

When I came to Miami 40 years ago, the construction industry
primarily was made up of laborers who came from Liberty City. It
is not by accident, but should have been predicted that the first
persons that fell off the high scaffolds in Miami involved in con-
struction were not people from Liberty City, but were Haitians, be-
cause, once again, those jobs that used to be held by African-Ameri-
cans are now held by others, legal or illegal. The numbers have im-
pacted adversely on the ability of Blacks in Miami to get jobs.

This does not mean that one wants to blame immigration, but
one certainly has to understand the effect of mass immigration on
those set of circumstances. When one digs down deep into that
whole process, one then begins to understand that if you talk about
a form of amnesty that is going to put an additional 12-million-plus
people into that system, I mean, you create other sets of problems
that are already in place.

So, when we begin to talk about the issue and its impact on
Black America, academicians, researchers all have demonstrated
very clearly by their research that it does occur. What disturbs me,
for example, is we talk to economists, we talk about supply and de-
mand, and we know that it is going to impact on us adversely, and
finally, we may admit that it does, but when we talk about that
it does, we talk about it impacts modestly. Well modestly may
mean one thing to you as an academician, but if it is you in reality,
then it is significant. It is no longer modest.

So all of the experts agree that illegal versus legal, legal versus
illegal has an impact on the ability of African-Americans to get
jobs. But we began to switch it off and say that it does not.

We also have this whole notion that we can allow certain people
to come in to the system, create jobs, and as they take over certain
jobs, they will then, by virtue of their numbers, create other jobs
in the industry. Well, that does not work in Miami because what
happens is that if you take over all of the jobs picking lettuce, the
notion is that you are able to pick lettuce cheaper and, therefore,
you can get it to the market faster. You get it to the market faster.
Theﬁ“efore, you can get more people to buy it. Then what happens
is that

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Fair, your red light is on. If you——

Mr. FAIR. My red light?

Ms. LOFGREN. Yes. If you could just, you know, wrap up, I do not
want to cut you off in the middle of your sentence.
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Mr. FAIR. What happens then is that if those who are in place
to get the new jobs are not people that look like me, then it works.
But the lettuce pickers then become the cashiers, then become the
foremen, then become the truck drivers, and once again, we are
locked out of an industry.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fair follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF T. WILLARD FAIR

Good morning and thank you for the opportunity to address this panel.

I have devoted much of my adult life to one of the most important challenges fac-
ing our country: How to help young black men build constructive lives as fathers
and breadwinners. The size of the problem was outlined in a recent book published
by the National Urban League entitled The State of Black America 2007: Portrait
of the Black Male—black men are much more likely to be unemployed than white
men, more likely to be dropouts, in prison, in poverty, or dead.

There are many reasons for grim statistics like this, including the continuing ef-
fects of slavery and Jim Crow; the shift in the economy away from manufacturing;
broken schools in our big cities; the glorification of self-destructive behavior by pop-
ular culture.

But one factor is too often ignored—mass immigration.

There was little immigration when the struggle for civil rights began to achieve
success in the 1950s and ’60s. In fact, the 1965 immigration law that started today’s
mass immigration was itself seen as a civil rights measure, intended to clean out
rules that favored immigrants from some countries over others. Sen. Edward Ken-
nedy, then, as now, chairman of the Senate immigration subcommittee, said “The
bill will not flood our cities with immigrants. . . . It will not cause American work-
ers to lose their jobs.”

So much for predictions.

Since 1965, nearly 30 million legal immigrants have come here, plus millions of
illegal aliens. The results have been devastating for those Americans—black or
white—who compete for jobs with this immigrant tide. George Borjas of Harvard
has shown that immigration has cut the wages of American men without a high
school degree by $1,800 a year. Economists at Northeastern University have found
that businesses are substituting immigrants for young American workers, especially
for young black men. In fact, scholars estimate that immigration is the reason for
one-third of the drop in employment among black men, and even some of the in-
crease in incarceration.

Of course, none of that means that individual immigrants—or particular immi-
grant groups—can be blamed for the difficulties facing black men. Being pro-Me
should never make me anti-You. Nor can we use immigration as a crutch, blaming
it for all our problems. The reality is that less-educated black men in America today
have a variety of problems—high rates of crime and drug use, for example, and poor
performance at work and school—that are caused by factors unrelated to level of
immigration.

But if cutting immigration and enforcing the law wouldn’t be a cure-all, it sure
would make my job easier. Take employment—immigration isn’t the whole reason
for the drop in employment of black men; it’s not even half the reason. But it is
the largest single reason, and it’s something we can fix relatively easily.

Think about it this way: If there’s a young black man in Liberty City, where I
live, who’s good with his hands and wants to become a carpenter, which is more
likely to help him achieve that goal—amnesty and more immigration, or enforce-
ment and less immigration?

Which is more likely to help an ex-convict or recovering addict get hired at an
entry-level job and start the climb back to a decent life—amnesty and more immi-
gration, or enforcement and less immigration?

Which is more likely to persuade a teenager in the inner city to reject the lure
of gang life and instead stick with honest employment—amnesty and more immigra-
tion, or enforcement and less immigration?

And it’s not just a matter of jobs. Whatever your views on government social pro-
grams, everyone can agree that resources are not infinite—there’s only so much so-
cial spending to go around. And since immigrants have relatively low skills and low
incomes, they use a lot of social services and pay little in taxes, cutting into the
spending on America’s own poor. The Center for Immigration Studies estimates that
illegal aliens alone cost federal taxpayers $10 billion more a year in services than
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they pay in taxes—that’s $10 billion that’s not being spent on disadvantaged Ameri-
cans, not counting the much larger deficits at the state and local level, where most
social services are provided.

Likewise with the schools. This is an issue close to my heart, since I co-founded
Florida’s first charter school and was recently confirmed as chairman of the state-
wide Board of Education. We must offer the best education possible to all our chil-
dren, for their own good and for the good of our country. But as budgets have tight-
ened, school enrollment has surged, and all of the growth in the nation’s school-age
population—100 percent—comes from immigrant families. This surge in enrolment
has led to school overcrowding and has diverted resources that would otherwise
have been devoted to at-risk students.

Solutions to the challenges facing black Americans have to come from both private
efforts and government initiative—but regardless of the specific approach, flooding
the job market and overwhelming the public schools and other government services
undermines all our efforts. The interests of black Americans are clear: No amnesty,
no guestworkers, enforce the immigration law.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.
Mr. Beck, your 5 minutes are beginning.

TESTIMONY OF ROY BECK, DIRECTOR, NumbersUSA

Mr. BECK. Madam Chairwoman and Mr. Chairman, Ranking
Members King and Smith, and others Members of the Sub-
committee, thank you for this opportunity to talk about this sub-
ject, which was the chief topic, I believe, of the bipartisan U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform in the 1990’s chaired by the
late Barbara Jordan.

I was pleased that Chairman Conyers brought up this key prin-
ciple of immigration policy that has fairness to it, and I believe
that that was one of the chief principles of the bipartisan commis-
sion. In fact, a quote from the Commission’s study said that immi-
gration policy is needed so that “it helps mitigate potential nega-
tive impacts, particularly on disadvantaged U.S. workers.”

I am pleased to talk about this because I helped found
NumbersUSA in 1997, I should say, to educate about and to advo-
cate for the recommendations of the Jordan Commission. The Jor-
dan Commission could find no rational justification to meet emerg-
ing labor needs by importing large quantities of foreign workers.
Now this is after several years of study.

Regrettably, Congress only dealt with a few recommendations
about illegal immigration, but put off almost all the recommenda-
tions that the Jordan Commission had about protecting the Amer-
ican worker, and that is what they did. They put it off. Many of
you were here. You know Congress put it off and it has not taken
it back out.

The principle of the Commission was that immigration policy
should never be allowed to reduce the wages, working conditions or
the opportunities of American workers, and those recommendations
of about a decade ago were that this country should dramatically
reduce legal immigration, that is bring in fewer of these legal for-
eign workers that are impacting the people that Mr. Fair is talking
about trying to help, the American workers, said that illegal immi-
gration should be substantially reduced by eliminating the jobs
magnet, illegal foreign workers in this country should be removed
from the labor markets and caused to return to their home coun-
tries, and that large-scale foreign worker programs should be
avoided.
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It seems to me the major question before this Subcommittee, be-
fore this Congress, is: Why not go ahead and pass the rest of the
Jordan recommendations on immigration to protect the American
worker? Have the conditions of our vulnerable American workers
improved so dramatically since then that that is no longer valid?
And I think the answer is, no, they have actually decreased.

I want to use the remainder of my oral comments to touch on one
aspect of the Jordan Commission recommendations which was
about reinvigorating domestic recruitment channels. Now we can
take an example right here in the Chesapeake region, especially
over on the Atlantic Coast.

Every year, you have all of these tourism industry businesses up
and down the coast saying down in Congress, “We have to have
more visas for foreign workers,” and yet in just Virginia, Maryland,
D.C. alone, there are 2 million working-age native-born citizens
who are not working right now.

Many of these businesses have better procurement channels,
labor recruitment channels with Poland than they do with the Po-
tomac, even though the Potomac has tens of thousands of older
teens and young adults who are wasting away early years of their
lives in nonemployment, instead of getting the experience and the
dignity of having the entry-level, the stepping-stone jobs that would
lead them to lives of middle-class financial security later on.

The Jordan Commission spoke to this problem. They said the
availability of foreign workers may create a dependency on them.
We see that everywhere. It has been well-documented that reliance
on foreign workers in low-wage, low-skill occupations creates dis-
incentives for employers to improve pay and working conditions for
American workers.

When employers fail to recruit domestically or pay wages that
meet industrywide standards, the resulting dependence, even on
professionals, may adversely affect both U.S. workers in that occu-
pation and U.S. companies that adhere to appropriate labor stand-
ards.

We have 23 million native-born Americans, 18 to 64, who are less
educated, no more than a high school degree, who do not have jobs
right now—23 million. With this kind of situation, with the kind
of poverty you read in the Post yesterday, the story about Mr. Ed-
wards and his concern about the 37 million people in poverty, you
think what would it be like if the American business community
created domestic recruitment channels into these big pockets of
poverty? How would that change the suffering that we have at the
lower levels of this country?

I would say that it is time to look at those Jordan Commission
recommendations, maybe go further. I would say why recruit
through immigration any low-skilled workers to deal with those,
and my final sentence, Madam Chairwoman, is that the evidence
shows that we do not have a shortage of workers. We have a short-
age of domestic recruitment channels.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Beck follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROoY BECK

Madame Chairwoman, Ranking Member King, Members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to talk about immigration
policy and its effect on American workers, one of the two subjects that has domi-
nated my attention as an author and journalist for the past two decades.

The topic of this hearing was addressed through years of exploration by the bi-
partisan U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform, chaired by the late Barbara Jor-
dan, and including other luminaries such as Michael Teitelbaum and the late Rich-
ard Estrada. As it happened, I was commissioned by W.W. Norton & Co. during pre-
cisely that mid-1990s period to research and write a book on this same topic. The
Jordan Commission began issuing its reports just as I had sent my final manu-
scripts to New York. I was surprised and pleased to see the Commission making
many of the major recommendations that I had included in my own book’s conclu-
sions, and for largely the same reasons, including the Commission’s principle that
immigration policy needed to:

«

. . . help mitigate potential negative impacts, particularly on disadvantaged
U.S. workers.”

For the last decade, I have had the privilege of educating about those rec-
ommendations that came from the final act of public service of Barbara Jordan’s
long and illustrious career. Since 1997, I have been the executive director of
NumbersUSA. It is a non-profit, non-partisan organization founded to educate about
and carry out both the immigration recommendations of President Clinton’s Council
on Sustainable Development and the Jordan Commission recommendations that
were designed to serve this country’s national interests, and especially the interests
of American workers and the households they support.

Let’s apply that standard to the question of what to do with illegal aliens who
already are 1n our country. Is the approach that works best for the American worker
also good for the economy? Or are the two goals in conflict?

WOULD WE COLLAPSE IF ILLEGAL WORKERS SELF-DEPORTED?

What if the officially estimated 7 million illegal foreign workers! were
caused to self-deport over the next decade primarily through the enact-
ment and implementation of laws that denied them U.S. jobs?

This is not an idle scenario. Most of the major corporate lobbies believe an aggres-
sive enforcement of immigration laws, added to mandatory workplace verification of
new hires, would lead to a substantial loss of workforce among businesses that have
illegally hired a lot of foreign workers.

That is why they insist on a legalization of the current illegal workforce—and
adoption of a large new guest worker program—before they would consent to full
enforcement of immigration laws.

In the assessment of the corporate lobbies, an Attrition Through Enforcement pol-
icy depriving businesses of their illegal workers would threaten to collapse the econ-
omy, harming all workers and the national interest.

But in the school of thought represented by the bi-partisan U.S. Commission on
Immigration Reform, the removal of millions of illegal foreign workers would open
up jobs and raise the wages for American workers while strengthening the economy
and serving the national interest.

A GIANT POOL OF NON-EMPLOYED AMERICANS

Would our economy suffer under an Attrition Through Enforcement & Self-Depor-
tation scenario? Would American workers gain? Is it economically necessary to le-
galize the illegal workers to keep their employers in business?

Let’s look at some big numbers.

About 142 million people in America (including 7 million illegal aliens) hold pay-
ing jobs. They are the producers, and they support 160 million people in America
who do not hold a paying job (including 5 million illegal aliens).2

That’s 142 million supporting 160 million others.

But among the 160 million “non-producing” dependents are 70 million “non-insti-
tutionalized” people who have no job but who are of the same age as the Americans
who are holding full-time and part-time jobs.

1“Size and Characteristics of the Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S.,” Jeffrey S.
Passel, Pew Hispanic Center.
2March 2006 Current Population Survey
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Nearly 70 million people in the broad working age of 16—74 are either looking for
a job and are considered unemployed, or have dropped out of the labor force alto-
gether.3

That would be 70 million Americans without a job from which to find only 7 mil-
lion to replace the illegal foreign workers—that is 10 available legal U.S. residents
without a job for every one illegal foreign worker with a job.

The ratio is still overwhelmingly in favor of finding American worker replace-
ments even if you limit the pool to:

o Native-born Americans
o Aged 18-64

Some 42 million Americans without a job meet those criteria.

And of those, 23 million are “less-educated” Americans with no education beyond
high school and, thus, the people who would be more likely to compete for most of
those jobs. That would be three less-educated Americans without a job for every ille-
gal alien with a job.

Sadly, this category of less-educated Americans has seen labor participation rates
fall still lower in recent years, as foreign labor participation has risen.# Opening up
construction, food production, hospitality and other service jobs would provide imme-
diate opportunities to reverse the native workforce dropout damage of recent years.

ILLEGAL ALIENS DO JOBS AMERICANS WON'T WAIT TO DO

Skeptics always raise the question about whether Americans would do the jobs
that illegal aliens are doing. My response long has been that without the avail-
ability of foreign labor, employers eliminate jobs that aren’t very productive and im-
prove the conditions on the others until Americans take them.

But many recent cases of workplace raids in meatpacking plants and factories in
all regions of the country during the last few months have suggested that there are
a lot of Americans who will take so-called foreigner work as is. In nearly every case,
federal enforcement arrested or drove out large numbers of illegal foreign workers
who were entirely replaced by American workers within a few weeks. In some cases,
the employers offered somewhat better wages, benefits and working conditions to at-
tract jobless Americans back into the labor market. But in other cases, Americans
v;lere willing to take the jobs under the exact circumstances the illegal worker held
them.

We may understand why when we look at the labor statistics a little closer. There
may be 23 million less-educated Americans without a job as the potential pool for
replacing the illegal aliens and many of whom will need some serious recruiting to
get back into the job market. But there are around 7 million unemployed Americans
who are looking for a job right now.

SOCIETY AS A WHOLE AND ALL WORKERS TEND TO BENEFIT

Why would we not seek to meet our labor needs out of this pool of non-employed
Americans?

From the standpoint of the non-employed Americans, why should they be denied
the opportunity to be recruited to jobs that will provide them the satisfaction and
dignity of being productive members of our society? The Americans who would ben-
efit tend to be among the most vulnerable members of our national community, with
the fewest resources.

From the standpoint of taxpayers, why should working-age Americans dependent
on taxpayer support not be encouraged to step up to the plate to take available jobs?

The 142 million productive working people of this country already are supporting
the physical and social infrastructure for those 70 million non-employed working-
age Americans. As any of those 70 million enter the labor force, there would be no
need for more infrastructure to handle the housing, education, transportation, recre-
ation, health care, etc. of they and their families (because they already are here).
Furthermore, as they enter the workforce they would begin paying more taxes to
take some of the tax burden off the 142 million.

If all 12 million of the officially estimated illegal aliens were to leave the United
States, and if 7 million Americans replaced the 7 million illegal workers in their
jobs, the ratio of “producers” to “non-producers” would change from a 142 to 160

342006 annual Average Data, Employment status of the civilian noninstitutional population
by age, sex and race,” Bureau of Labor Statistics

4“Dropping Out: Immigrant Entry and Native Exit From the Labor market, 2000-2005,” Ste-
ven A. Camarota, Center for Immigration Studies Backgrounder, March 2006
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ratio to a 142 to 148 ratio, with significant implications for tax/expense ratios of
local and state governments.

According to recent Heritage Foundation research, most households headed by il-
legal aliens are net tax drains of around $18,000 a year. When they leave the coun-
try, governments not only save the $18,000 per household, but they save on the for-
merly non-employed legal resident who has taken the illegal worker’s job and is now
paying more taxes. A less-educated legal resident worker will be a net tax drain,
too, but since he/she already was a tax drain as a non-employed person, he/she
should be less of a drain with a job.

‘ATTRITION—NOT ‘MASS DEPORTATION’—PROVIDES TRANSITION

I am not aware of any study or even claim that the Attrition Through Enforce-
ment & Self-Deportation option could result in mass departures of millions a year.
And no political leader is proposing mass deportations.

Thus, the process of recruiting and training Americans to replace 7 million illegal
foreign workers as discussed above would take place over several years.

The bad news for many of America’s most vulnerable citizens is that it will be
years before many of those jobs will be opened up by illegal aliens leaving the coun-
try. But the slow, steady process of emptying out the illegal population will provide
employers plenty of time to adjust to a new era of the rule of law and establishing
new channels of recruiting.

’ATTRITION’ SETS NEED FOR DOMESTIC RECRUITING PATTERNS

Many public and business leaders in local areas seem to sincerely believe that
their region not only needs the illegal workers but must import new platoons of
legal foreign workers each year.

I recently spoke to a group of government and business leaders from western Col-
orado. One man said that many tourism and minerals businesses there depend on
illegal labor now, have depended on it for a long time and would collapse if new
flows of foreign labor were cut off. Through a combination of legal and illegal chan-
nels, according to this man, many businesses had become addicted to foreign labor.

The Jordan Commission spoke to this problem:

“The availability of foreign workers may create a dependency on them. It has
been well-documented that reliance on foreign workers in low-wage, low-skill oc-
cupations, such as farm work, creates disincentives for employers to improve pay
and working conditions for American workers. When employers fail to recruit do-
mestically or to pay wages that meet industry-wide standards, the resulting de-
pendence—even on professionals—may adversely affect both U.S. workers in that
occupation and U.S. companies that adhere to appropriate labor standards.®

Here again are conclusions that foreign-worker patterns that are harmful to vul-
nerable Americans are also harmful to the economy as a whole. But just like indi-
viduals who are addicted to harmful drugs, businesses and local economies can
wean themselves and change to healthier patterns of behavior.

Does anybody really believe that the Colorado ski industry and mineral industry
would shut down if the federal government shut off its supply of foreign workers?

Instead of shutting down, one can be sure that these industries would aggres-
sively create new channels of recruitment, perhaps into the relatively nearby popu-
lation centers of Kansas City, Dallas, St. Louis and Chicago. Yes, at first, they
might find it difficult to persuade non-employed people in those cities to pick up
roots and move with their families to Colorado. But once the first individuals and
families settle and like their conditions, they will send back word to old neighbors,
friends and family—just like the foreign workers have been doing the last 30 years.
Soon, domestic networking patterns will create flows of labor just like the inter-
national ones do today that result in entire villages in foreign countries emptying
out to settle in one small area of the United States.

There are currently around 750,000 non-employed native adults (age 18-64) in
Wisconsin, 900,000 in Missouri, 1.7 million in Illinois and 3.1 million in Texas.®
While Attrition Through Enforcement is gradually weeding out illegal workers from
the Colorado labor force, employers have huge pools of potential workers to be per-
suaded to try living in the beautiful Rocky Mountain state. And if those states don’t

51997 Report To Congress, “Becoming An American: Immigration and Immigrant Policy,” p.

79
6 March 2006 Current Population Survey
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prove responsive enough, there are always the 4 million non-employed native adults
in California.

Because international recruiting services and networks are so readily available
and because the federal government provides and allows such large flows of foreign
workers, many Colorado businesses are far more likely today to seek workers from
Central America than from the Central Time Zone of the U.S.

The Jordan Commission thought the federal government should encourage em-
ployers to re-discover domestic recruiting, calling on it to provide:

“. . . incentives or penalties to help ensure that employers in the U.S. engage in
serious recruitment of American workers (for example, national rather than local
recruitment where appropriate) and contribute significantly to the training of the
domestic U.S. workforce.”7

The same phenomenon can be seen so readily in the Chesapeake Bay region and
especially along the Atlantic seashore where the tourism industry clamors for access
to more and more foreign workers even though around 2 million American natives
in Maryland, Virginia and Washington DC do not have a job. Included in that are
more than a million in the area who are less-educated. To again go alliterative,
some of the businesses demanding more work visas each year are far more focused
on recruiting from Poland than from the Potomac where tens of thousands of older
teens and young adults waste away years in non-employment with little experience
in entry-level and stepping-stone jobs that could form a pattern for later middle-
class financial success.

The gradual loss of illegal labor and a gradual reduction in new legal foreign labor
would begin to create the virtuous economic circles of the World War One and World
War Two eras in which industries had to recruit heavily from among poor, under-
employed White and Blacks in the South and in the hill countries of our nation.
When the wars shut off immigration, corporate America finally valued the least val-
ued members of our national community and created great migrations of American
natives across regions, leading toward the Great Economic Compression that turned
the country into a dominantly middle class society.8

DEAD-END JOBS BECOME PRIZED JOBS WITH LOWER IMMIGRATION

The Great Economic Compression between 1929 and the early 1950s provides us
a model for how reducing overall immigration numbers not only can stop the dam-
age of immigration policy but greatly improve the lives of people in lower-skill jobs
without them even having to change jobs.

It was a time when the lower classes gained considerably on the middle classes
and the middle classes gained on the upper classes. This emerging egalitarianism
happened despite the coincidence with a Great Depression and a World War. Eco-
nomic historians have attributed as much as one-third of this advancement of the
working classes to the fact that immigration levels were low (well below 200,000 a
year) and fertility had been low, producing an ever-tighter labor market.?

I stood face-to-face with this history during my research in Iowa meatpacking
towns. I talked to old meatcutters who had begun their careers in the 1920s in dis-
gusting, dangerous conditions at very low pay. For four decades, industry had used
the easy supply of foreign labor to bust unions and keep meatcutting as one of the
worst jobs in America.

But after Congress put strict numerical caps on immigration in 1924, the immi-
grants in the packing houses found that their labor was more and more valued in
the tighter labor markets. Their unions grew stronger, pay rose and meatpacking
became one of the safer jobs in America.

I talked to numerous men who in the 1970s made enough money to support large
families on one income and took nice vacations every year.

But all of them had lost their jobs in the early to mid-1980s after Congress al-
lowed the flow of foreign labor to rise from a quarter million a year in the 1960s
to a half million a year in the 1980s (and then a million a year after 1990). One
meatpacking company used the excess labor to bust the unions and slash wages and
working conditions. Every other company then had to do the same or be run out
of business (and several were). Now, meatcutting is back to being one of the worst
jobs in America, populated mainly by immigrants and illegal aliens who will put up
with the conditions just as long as it takes to find another job.

71997 Report To Congress, Becoming an American: Immigration and Immigrant Policy, U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform

8The Case Against Immigration, Roy Beck (W.W. Norton)

9 American Inequality: A Macroeconomic History, Jeffrey Williamson and Peter H. Lindert
(Academic Press)
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I have no doubt that if Congress would enact the Jordan Commission rec-
ommendations, we would again see a beleaguered immigrant workforce in the
meatpacking industry see their jobs turn into some of the best lower-skilled jobs in
the country.

But until then, we seem destined to continue a sad chain of occupations collapsing
across the country. American drywallers are among the workers most under attack
right now. But you can see it with all kinds of trades and services as the federal
government’s recklessness about immigration numbers ruins formerly middle-class
occupations.

JORDAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDED LESS FOREIGN LABOR

The Jordon Commission in the 1990s could find no rational justification to meet
emerging labor needs by importing large quantities of new foreign workers.

Regrettably, Congress dealt with only some of the illegal immigration issues in
1996 and decided to set aside all of the Jordan Commission recommendations on
legal immigration for consideration in a future year. That year has yet to arrive.

I hope this hearing is a sign that the time has finally come when Congress and
the President will effect policies that place the same kind of priority as did the bi-
partisan Commission on ensuring that immigration never be allowed to reduce the
wages, working conditions or opportunities of American workers.

Based on that principle and research of the economy and labor markets in the
1990s, the Jordan Commission concluded that:

e Annual legal immigration numbers should be dramatically reduced;

o Illegal immigration should be substantially curbed by eliminating the jobs
magnet;

Illegal foreign workers already in the U.S. should be removed from our labor
markets and caused to return to their home countries;

Large-scale foreign guest worker programs should be avoided;

Legal immigration should be limited to spouses, minor children, refugees and
workers of very high skills not possessed by American workers.

It seems to me that the major question before this subcommittee is why it should
not go ahead and approve the rest of the Commission’s recommendations and also
exercise its oversight and purse functions to force this Administration to implement
the immigration laws already passed by Congress.

Congress needs to consider if the conditions of the American worker and the econ-
omy have changed substantially since 1996 to suggest that a different direction from
the Jordan Commission is in order.

With the abysmal statistics on widening gaps in income distribution and the
plight of both our native and our foreign-born workers at the lower rungs of the
labor market, it appears that the recommendations of the Jordan Commission are
even more in order today than when they were made a decade ago.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.
Dr. Camarota, your 5 minutes.

TESTIMONY OF STEVE CAMAROTA, Ph.D. DIRECTOR OF
RESEARCH, CENTER FOR IMMIGRATION STUDIES

Mr. CAMAROTA. Madam Chairwoman and Mr. King and Members
of the Committee, I would like to thank you for inviting me here
to speak.

I would like to begin my comments perhaps in a way by building
just on what Mr. Beck said, by looking at it with data. There is no
evidence of a labor shortage in this country, especially at the bot-
tom, the labor market where immigrants are most concentrated. If
there was, wages, benefits and employment should all be increas-
ing fast. Actually, that is the opposite, the exact opposite, of what
has been happening.

The national unemployment rate of 4 or 5 percent is not even rel-
evant to this debate for two reasons. First, immigration’s effect on
the labor market, especially illegal immigration, is mainly on less-
educated, young Americans, wherein unemployment is much higher
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than 4 or 5 percent. Second, unemployment figures do not include
those who have left the workforce entirely and given up looking for
work.

The share of adults without a high school education in the labor
market—that is have a job or are looking for a job—fell from 59
to 56 percent between 2000 and 2006, and for those with only a
high school degree—and these are adults again—it fell from 78 to
75 percent. Thus, these individuals, however, who are not in the
labor market do not even show up in unemployment statistics.

There is a huge supply of potential, less-educated natives in this
country. There are 23 million adult natives, 18 to 64, with no edu-
cation beyond high school who are either unemployed or not in the
labor market. There are another 10 million teenagers, 15 to 17,
who are unemployed or not in the labor market. There are 4 mil-
lion college students unemployed or not in the labor market. And
in each of these cases, the share of those individuals working has
been declining, even after the economy turned up in 2003.

Wages and benefits have generally stagnated or declined for the
less-educated. Hourly wages for men with less than a high school
education grew just 1 percent between 2000 and 2005. Hourly
wages for men with only a high school degree grew by .5 percent
for that whole 5-year period. If there really was a labor shortage,
wages and benefits and labor force participation should all be going
up. It is not.

Now there is a good deal of research showing that immigration
has contributed to this problem. In a study published in 2003 by
The Quarterly Journal of Economics, which is like the top journal
in the field, the authors concluded that immigration reduced the
average annual earnings of native-born men without a high school
degree by over 7 percent.

In another recent paper published by the National Bureau of
Economic Research, the authors concluded that immigration was
responsible for 40 percent of the decline in Black employment—
among men—between 1980 and 2000. Their findings are supported
by other research done by Andrew Sum and Paul Harrington at
Northeastern University looking at the post-2000 period.

Now it is true that some researchers have found no significant
negative effect from immigration, but they have mostly done that
by comparing differences across local labor markets. Economists
now think that the effect of immigration is national in scope, and
the effect is mostly on young and less-educated workers, particu-
larly minorities.

When we focus on such workers and treat the economy as one
big integrated whole, the economists do find significant negative ef-
fects from immigration. Now, of course, other factors adversely im-
pact wages and employment for such workers, such as technology
and globalization, but labor-saving devices and access to imports
makes allowing in less-educated workers all the more unnecessary
from an economic point of view. And immigration levels, unlike
globalization or the pace of technological innovation, is something
we can change.

Now it is also important to understand that all research indi-
cates that less-educated immigrants who create the job competition
for less-educated natives consume much more in public services
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than they pay in taxes. The National Research Council found this.
Often, the greatest strain is on services used by America’s poor.

Now some still argue for immigration on the grounds that it will
stop the aging of America as a society. We are short of workers,
and the idea is we are just growing old so fast. But no serious de-
mographer actually makes this argument. Census Bureau projec-
tions indicate that if immigration were 200,000 a year, the work-
ing-age share of the population, 15 to 64 years of age, would be 59
percent in 2060. If it was a million a year, 5 times higher, the
working-age percentage would be 60 percent.

So you could have a huge difference in immigration with a tiny
difference in the working-age share. It does make, however, the
population a lot larger. Those who wish to keep immigration levels
at their current level or perhaps increase them further must at
least understand that the policies that they favor come at the ex-
pense of the poorest and least educated Americans.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Camarota follows:]
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There is no evidence of a labor shortage, especially at the bottom end of the labor
market where immigrants are most concentrated. If there was, wages, benefits
and employment should all be increasing fast, the opposite of what has been
happening.

Employment has declined significantly for the less-educated. The share of adult
natives (18 to 64) without a high school diploma in the labor force fell from 59 to
56 percent between 2000 and 2006, and fell from 78 to 75 for those with only a
high school diploma. This means they are neither working nor looking for work.

There is a huge supply of potential less-educated native workers:

. There are 23 million adult natives with a high school degree or less
unemployed or not in the labor force.

. There are 10 million native-born teenagers (15 to 17) unemployed or not
in the labor force.

. There are 4 million college students unemployment or not in the labor
force.

. In comparison, there are an estimated 7 million illegal aliens holding jobs.

Wages and benefits have generally stagnated or declined for the less-educated.

. Hourly wages for men with less than a high school education grew just |
percent between 2000 and 2005.

. Hourly wages for men with only a high school degree declined by .5
percent between 2000 and 2005.

. The share of employers providing health insurance has also declined.

There is good deal of research showing that immigration has contributed to the
decline in employment and wages for less-educated natives.

Other factors have also adversely impacted wages and employment opportunities

for less-educated natives, such as technological change and globalization.

. But labor-saving devices and access to imports makes allowing in less-
educated workers all the more unnecessary economically and only adds
more pressure on the less-educated.

. Immigration levels are something we can actually change, unlike
technological innovation or globalization.

All research indicates that less-educated immigrants consume much more in
government services than they pay in taxes. Thus, not only does such

immigration harm America’s poor, it also burdens taxpayers.

Immigration has very little effect on the aging of American society. In 2000, the
average age of an immigrant was 39 and 35 for natives.

Census Bureau projections indicate that if net immigration averaged 100,000 to
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200,000 annually, the working-age (15 to 64) share would be 59 percent in 2060,
while with net immigration of 900,000 to one million, it would be 60 percent.

. Current immigration will add about 100 million to the US population by 2057.
Immigration makes the country more densely settled, but not much younger.

L Those who wish to keep immigration at the current levels or perhaps increase it
further must at least understand that the policy they favor comes at the expense of
the poorest and least-educated Americans.

Introduction

Few government policies can have as profound an impact on a nation as immigration.
Large numbers of immigrants and their descendants necessarily have a significant impact on the
cultural, political, and economic situation in their new country. Over the last three decades,
socio-economic conditions, especially in the developing world, in conjunction with U.S.
immigration policy, have caused 25 million people to leave their homelands and emigrate legally
to the United States. Additionally, the Immigration and Naturalization Service estimates that the
illegal-alien population grows by 400,000 to 500,000 each year.! The current influx has caused
an enormous growth in the immigrant population, from 9.6 million in 1970 (4.8 percent of the
population) to 35.7 million (12.1 percent of the population) today.

As in the past, immigration has sparked an intense debate over the costs and benefits of
allowing in such a large number of people. One of the central aspects of the immigration debate
is its impact on the American economy. While the number of immigrants is very large, as I will
try to explain in this paper, the impact on the overall economy or on the share of the population
that is of working-age is actually very small. And these effects are even smaller when one
focuses only on illegal aliens, who comprise one-fourth to one-third of all immigrants. While the
impact on the economy or the youthfulness of the country as a whole may be tiny, the effect on
some Americans, particular workers at the bottom of the labor market may be quite large. These
workers are especially vulnerable to immigrant competition because wages for these jobs are
already low and immigrants are heavily concentrated in less-skilled and lower-paying jobs. In
this paper I will try to explain some of the ways immigration impacts natives and the economy as
awhole.

Five Ways (delete:Reasons?) Immigration Can Impact Wages

Immigrants Might Work for Less. For the most part, the research generally indicates
that a few years after arrival, immigrant wages are very similar to those of natives in the same
occupation with the same demographic characteristics. This may not be true in all places and at
all times, but in general it seems that only newly arrived immigrants undercut native wages.

!See "Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States:
1990 to 2000" available at:
http://www.uscis.gov/graphics/shared/statistics/publications/Ill_ Report 1211.pdf
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This is probably true of illegal aliens as well. While immigrants as a group, and illegals in
particular, do earn less than native-born workers, this is generally due to their much lower levels
of education. In other words, immigrants are poorer than natives, but they generally earn wages
commensurate with their skills, which as a group tend to be much lower than natives.

Immigrants Are Seen as Better Employees. There is certainly a lot of anecdotal
evidence and some systematic evidence that immigrants are seen as better workers by some
employers, especially in comparison to native-born African Americans. It is certainly not
uncommon to find small business men and women who will admit that they prefer Hispanic or
Asian immigrants over native-born blacks. This is especially true of Hispanic and Asian
employers, who often prefer to hire from within their own communities. We would expect this
preference to result in lower wages and higher unemployment for those natives who are seen as
less desirable.

A study of the Harlem labor market by Newman and Lennon (1995) provides some
systematic evidence that employers prefer immigrants to native-born blacks. Their study found
that although immigrants were only 11 percent of the job candidates in their sample, they
represented 26.4 percent of those hired. Moreover, 41 percent of the immigrants in the sample
were able to find employment within one year, in contrast to only 14 percent of native-born
blacks. The authors concluded that immigrants fare better in the low-wage labor market because
employers see immigrants as more desirable employees than native-born African-Americans. I
have also found some evidence in my work that in comparison to whites, there is an added
negative effect for being black and in competition with immigrants.

The Threat of Further Immigration. While no real research has been done on this
question, the threat of further immigration may also exert a significant downward pressure on
wages. To see how this might work consider the following example: Workers in a meat packing
plant that has seen a sudden rise in the number of immigrant workers will very quickly become
aware that their employer now has another pool of labor from which he can draw. Thus, even if
immigrants remain a relatively small portion of the plant's total workforce, because of our
relatively open immigration policy, the potential of further immigration exists. Therefore,
native-bom workers curtail their demands for higher wages in response to the threat of more
immigration and this in turn holds down wages beyond what might be expected simply by
looking at the number of immigrants in an occupation or even the country as a whole.

Immigration Increases the Supply of Labor. By far the most important impact
immigration has on the workforce is that it increases the supply of labor. Based on the March
2005 Current Population Survey, there were almost 21 million adult immigrants holding jobs in
the United States.”> However, they are not distributed evenly across occupations. In 2005, 30
percent of immigrants in the labor market had no high school education, and for those who

“Figures for 2005 are from "Immigrants at Mid-Decade: A Snapshot of American's
Foreign-born Population in 2005, which can be found at:
www.cis.org/articles/2005/back 1405 .html
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entered in the preceding five years, 34 percent lacked a high school degree. In comparison, only
8 percent of natives in the work force did not have a high school education. Overall, immigrants
comprise 15 percent of the total workforce. But they are 40 percent of those without high school
diplomas in the work force, while accounting for 12 percent of workers with more than a high
school education.

The occupational distribution of immigrants also shows their high concentration in jobs
that require relatively few skills. In 2005, immigrants made up 6 percent of persons in legal
services occupations (primarily lawyers and support staff), and 9 percent of individuals in
managerial jobs. In contrast, they comprised 34 percent of workers doing building clearing and
maintenance, and 26 percent of construction laborers. This means immigration has increased
the supply of the some kinds of workers much more than others. As a result, any effect on the
wages or job opportunities of natives will likely fall on natives employed in less-skilled and
low-paying occupations. Given that they face much more job competition, it should not be
surprising that less educated workers generally have a less favorable view of immigration. In
contrast, more educated and affluent workers who generally have a more favorable view of
immigration tend to see immigrants as only "taking jobs Americans don't want."

‘Workers not in Competition with Immigrants. If immigration reduces wages for less
educated workers, these wages do not vanish into thin air. Employers now have more money
either to pay higher wages to more educated workers or to retain as higher profits. The National
Research Council, in a 1997 study entitled "The New Americans," estimated that immigration
reduced the wages of workers with less than a high school degree by about 5 percent. These
workers roughly correspond to the poorest L0 percent of the workforce. But this reduction
caused gains for the other 90 percent of workers equal to one or two tenths of one percent of
their wages. The impact on educated workers is so small because workers at the bottom end of
the labor market earn such low wages that even a significant decline in their wages only
generates very modest gains for everyone else.

For reasons explained in greater detail in the NRC report, the aggregate size of the wage
gains for more educated workers should be larger than the aggregate losses suffered by
Americans at the bottom of the labor market, thereby generating a net gain for natives overall.
The NRC's findings mean that the wages of workers without a high school degree are $13 billion
lower because of immigration, while the wages of other natives are roughly $19 billion higher,
for a net gain of 36 billion. Of course, as a share of their income the losses to less-educated
natives are much larger than the gains to other workers. And as share of the total economy the
gain is extremely small. The two Harvard economists who did the NRC's labor market analysis
argued that the benefit to natives, relative to the nation's $8 trillion economy at that time, is
"minuscule."® However, it should also be noted that while the effect on natives overall may be
minuscule, the immigrants themselves benefit substantially by coming here.

*George Borjas and Richard Freeman's New York 7imes opinion piece can be found at:
http://ksghome harvard.edu/~GBorjas/Papers/NYT121097 htm
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Empirical Research

Attempts to measure the actual labor market effects of recent immigration empirically
have often come to contrary and conflicting conclusions. Studies done in the 1980s and early
1990s, which compared cities with different proportions of immigrants, generally found little
effect from immigration.* However, these studies have been widely criticized because they are
based on the assumption that the labor market effects of immigration are confined to only those
cities where immigrants reside.

Impact of Immigration Is Probably National Not Local. The interconnected nature of
the nation's economy makes comparisons of this kind very difficult for several reasons.
Research by University of Michigan demographer William Frey® and others, indicates that
native-born workers, especially those natives with few years of schooling, tend to migrate out of
high-immigrant areas. The migration of natives out of high-immigrant areas spreads the labor
market effects of immigration from these areas to the rest of the country. There is also evidence
that as the level of immigration increases to a city, the in-migration of natives is reduced.

In addition to internal migration patterns, the huge volume of goods and services
exchanged between cities across the country creates pressure toward an equalization in the price
of labor. For example, newly arrived immigrants who take jobs in manufacturing in a
high-immigrant city such as Los Angeles come into direct and immediate competition with
natives doing the same work in a low-immigrant city like Pittsburgh. The movement of capital
seeking to take advantage of any immigrant-induced change in the local price of labor should
also play a role in preserving wage equilibrium between cities. Beside the response of native
workers and firms, immigrants themselves tend to migrate to those cities with higher wages and
lower unemployment. In short, the mobility of labor, goods, and capital as well as choices made
by immigrants may diffuse the effect of immigration, making it very difficult to determine the
impact of immigration by comparing cities.

*Altonji, Joseph G. and David Card. 1991. "The Effects of Immigration on the Labor
Market Outcomes of Less-skilled Natives" in John M. Abowd and Richard B. Freeman editors,
Immigration, Trade and Labor. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Borjas, George. 1984. "The Impact of Immigrants on the Earnings of the Native-Born,"
W .M. Briggs and M. Tienda, Editors, Immigration: Issues and Policies, Salt Lake City:
Olympus.

Borjas, George J. 1983. "The Substitutability of Black, Hispanic and White Labor.
Economic Inquiry, Vol. 21.

Butcher, Kristin F. and David Card. 1991. "Immigration and Wages: Evidence from the
1980s," The American Economic Review Vol 81.

*Frey, William H. 1993. Race, Class and Poverty Polarization of US Metro Areas:
Findings from the 1990 Census, Ann Arbor, Mich.: Population Studies Center.

Frey, William H. 1996. "Immigration, Domestic Migration, and Demographic
Balkanization in America: New Evidence for the 1990s," Population and Development Review.
Vol. 22.
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The National Research Council. One way researchers have attempted to deal with the
problems associated with cross-city comparisons is to estimate the increase in the supply of labor
in one skill category relative to another skill category brought about by immigration in the
country as a whole. The wage consequences of immigration are then calculated based on an
existing body of literature that has examined the wage effects of changes in the ratio of skilled to
unskilled workers. The National Research Council (NRC) relied on this method in its 1997
report entitled “The New Americans.™ The report was authored by most of the top economists
and demographers in the field of immigration. The NRC estimates that immigration has had
significant negative effects on the wages of high school dropouts. The NRC concluded that the
wages of this group, 11 million of whom are natives, are reduced by roughly 5 percent ($13
billion a year) as a consequence of immigration. Not a small effect. Dropouts make up a large
share of the working poor. Nearly one out of three native workers living in poverty lacked a
high school education. The wage losses suftered by high school dropouts because of
immigration are roughly equal to the combined federal expenditures on subsidized school
lunches, low-income energy assistance, and the Women Infants and Children program.

Center for Immigration Studies Research. My own research suggests that the effect of
immigration may be even greater than the estimates in the NRC report.” [ compared differences
across occupations nationally and found that the concentration of immigrants in an occupation
does adversely affect the wages of natives in the same occupation. My results show that
immigrants have a signiticant negative effect on the wages of natives employed in occupations
that require relatively few years of schooling, accounting for about one-fifth of the labor force.
In these occupations, a 1 percent increase in the immigrant composition reduces the wages of
natives by 0.8 percent. Since these occupations are now on average 19 percent immigrant, my
findings suggest that immigration may reduce the wages of workers in these occupations by
more than 10 percent. It should also be added that native-born blacks and Hispanics are much
more likely than whites to be employed in the adversely-impacted occupations.

Other Research on Wages. Harvard professor George Borjas, who is regarded as the
nation's leading immigration economist, found in a study published in 2003 by the Quarterly
Journal of Economics that between 1980 and 2000, immigration reduced the average annual
earnings of native-born men by an estimated $1,700 or roughly 4 percent.® Among natives

*Edmonston, Barry and James Smith Ed. 1997, The New Americans: Economic,
Demographic, and Fiscal Effects of Immigration, Washington D.C.: National Academy Press.

’Steven Camarota 1998, "The Wages of Immigration: The Effect on the Low-Skilled
Labor Market," Washington D.C.: Center for Immigration Studies. Camarota, Steven A. 1997,
"The Effect of Immigrants on the Eamings of Low-skilled Native Workers: Evidence from the
June 1991 Current Population Survey," Social Science Quarterly, Vol. 78.

®For atechnical version of Dr. Borjas research see:
http://ksghome harvard.edu/~GBorjas/Papers/QJE2003 pdf, for a less technical version see:
www cis.org/articles/2004/back504 html .
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without a high school education, who roughly correspond to the poorest tenth of the workforce,
the estimated impact was even larger, reducing their wages by 7.4 percent. The 10 million
native-born workers without a high school degree face the most competition from immigrants, as
do the eight million younger natives with only a high school education and 12 million younger
college graduates. The negative effect on native-born black and Hispanic workers is significantly
larger than on whites because a much larger share of minorities are in direct competition with
immigrants.

While most of those adversely affected are less educated workers, Borjas's research
indicates that the impact of immigration is throughout the labor market. The results for more
skilled workers are particularly important because few of the immigrants in this section of the
economy are illegal aliens, yet the effect is the same -- lower wages for natives. This new
research strongly indicates that the primary reason immigration lowers wages is not that
immigrants are willing to work for less, rather lower wages are simply the result of immigration
increasing the supply of labor.

Impact on Employment. While most research has focused on wage effects of
immigration, some work has also found an impact on employment. A 1995 study by Augustine
J. Kposowa found that a 1-percent increase in the immigrant composition of a metropolitan area
increased unemployment among minorities by 0.13 percent.” She concludes, "Non-whites
appear to lose jobs to immigrants and their earnings are depressed by immigrants." A 1997 report
published by the Rand Corporation, entitled "Immigration in a Changing Economy: California's
Experience," authored by Kevin McCarthy and Georges Vernez (1997), estimated that in
California between 128,200 and 194,000 people were unemployed or withdrawn from the
workforce because of immigration. Almost all of these individuals either are high school
dropouts or have only a high school degree. Additionally, most are either women or minorities.

Impact on Employment post-2000. More recent work done on immigration also
suggests that immigration may adversely impact native employment. A report [ authored for the
Center for Immigration Studies early this year showed that only 9 percent of the net increase in
jobs for adults (18 to 64) went to natives between 2000 and 2005, even though adult natives
accounted for 61 percent of the increase in the overall size of the 16-to-64 year-old population.
Looking at adult natives with only a high school degree or less, the number of these less-
educated natives not in the labor force, which means they are not working or looking for work,
increased by 1.5 million between 2000 and 2005. At the same time, the number of adult
immigrants (legal and illegal) in the labor force with only a high school degree or less grew by
1.6 million. Of perhaps greatest concern, the percentage of adult natives without a high school
degree who are in the labor force fell from 59.1 to 56.3 percent between 2000 and 2005 and for

“Kposowa, Augustine J. 1995, "The Impact of Immigration on Unemployment and
Earnings Among Racial Minorities in the United States." Racial and Ethnic Studies, Vol. 18.
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natives with only a high school degree it fell from 78.2 to 75.4 percent.'® In total there are 11.6
million immigrants in the labor force with only a high school degree or less, about half are illegal
aliens.

The decline in less-educated adult natives (18 to 64) in the labor market does not seem to
be the result of more parents staying home with young children, increased college enrollment or
early retirement. The workers themselves are not the only thing to consider, nearly half of
American children (under 18) are dependent on a less-educated worker, and 71 percent of
children of the native-born working poor depend on a worker with a high school degree or less.
The findings of our 2005 employment study are very consistent with research on this subject.
Andrew Sum and his colleagues at Northeastern University have also published several reports
showing that all or almost all job growth from 2000 to 2004 went to immigrants. In their most
recent paper, Sum and his colleagues found that the arrival of new immigrants (legal and illegal)
in a state results in a decline in employment among young native-bomn workers in that state.
Their findings indicate that young native-born workers are being displaced in the labor market
by the arrival of new immigrants."" In another recent paper published by the National Bureau of
Economic Research the authors found that a 10-percent immigrant-induced increase in the
supply of a particular skill group reduced the wages of black men by 3.6 percent, lowered the
employment rate of black men by 2.4 percentage points, and increased the incarceration rate of
black men by almost a full percentage point. Overall the authors concluded that immigration
was responsible for 40 percent of the decline in black employment between 1980 and 2000."

A recent report by the Pew Hispanic Center found no consistent pattern with regard to
native employment between states that experienced a large influx of immigrants and states that
had relatively few immigrants. Two key points need to be made about this report: First, as
already discussed, it is not at all clear that one can measure the impact of immigration by looking
at local labor markets. Second, the report does not focus on trends among persons under age 30
or 35, who have seen the biggest decline in employment in the last 5 years. In fact, Pew only
looks at workers 25 years and older. Thus many of the workers most likely to be effected are
excluded by Pew, and the rest are lumped in with older workers whose employment has not
declined significantly.

Benefits of Immigration

The report entitled “Dropping Out: Immigrant Entry and Native Exit From the Labor
Force, 2000-2005 can be found at www.cis.org/articles/2006/back206.html

""“The Impact of New Immigrants on Young Native-Born Workers, 2000-2005,"
September 2006, Center for Immigration Studies, by Andrew Sum, Paul Harrington, and Ishwar
Khatiwada. www.cis.org/articles/2006/back806.html

"*Immigration and African-American Employment Opportunities: The Response of
Wages, Employment, and Incarceration to Labor Supply Shocks,” NBER Working Paper 12518,
by George I. Borjas, Jeffrey Grogger, and Gordon H. Hanson.
http://ksghome harvard.edu/~GBorjas/Papers/Borjas,%20Grogger,%20Hanson, %202006 . pdf
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Of course, it is important to realize that wage losses suffered by the unskilled do not
vanish into thin air. As already discussed, the NRC estimated that the gain resulting from the
wage loses suffered by the unskilled is equal to about one or two tenths of one percent of our
total economy. Thus, additional unskilled immigration can be justified on the grounds that it
creates a very small net benefit for the country as a whole, though it is harmful for unskilled
workers. There is some debate about the net benefit of immigration. A 2002 study published by
the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER), entitled "Technological Superiority and
the Losses from Migration," found that there is no economic gain from immigration. In fact the
loss to all natives totals nearly $70 billion dollars. But it must be remembered that neither the
NRC study or NBER study takes into account the benefits to immigrants.

Impact on an Aging Society

Some observers think that without large-scale immigration, there will not be enough
people of working age to support the economy or pay for government. Itis certainly true that
immigration has increased the number of workers in the United States. It is also true that
immigrants tend to arrive relatively young, and that they tend to have more children than
native-born Americans. Demographers, the people who study human populations, have done a
good deal of research on the actual impact of immigration on the age structure. There is
widespread agreement that immigration has very little impact on the aging of American society.
Immigrants age just like everyone else; moreover, the differences with natives are not large
enough to significantly alter the nation's age structure. This simple fact can be seen clearly in
the 2000 Census, which showed that the average age of an immigrants was 39, compared to 35
for natives.”

Another way to think about the impact of immigration on the aging of American society
is to look at the working-age population. In 2000, 66.2 percent of the population was of
working-age (15 to 64), but when all post-1980 immigrants are not counted, plus all of their
U.S.-born children, the working-age share would have been 65.9 percent in 2000. Immigration
also does not explain the relatively high U.S. fertility rate. In 2000, the U.S. fertility rate was 2.1
children per woman, compared to 1.4 for Europe, but if all immigrants are excluded the rate
would still have been 2.0. Looking to the future, Census Bureau projections indicate that if net
immigration averaged 100,000 to 200,000 annually, the working-age share would be 58.7
percent in 2060, while with net immigration of roughly 900,000 to one million, it would be 59.5
percent. As the Bureau states in the 2000 publication, immigration is a "highly inefticient"
means for increasing the working-age share of the population in the long-run."* Census
projections are buttressed by Social Security Administration (SAA) estimates showing that over

BThese figures and ones on aging that follow can be found in a 2005 report by the Center
for Immigration Studies entitled, "Immigration in an Aging Society: Workers, Birth Rates, and
Social Security," which can be found at www.cis.org/articles/2005/back505.html

"See page 21 of the Census Bureau's "Methodology and Assumptions for the Population
Projections of the United States: 1999 to 2100." The report can be found at:
www census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps003 8. pdf
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the next 75 years, net legal immigration of 800,000 a year versus 350,000 would create a benefit
equal to only 0.77 percent of the program's projected expenditures.

Of course, it must be emphasized that immigration does not make the country older. In
fact, the impact is slightly positive. But, one can advocate less immigration secure in the
knowledge that it will not cause the population to age more age rapidly. There is no doubt that
the aging of the nation's population will create very real challenges. But the level of immigration
is almost entirely irrelevant to this problem. America will simply have to look elsewhere to met
these challenges.

Policy Discussion

Knowing that low-skilled natives are made poorer or their unemployment increased by
immigration does not tell us what, if anything, we should do about it. The extent to which we
take action to deal with the wage and employment effects of immigration depends on how
concerned we are about the wages of less-skilled natives. A number of scholars have argued that
the inability of low-skilled workers to find work and earn a living wage contributes significantly
to such social problems as welfare dependency, family breakup, and crime. One need not accept
all the arguments made in this regard to acknowledge that a significant reduction in employment
opportunities for the poorest Americans is a cause for real concern.

Help Workers But Leave Immigration Policy Unchanged. If we wish to do
something about the effects of immigration, there are two possible sets of policy options that
could be pursued. The first set would involve leaving immigration policy in place and doing
more to ameliorate the harmful effects of immigration on natives in low-skilled occupations
Since the research indicates that the negative impact from immigration falls on those employed
at the bottom of the labor market, an increase in the minimum wage may be helpful in offsetting
some of the wage effects of immigration, though doing so may exacerbate the unemployment
effect. Most economists think that the minimum wage tends to increase unemployment.
Increasing the minimum wage and keeping unskilled immigration high, may make this problem
even worse.

Another program that might be helpful in assisting those harmed by immigrant
competition is the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), which provides cash to workers who pay
no federal income tax. There is little doubt that the cash payments from the Credit increases the
income of low-wage workers. However, in addition to the high cost to taxpayers, the Credit may
also hold down wages because it acts as a subsidy to low-wage employers. That is, employers
have less incentive to increase wages because workers are now being paid in part by the federal
government. Cutting low- and unskilled immigration, on the other hand, has no such down side
for less-skilled workers nor is it costly to taxpayers. Moreover, the Credit only increases
earnings for those with jobs, it does not address increased unemployment among the less-skilled
that comes with immigration. Finally, it is not clear how much increasing the minimum wage or
the EITC would be helpful in dealing with the decline in labor-force participation among less
educated natives discussed above.

Reducing Unskilled Legal Immigration. The second set of policy options that might be
enacted to deal with this problem would involve changing immigration policy with the intent of
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reducing job competition for natives and immigrants already here. If we were to reduce
unskilled legal immigration we might want to change the selection criteria to ensure that
immigrants entering the country will not compete directly with the poorest and most vulnerable
workers. At present, only about 12 percent of legal immigrants are admitted based on their skills
or education. Since two-thirds of permanent residency visas are issued based on family
relationships, reducing the flow of low-skilled legal immigrants would involve reducing the
number of visas based on family relationships. This might include eliminating the preferences
now in the law for the siblings and adult children (over 21) of U.S. citizens and the adult children
of legal permanent residents. These changes would not only reduce low-skilled legal
immigration immediately, they would also limit the chain migration of low-skilled immigrants
that occurs as the spouses of those admitted in the sibling and adult child categories petition to
bring in their relatives.

Reducing Unskilled lllegal Immigration. In addition to reducing the flow of
low-skilled legal immigrants, a greater allocation of resources could be devoted to controlling
illegal immigration, especially in the interior of the country. About one half of the immigrants
working in such occupations as construction, building cleaning and maintenance, and food
processing and preparation are estimated to be illegal aliens according to my own analysis and
research done by the Pew Hispanic Center. A strategy of attrition through enforcement offers
the best hope of reducing illegal immigration. The goal of such a policy would be to make
illegals go home or self deport. The former INS estimates that 165,000 illegals go home each
year, 50,000 are deported, and 25,000 die. But some 800,000 to 900,000 new illegals enter each
year so there is a net growth of 400,000 to 500,000 a year."* If America becomes less hospitable
to illegals, many more will simply decide to go home.

The centerpiece to interior enforcement would be to enforce the law barring illegals from
holding jobs by using national databases that already exist to ensure that each new hire is legally
entitled to work here. In 2004, only four employers were fined for hiring illegals. The IRS must
also stop accepting Social Security numbers that it knows are bogus. We also need to make a
much greater effort to deny illegal aliens things like drivers licenses, bank accounts, loans,
in-state college tuition, etc. Local law enforcement can play an additional role. When an illegal
is encountered in the normal course of police work, the immigration service should pick that
person up and deport him. More agents and fencing are clearly needed at the border as well.

Conclusion

As discussed above, the impact of immigration on the overall economy is almost
certainly very small. Its short- and long-term impact demographically on the share of the
population that is of working age is also very small. It probably makes more sense for
policymakers to focus on the winners and losers from immigration. The big losers are natives
working in low-skilled, low-wage jobs. Of course, technological change and increased trade also
have reduced the labor market opportunities for low-wage workers in the Untied States. But
immigration is different because it is a discretionary policy that can be altered. On the other

*See Footnote 1.
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hand, immigrants are the big winners, as are owners of capital and skilled workers, but their
gains are tiny relative to their income.

In the end, arguments for or against immigration are as much political and moral as they
are economic. The latest research indicates that we can reduce immigration secure in the
knowledge that it will not harm the economy. Doing so makes sense if we are very concerned
about low-wage and less-skilled workers in the United States. On the other hand, if one places a
high priority on helping unskilled workers in other countries, then allowing in a large number of
such workers should continue. Of course, only an infinitesimal proportion of the world's poor
could ever come to this country even under the most open immigration policy one might
imagine. Those who support the current high level of unskilled legal and illegal immigration
should at least do so with an understanding that those American workers harmed by the policies
they favor are already the poorest and most vulnerable.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Dr. Camarota.

Because this is the minority’s day of hearings, I will call first on
the Ranking Member, Mr. King, for his 5 minutes of questions.

Mr. KING. Thank you very much, Madam Chair, and I appreciate
that.

I think with all the testimony that is here—and I appreciate it
all—the part that is the least discussed is the recruitment channels
for employees.

And I think about how things work when I went down to go to
work on a pipeline when I was 19 years old. People showed up, and
some slept in campers. If you stayed there long enough, pretty
soon, they would become trailer houses. Then they would begin to
put foundations in and build homes, and towns start.

The recruitment lines went back by familial lines. Anyway that
the communications could go, from Haiti, from Iowa to Kansas,
wherever it might be, that network has been how we recruited a
group of employees.

And, Mr. Beck, you spoke on that, and I would ask if you would
expand on that thought for this Committee, please.

Mr. BECK. Interesting you would bring up, you know, local per-
sonal experience. I grew up in the Missouri Ozarks in the 1960’s,
and many of my friends—I was busy working in a steel plant
there—were recruited to dig for pipelines through Nebraska and
Kansas. This was grueling work, 60-hour-a-week work, but they of-
fered good pay, and they had to do it because, at that point, they
did not have these foreign labor channels to do it.

I was watching a PBS special on the building of the Alaska pipe-
line, and I do not know if you have seen this recently, but it is
amazing, you know, how incredibly awful the working conditions
were, and yet they had people standing in line. They did not have
enough jobs—they were terrible jobs—because they paid enough
money.

I have no doubt that the Colorado Tourism Ministry that I spoke
to recently and said, you know, we would go out of business with-
out foreign laborers, they used to have recruitment channels into
places like St. Louis and Chicago and Dallas and Kansas City.
They do not have those anymore.

So, I mean, I think all of us can who are of a certain age can
remember when those recruitment channels existed. One of the
things that happens among young people is that if they do not see
people their age or just above their age doing a job, they cannot
necessarily imagine doing that job. So it is not going to be particu-
larly easy.

It is going to take a little bit of time for businesses to have to
actually motivate. Recruitment means not just offering a job. It
means motivating people to take this job. It means, in some cases,
getting whole pure networks to come at the same time. But I do
not think we are talking about people moving across the entire
country either. In most places, you have plenty of labor within 100,
200 miles.

Mr. KiNG. Could I summarize that by suggesting that employers
will do what is necessary and most efficient in order to recruit the
labor that they need to do the job?
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Mr. BECK. They are not going to go out of business just because
the Congress does not provide them easy foreign labor.

Mr. KING. And like electricity, follow the path of least resistance.

I go to Dr. Camarota. You made the statement that the unem-
ployment rates are not even relevant in this discussion, and it is
interesting. I have not heard that statement made before this panel
at any time. I am in my fifth year here. I might have missed it.
But I would ask you to expand upon that a little bit.

I went back to the U.S. Department of Labor, and I thought,
well, if you are a company and you wanted to evaluate if you are
going to establish, you know, in a locale, you would go in and do
a survey and find out what is the available labor supply. The U.S.
Department of Labor will get you those numbers if you break those
statistics down. You have done that, and if you could speak to that
issue, I would appreciate it.

Mr. CAMAROTA. Sure. Look, I mean, the national unemployment
rate includes everyone, and it includes only those who say they are
actively looking for a job at the time the Government asks.

If we break that down and look at, say, workers with less than
a high school education, their unemployment rate is usually two
and often three times the national average. If we look at young
workers who have only a high school degree but are under the age
of 30, their unemployment rate is typically double the national av-
erage.

Then there is the issue of all the people who are not even in the
labor market, some 20 million people who have no education be-
yond high school, they are not in school, and they are not in the
labor market right now. Now, obviously, not every one of those in-
dividuals wants to work.

But to put some of this in perspective, if there are 23 million
less-educated natives, either unemployed or not in the labor mar-
ket, 10 million teens, 4 million college students in the same situa-
tion, there are about 7 million illegal aliens. If you are asking me,
“Does it seem that we have easily the potential pool of workers to
replace the 7 million illegal aliens?” provided we pay well enough,
yes.

Mr. KiNG. All right. Thank you, Dr. Camarota.

Mr. Fair, Dr. Camarota made the statement that 40 percent of
the decline in Black employment over the years 1980 to 2000 was
indexed to an increase in immigration—illegal immigration would
be part of that—would you speak to that issue, please?

Mr. FAIR. Well, absolutely. There is no doubt about, as we look,
for example, in Miami, that as the numbers rise in terms of legal
and illegal immigration, then prosperity drops in our community.
As we look at how they are recruited—you alluded to that earlier—
it becomes quite clear that there is a system of informality that al-
lows those, because of their numbers, to impact adversely on my
community.

If we go to Fort Lauderdale International Airport, nine out of 10
of the workers there happen to be Haitian, and you would, there-
fore, conclude that Black people who live in Liberty City do not
want to work at the airport. That is not true. There is no official
advertisement of the jobs into my community that Black folks are
aware of. As a result of that, then it impacts adversely on our num-
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bers because the jobs are there, folks take the jobs, and therefore
the 40 percent keeps getting larger and larger.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. KiNG. That is the recruitment channel that Mr. Beck ad-
dressed.

I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Ellison for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you, gentlemen, for your presentations. I ap-
preciate it.

I also thank the Chair and the Ranking Member for the hearing.
It is a very important subject.

I wonder, Mr. Fair, if you could talk about some of the efforts
that have taken place from a governmental standpoint or it may
be even a business-community standpoint in Liberty City or even
Florida to do active recruitment efforts, training efforts, edu-
cational efforts to get the young Black men that you and I care so
much about in a position to take the jobs that you are mentioning.

So could you talk about what is going on without regard to immi-
gration, but just things that we are doing to train and recruit and
educate young African-American men to be ready for the job mar-
ket? What is going on now?

Mr. FAIR. Through our South Florida workforce program, which
is the primary Government-funded program whose purpose is to
address that issue, there is a lot going on. The issue is not what
is going on, but the issue is the magnitude of that which is going
on.
If you have a federally designed program to train and prepare
300 persons who are unemployed to participate in the job market,
but the real population of need is 3,000 people, then you make no
significant impact on the pattern then. So what is needed is a re-
allocation of significant resources to resolve the problem today, not
tomorrow.

Mr. ELLISON. You know, Mr. Fair, I will agree with you whole-
heartedly. I think you are dead on the mark.

The thing that concerns me about the whole discussion we are
having today is that, you know, for years and years—and, you
know, I am a 43-year-old African-American man—I well remember
looking for a job, having trouble getting one. In the programs avail-
able, the things to help me get employed were not easy to find, and
yet in 2007, we are being told that it is the immigrants’ fault. And
I just do not buy that.

I think that there has been a consistent neglect of young African-
American men participating in the labor force for quite a long time,
and now, all of a sudden, for political reasons, some people say,
“Oh, it is the immigrants,” and I just have problems believing that.

If I could ask you a question, Mr. Camarota, I thought your pres-
entation was very interesting, and I think that you have an excel-
lent command of the statistics in your presentation and I just want
to ask you this question. You have made a good case, I think, that
America does not have a labor shortage. There are more than
enough native American workers to fill the particularly low-wage
jobs out there.
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But that does not necessarily lead me to the conclusion that it
is somehow foreign workers that are doing the displacing. I mean,
that might be a reasonable conclusion to draw, but I wonder if you
could help me draw the line a little bit tighter for me. For example,
if you say there is a worker surplus for low-wage sector employ-
ment, can we then necessarily draw the conclusion that it is some-
how the agency of low-wage foreign workers or their acts that are
causing the displacement of the native workers?

It seems to me that there is a real good chance that is the native
corporate structure that is trying to get low-wage workers that are
easy to manipulate, not likely to form a union, and are subject to
being intimidated through Government acts and through ICI that
sort of makes them really want to seek out these foreign workers,
which is really the real causative factor.

I wonder if you would comment, if you understand what I am
saying.

Mr. CAMAROTA. Well, let me answer it this way. Maybe this is
helpful. If the question is, is immigration the only problem that
less-educated workers face or African-American men face, clearly,
it is not. You have other structural problems in the U.S. economy.

But take that NBER paper for example. It did say that 40 per-
cent of the problem seems to be related to immigration, and it is
a 40 percent we could change. We could set a different immigration
level and dramatically reduce it. It is very hard to instruct the Jap-
anese to stop setting up factories in Malaysia or to slow the pace
of technological innovation which generally disadvantages less-edu-
cated people. So this is something we have control over, we can ac-
tually do something about.

And another issue is that there also is a kind of a crowding out
for public services as well. So you do not just have labor market
impact. You can also have impact, say, on health care and edu-
cation for low-income populations. But immigration is not the only
problem. Absolutely.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The Ranking Member, Mr. Smith, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SmITH. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Fair, let me address my first question to you, but preface it
by saying that, 2 weeks ago, I attended church in the Black com-
munity of San Antonio, and after church was over, I had breakfast
with about 12 new friends in a room next to the church itself.

The number-one issue they were concerned about was illegal im-
migration. That was from their heart. They have seen the evidence
of it in their community, and they knew what they were talking
about.

It seems to me that unless we think we can somehow repeal the
law of supply and demand when, as you said, when you get into
the magnitude of the number of people coming in, the mass illegal
immigration or mass legalization of illegal immigrants, that is in-
evitably going to have an adverse impact on lots of communities,
but probably disproportionately the Black community.

Why do you think that there are organizations, particularly even
civil rights organizations, that deny that immigration has an im-
pact? As Mr. Camarota just said, we know there are lots of reasons,
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but it would be dangerous denial to say that immigration is not one
of the substantive reasons. Do you have any thoughts on that?

Mr. FAIR. I most certainly do, and it takes more than 5 minutes,
but it is called the complicity of race. And that means that for so
long, we have been denied the right to be right about things that
are important to us, that when we publicly are right, we get con-
demned. So the most important thing is for us to be liked by those
even though they do not like us.

It is amazing that if you look at the history of Black leadership
on this issue, from A. Philip Randolph to Frederick Douglass, W.B.
DuBois, they all were against immigration, but a strange thing
happened on the way to the press conference. Their supporters ini-
tially were people who were immigrants and, therefore, suggested
to them that you cannot be against us if you are not for us, and
they had to withdraw their positions publicly. The only one that
kept his position was A. Philip Randolph. He started out as a re-
strictionist. He ended up being a restrictionist.

The leadership today is the same. They want to make sure that
they are liked, but they cannot deny the reality, and if you talk to
people, as you talked to those persons at the church, you will find
that what they are saying nationally is not what we are feeling on
the street.

Mr. SMmiTH. That is a profound statement. I thank you for that.

Mr. Beck and Mr. Camarota, let me ask a question of you all.

First of all, Mr. Beck, congratulations on the recent 10th anni-
versary of NumbersUSA and for all the good work that you have
been doing.

You mentioned Barbara Jordan. I served with Barbara. Or did
I serve with Barbara Jordan? She was certainly a personal friend
of mine, and I know we had to testify before the Immigration Sub-
committee that I chaired years ago. I admire her work, and it is
interesting that we are now disregarding her work.

She, of course, is a former Congresswoman from Texas, African-
American herself, and she saw clearly the dangers of illegal immi-
gration to the American labor market, and since both of you all
have testified about the labor market, that is really my question.
Both of you have said that there is no labor shortage, that, in one
case, wages are less than inflation for the low-skilled for the last
several years. Clearly, immigration has an impact on that, al-
though a lot of people tend to gloss over that.

Do you all have any statistics to give us today as to how many
legal immigrants there are in the so-called categories of jobs where
illegal immigrants supposedly predominate? My figures are along
the lines of, for instance, even in the service sector, even in the
food industry, even in the construction industry, the vast majority
of individuals are actually legal workers, and yet that is where the
highest unemployment is among American workers because of the
oftentimes low-skilled foreign workers who are coming in and dis-
placing American workers.

Mr. Beck and Mr. Camarota?

Mr. CAMAROTA. Yes. I mean, roughly speaking, in occupations
like construction, building, cleaning and maintenance, or food prep-
aration and service, about half of the immigrants in those occupa-
tions are illegal, about half are legal, but in most cases, about 70
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to 80 percent of the people in those occupations are U.S. born. So
illegals generally make up anywhere from 10 to 20 percent of the
workers in those occupational categories.

If T had time, I could go through and give you some more precise
estimates, but roughly speaking, in most of those occupations, 80
percent of the people are legal and, in most cases, it is more than
80 percent. In fact, if you looked at all 370-plus occupations as de-
fined by the Department of Commerce, you can basically not find
any that are majority foreign born, let alone majority illegal.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

We will now recognize Mr. Davis for his 5 minutes.

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

Let me welcome the panel.

Mr. Fair, let me begin with a statement. I recognize I am not a
witness today, but given my friend from Texas’s comments and
given your comments, I do want to put one thing in perspective. I
do not know that generalizations help us a whole lot today.

Mr. Fair, I noticed the title of your opening statement is a pro-
vocative one. It is “Mass Immigration Versus Black America,”
which implies that there is a monolith of effect and a monolith of
opinion within the Black community.

You and I do not think alike on this issue. You and Mr. Ellison
do not think alike on it. There is no monolith of opinion in the
Black community. Some Black people would be supportive of one
approach on immigration. Some, such as you, would take another.
But I assume and hope you would agree with me there is no Black
position on this.

Let me move from that to another set of observations. I want to
pick up on Mr. Ellison’s points. Mr. Ellison was—and this is how
I took Mr. Ellison’s questions. I think trying to get you to focus on
cause-effect. You lay out in your opening statement, your testimony
today, a lot of effects.

You worry, for example, about the fact that illegal aliens could
be costing taxpayers $10 billion more in services than they pay in
taxes, and then you make the statement that is $10 billion that is
not being spent on disadvantaged Americans. You mention social
services.

If I understand your testimony, your argument, the context, you
have said that the money that we are spending on illegal aliens,
in your opinion, takes dollars away from the safety net in this
country. Is that a fair characterization?

Mr. FAIR. Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. Let’s focus on $10 billion. Do you happen to support
the Warner Act?

Mr. FAIR. Yes, sir.

M;" DAvis. You do. Do you happen to know how much it has
cost?

Mr. FAIR. No, I do not.

Mr. DaAvis. Do you have any idea?

Mr. FAIR. No.

Mr. Davis. Do you think it is in excess of $10 billion?

Mr. FAIR. Should be.

Mr. Davis. It is actually, as I understand it, $8.4 billion a month.
That is money that could be spent on social services, too, isn’t it?
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Mr. FAIR. Yes.

Mr. DAvis. Are you testifying before any Committee about the
war on Iraq draining resources from social services?

Mr. FAIR. I have not been invited.

Mr. DAvis. Would you agree to testify to any Committee that the
war on Iraq is costing too much money in social services? Is that
a cause you have taken up, sir?

Mr. FAIR. No, I have not.

Mr. DAvis. You mention, for example, and you talk in your next
paragraph about the fact that you think the presence of immi-
grants—legal and illegal, I am assuming—results in school over-
crowding. Is that also an assertion of yours, that it has created
overcrowded schools?

Mr. FAIR. Yes.

Mr. DAvis. You say it has diverted resources that could have
been devoted to at-risk students. You are familiar with No Child
Left Behind, are you not?

Mr. FAIR. Got my pin on.

Mr. DAvIS. Are you aware that over the last 4 years that there
has been a $17 billion gap between the authorizing levels of No
Child Left Behind and the amount of money that Congress has put
on the table?

Mr. FAIR. Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. Does that concern you?

Mr. FAIR. Yes, it does.

Mr. DAviS. Are you taking any newspaper ads out complaining
about No Child Left Behind being underfunded?

Mr. FAIR. Not at this point, but if I get the opportunity——

Mr. Davis. Well, it is your money and your opportunity. Have
you purchased any newspaper ads regarding No Child Left Behind
being underfunded?

Mr. FAIR. No, I have not.

Mr. DAvis. You ask in your opening statement, “What is more
likely to persuade a teenager in the inner city to reject the lure of
gang life and instead stick with honest employment?” And then you
ask, “Amnesty and more immigration or enforcement and less im-
migration?”

I absolutely agree with you that gang life is a problem in many
communities, including yours in Miami. I assume that part of the
problem that there is a gang life is that there is a strong drug cul-
ture. Is that correct?

Mr. FAIR. Okay.

Mr. Davis. I assume that part of the problem is gang life, is
there is an absence of opportunities for young people when they
leave school at 3. Do you agree with that?

Mr. FAIR. Yes, sir.

Mr. DAvis. Have you taken out any ads complaining about an ab-
sence of dollars for after-school programs, Mr. Fair?

Mr. FAIR. No, I have not.

Mr. DAvis. The point that I am making to you—and my time is
limited, but I think you get and everyone in this room gets the
point that I am making—there are a lot of things contributing to
the absence of social services. There are a lot of things contributing
to the desperate plight of young Black men. There are a lot of
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things contributing to the desperate plight of urban communities.
And you have chosen to pick the one for your focus that is the most
divisive, that is, frankly, the most corrosive.

If you, frankly, would spend the same kind of energy criticizing
budget priorities that shortchange those communities, if you spent
the same kind of energy criticizing social neglect of those commu-
nities, you would be quite an eloquent voice in the debate. I have
no doubt of that.

But my disappointment is with the effort to generalize and to
suggest that all Black folks think the same about this, and to sug-
gest that this issue has the causal effect it does, I disagree with
you about that.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentleman

Mr. KiNG. Madam Chair, I ask unanimous consent the gen-
tleman be allowed to respond to the 5 minutes of allegations.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman from Alabama is recognized for an
additional 1 minute.

Mr. Davis. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman.

I am happy to let you respond. Those were not allegations, Mr.
Fair. I am simply stating my assertions. You are free to state
yours.

But I will end with this point. Yes, we need to do something
about the illegal immigration that we have in this country. We all
agree on that. We need to secure our border because things more
dangerous than people can come over our border.

I absolutely agree with you that if employers go out and hire
illegals, they ought to be punished. I was a prosecutor. I sent peo-
ple to jail for hiring illegals.

But my concern is when you plunge in this issue and you get into
this us-against-them rhetoric. I would submit—my final point,
Madam Chairwoman—us-against-them politics, Mr. Fair, is not in
the interest of racial minorities.

Thank you, Madam.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Fair?

Mr. FAIR. Thank you very much.

First of all, let me congratulate you for reading my testimony.

Secondly, let me also say that if you would state what you read
correctly, I did acknowledge that all of those other circumstances
exist that impact adversely on my community.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. KING. Madam Chair, I would ask unanimous consent that
the witness be allowed an additional minute to be able to respond
to the question.

Ms. LOFGREN. I object because we have already been here an
hour, and I am sure that Mr. Gallegly will invite the witness to re-
spond further.

Mr. Gallegly is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Parliamentary inquiry. Did the Chairwoman indi-
cate that she was giving the gentleman from Alabama an addi-
tional minute to allow the witness to respond?

Ms. LOFGREN. There was a unanimous consent request. Time is
not granted to witnesses. Time is granted Members of the Com-
mittee to yield, and the gentleman——
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Mr. GOHMERT. Well, the record should note that he took all the
time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Well, not all of the time, but I am sure Mr.
Gallegly will correct that.

Mr. Gallegly is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Not only are you a good Chairwoman, you are a
very astute Chairwoman, and with that, I thank the gentlelady for
the time.

And I would very much like to have the opportunity to hear Mr.
Fair respond to Mr. Davis’s statement.

Mr. FAIR. Thank you very much, sir.

As I pointed out, if you read my testimony, I did acknowledge
and give credit to all of the other conditions that creates the prob-
lems that we are concerned about as it relates to the predicament
of Black America.

I also said in that statement that mass immigration is part of
those issues that create the problem that we do not talk about, and
since this was about immigration, it was appropriate for me, I
thought, to point out my concerns about the impact of mass immi-
gration, not the impact of drug culture, not the impact of
“dysfunctioning” families, not the impact of anything called poverty
or racism. But this was the context about the impact of mass imma-
gration.

I tried to do that, and I think I did that correctly, and I am in
agreement with your observations that I should be equally as con-
cerned about those other issues, and I think that my record speaks
to the fact that I am more than equally concerned about those
other issues.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Fair, as the chairman of Florida’s Board of
Education, can you describe in your words the impact that the high
number of children that speak no English or limited English? Has
it or has it not or to what degree has it strained the schools in your
State, especially those that have the greatest needs in the economi-
cally challenged areas?

Mr. FAIR. The impact, once again, is about resources and re-
source allocation. Clearly, we understand that in many instances
when we have rules that allow both legal and illegal immigrants
to come into our community, the burden of preparing those persons
or taking care of those persons has always stayed with the local
and State government. In two instances do we get enough money
from the Federal Government in order to do those things that are
related to the newfound citizens of the community.

So part of what has been the challenge for the State of Florida,
once again, is to always figure out how can it come up with addi-
tional resources that are necessary to meet those needs without
any real resources coming from the Federal Government. It is a
strain. It is a budgetary one.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Fair, would you say it is a reasonable assess-
ment to say that illegal immigration affects those most that can
least afford to be, that have the greatest needs?

Mr. FAIR. Everything that I have been able to read and under-
stand, whether it is a CIS report or a NumbersUSA report or a
FAIR report or a scholarly report from Harvard or from North-
eastern University, all support the fact that in spite of what we
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think, the reality is that it does impact adversely on those who can
least afford it.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Fair.

Mr. Camarota, you know, we have heard lots of numbers, and,
unfortunately, there is no real way to clearly define what the real
accurate number is. We hear 12 million. We hear 20 million. But
by the most conservative estimates today, we very seldom hear less
than 12 million. So let’s say that we are going to accept the most
conservative number being 12 million.

We have also heard that most experts agree that a single immi-
grant may be responsible for at least 10 that they would subse-
quently sponsor once they got amnesty or some form of status.
Let’s say that we take only a percentage of that, two, which would
be a conservative number. That would translate into an additional
24 million that would be entering the country over the next 10
years.

Could you just give me a brief response whether you would agree
with those numbers as being conservative, and what kind of an im-
pact would that have, particularly on low-skilled native workers?

Mr. CAMAROTA. Okay. Very briefly, if we legalize those here, ob-
viously, it could stimulate a lot more legal immigration. The last
amnesty most certainly did. Legal immigration is double what it
was prior to the amnesty. So, yes, certainly, if we legalize 10 mil-
lion or 12 million people, we could stimulate a lot, and, again, be-
cause the people legalized have very little education

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. CAMAROTA [continuing]. It would tend to stimulate legal im-
migration of people with very little education as well.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentlelady form Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman.

And thank you to all the witnesses.

Mr. Fair, welcome.

Mr. FAIR. Thank you.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I have had the opportunity to question the or-
ganizations represented by Mr. Beck and Dr. Camarota. In fact, I
think, Dr. Camarota—hello—you have seen me in years past—and
so forgive me if I focus on Mr. Fair.

Let me make a personal statement and thank Chairwoman
Lofgren. It should be very clear how unique, how different, how far
reaching the approach on this comprehensive immigration reform
has now taken under her chairwomanship. I served for 6 years as
the Ranking Member in hearings that then the minority desired to
have could never be heard. We could never be heard. And so I
think it is a tribute to the new attitude of this Congress to want
to make sure that all voices are taken into consideration as we
move toward this very, very important step.

I say that to Mr. Beck and Dr. Camarota because your informa-
tion is important. We will be utilizing that data. It is important.

Mr. Fair, it is important to note, as I acknowledge the impor-
tance of statistics, that the overall perspective, I might disagree
with you on—and let me just be very clear—but I welcome the dis-
cussion. Why? I am a former board member of the Houston Area
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Urban League. I champion the leadership over the years that the
Urban League has fostered on issues of economics, job training.

I know you know from whence you speak, and I appreciate that
you have given us the opportunity to carry this discussion even if
in the backdrop of a position that I question, but I certainly wel-
come because I believe if we are going to get comprehensive immi-
gration reform, your interests, your needs have to be considered.

So let me welcome you and pose a number of questions for you
in light of that.

First of all, I think it is important to note that there are many
different constituencies that will be addressing this question. I
have lived with the comprehensive question, and so I find it cru-
cial, wearing several hats, that whether it is humane, whether it
is through homeland security, whether it is because we are a mo-
saic nation, that we find a road map to document those who are
undocumented. I think we need to find a way to address the ques-
tion of the need of temporary workers. I also believe that we have
to find a way to ensure that populations that you speak about are
stakeholders in the process.

Now I heard someone on the radio say, “I am so mad because”
my son or daughter “cannot get a job at Burger King.” I do not
want to denigrate Burger King. Of course, this was an African-
American person. I do not want to denigrate Burger King, but I
want their son or daughter to maybe pass by Burger King and
work at Microsoft or be a refined educator or whatever as we move
up the economic ladder. I do not want to fight over Burger King,
and I am not denigrating it.

But I will say to you there is a vast need of diverse workforce.
Some of those happen to be people who are now undocumented.
But }lliow do we get to where you want to go? Here is what I want
to ask.

I also want to make note so that the record can be clear. The
Congressional Black Caucus and the Asian Pacific Caucus, the His-
panic Caucus are working together. No voice is going to be left out,
and we are hearing your voice. That is what I think is important.
I do not want you to think that you are up here with the lights
out and the shades down. The Chairwoman has been very, very
open to hearing different viewpoints.

But the question has to be: How do we get to where you want
to be? Race matters, does it not, Mr. Fair?

Mr. FAIR. Yes, it does.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. It is still a question.

And I notice in this book, we have a number of issues, the state
of civil rights, the unequalness as it relates, but my question is if
we can get an immigration bill that partnerships job training, job
retention, I do not want to say protectiveness, but hire American
first, alongside of recognizing that we have to secure America, can
you work along those lines where language would be to tie the
growth of immigration to retaining jobs, training, going in to un-
derserved areas and providing real training dollars, not the kind
that you cannot find?

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FAIR. Thank you very much, and I think you are absolutely
correct. The issue becomes, as we pursue a comprehensive reform,
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that we also take into consideration the impact that that reform is
going to have on American citizens. We also understand that it is
much more palatable when we begin to look for solutions, when we
articulate to the masses that we also are concerned about your cur-
rent condition.

It is not about making excuses. It is about understanding that
no matter what you do, you have to make sure that what you do
impacts on everybody. Part of that solution, for example, is going
back to Whitney M. Young’s Marshall Plan.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Yes.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Well, my sentence, as it expires, is I
recocommend that you read the Save America Comprehensive Im-
migration Reform, the parts of that that talk about job training
and tying it to comprehensive immigration reform.

I thank the gentleman, and I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Lungren, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman.

I would just have to take issue with one of the statements made
that somehow allowing minority day and minority views is a new
day in this Committee.

I chaired a hearing on behalf of Mr. Coble last year dealing, I
believe, with one of the issues surrounding the Patriot Act and
Habeus Corpus and so forth. We held that. We were not the only
Subcommittee that did it. I chaired it. I allowed two rounds. I al-
lowed extra time for everybody. And to suggest that somehow we
did not allow minority——

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. LUNGREN. No. I do not have the time to yield because we are
being kept to a very

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Well, I hope I will be able to explain it on my
time. Thank you.

Mr. LUNGREN. We are being kept to a very short 5 minutes here,
and I just want to say that fairness is fairness, and I appreciate
the fact that——

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Not immigration. It was not fair.

Mr. LUNGREN. Could we have order, please?

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman controls the time.

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, it is tough to control the time.

Ms. LOFGREN. I am trying.

Mr. LUNGREN. I come here from a different perspective, I think,
than some people on this panel. I was here not when Barbara Jor-
dan was here with her commission, but I go back to the commission
that was co-chaired by Father Hesburgh who made the statement
that we must close the back door of illegal immigration so that we
can keep the front door, legal immigration, open.

So I am not one of those who believe that we ought not to have
immigration. I believe that we ought to have a controlled immigra-
tion system, and that requires us to stop illegal immigration.

But I also must say that when we were dealing with the issue
in the late 1970’s that our unemployment rate was over 6 percent,
sometimes 7.5 percent or higher than that. Most economists be-
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lieved that full employment would always leave you with at least
6 percent unemployment. We are now running at about 4.4, 4.5
percent. We have to understand that we have different economic
circumstances now that are actually better.

However, the real problem remains that we have large pockets
of unemployment, particularly among minority communities, and
that is something that all of us, I think, on a bipartisan basis,
ought to be concerned about.

I do not have a study, but anecdotally—I used to work in con-
struction—frankly, the face of construction has changed in the last
20 years, and in some cases, unless you know Spanish, you cannot
get a job in construction, and I see a paucity of African-American
young men working in construction.

Now I wish the gentleman that made assertions—I think that
was the word—was still here because I think that we have to deal
with that. And so, that is my perspective.

And here is what I would like to ask Mr. Beck and Dr.
Camarota. I happen to be one of those who do not believe that we
can take 12 million people out and somehow round them up and
send them home. I think we have to do something. It cannot be
amnesty from my standpoint as I define it.

But my question is this: If we were to have a program, such as
has been talked about being negotiated or at least talked about in
the Senate, of a legal status for those who have been here illegally,
have not broken the law, speak English, can take care of them-
selves and so forth, they would have to do it every 3 years, they
have to pay a penalty, they do not have the right to bring in other
family members, that time is not a new time to count toward citi-
zenship—so they are here, but they are here under legal cir-
cumstances—wouldn’t that be preferable?

And then we would have real enforcement—real enforcement—
I mean employer sanctions and some real means of identification,
a tamper-proof Social Security card and a worker card, whatever
you want to call it, wouldn’t that be a better situation than what
we have today?

Mr. BECK. It would be marginally better, yes, but the key factor
with illegal immigrants—the Jordan Commission found this—was
not that they are illegal, but that they are here, and that is the
reason why the level of legal immigration is too high as well. That
is

Mr. LUNGREN. Well, do you want to cut off all immigration?

Mr. BECK. No, but immigration should be reduced back, as the
Jordan Commission said, to a level that actually serves the na-
tional interests. We have all of these——

Mr. LUNGREN. So you are talking about immigration—it does not
matter, legal or illegal?

Mr. BECK. The Jordan Commission recommended deep cuts in
our legal—

Mr. LUNGREN. I understand that.

Mr. CAMAROTA. Well, I mean, the research does not suggest that
illegals work for dramatically less, though clearly that happens.
Rather, it is just their presence here. If you are concerned about
low-skilled workers, then do not import so many and try to make
as many of them go home. Legalizing does not solve that problem.
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Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentleman from Texas is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank, Madam Chairman.

I would like to come back to Mr. Fair, and I really appreciated
your responses to the assertions from the gentleman from Ala-
bama. I wish he had been here to hear all of your response to his
assertions. You made some good points.

All of you have made some good points. I know it takes time out
of your schedule, and you do not get paid for being a witness here,
so we greatly appreciate all three of your input into the process.
I think it is better when you do not get lectured the whole time
when you come here to testify.

But, Mr. Fair, you brought up Miami as a good example, and you
basically raised a question about what happened to the African-
American workers that you had seen in the hotels and other places
working that you say now are being held by immigrants, regardless
legal or illegal.

It raises a question—and I am curious—do you know what has
happened to those African-American workers that you used to see?
Are there any surveys or studies that have shown? Are these part
of the ones that have just become disenfranchised and not even
seeking work? Do you know where they are now?

Mr. FAIR. I think it is probably a combination of all of the above.
One of the things that we cannot get in Miami is a discussion
around this issue. If you have a discussion around this issue, then
someone assumes that you are having a discussion because you are
anti-someone being present. Therefore, we can never have the dis-
cussion. I am hoping that Steve and CIS, for example, would do a
study. It would be interesting to know where Black America in
Miami would be today, for example, had not the Cubans come.

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, I am curious where they are today.

Mr. FaIr. Well, some of us say that they are dead, they are incar-
cerated, they are part of that 80 percent between 18 and 40 that
are unemployed. They are part of the new illegal culture in the
community. I do not know, but some of these academicians, like
Steve and CIS and Roy Beck from NumbersUSA, ought to really
document that so you and I would have that answer.

Mr. GOHMERT. Okay. But you do not know of a current study
that gives us that information?

Mr. FAIR. No.

Mr. GOHMERT. But you are right. It would be very helpful.

Do you other two know of any studies of that nature?

Mr. CAMAROTA. Well, basically, there is a very long literature
showing that less-educated Black men have left the labor force in
large numbers in cities like Miami.

In answer to the question, clearly, Blacks have upscaled, so there
would be less working in those jobs, and there was some attrition
out, and so, basically, some got better employment, some retained
the job and a whole lot seems to have just left the labor market
entirely and do not even show up in unemployment statistics, and
a lot of others are now intermittently employed, so they are unem-
ployed, employed, unemployed. So that is sort of the answer.

It is a mixed bag. Some were crowded out and went elsewhere
and did okay, and some seem to have done quite poorly.
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Mr. BECK. I would just like to comment about the history, and
I happen to be the author of a couple of books, lots of research par-
ticularly focused on the relationship between mass immigration
and Black Americans beginning in the 1820’s.

What history shows is that every time we have spikes of mass
immigration, Black Americans’ employment opportunities go down.
Wage depression hits all American workers, but especially Black
Americans, and that is a function of race and culture.

Right now, Mr. Fair, listening to his testimony, I am hearing
sometimes it is not race, it is culture. There is a preference of Hai-
tian workers over the descendants of American slaves, and I think
that is tied very much into culture of guilt and almost like White
majority society’s guilt about slavery and, therefore, they take it
out on the people that just their presence make them feel guilty.

But the literature is very clear that throughout American his-
tory, high immigration means a step backwards for Black progress.
It has happened over and over again. It is happening right now.

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, as my time is getting closer to expiring,
maybe a study like that would be helpful.

I would like to comment. Yes, I would like for all Americans to
be able at some point to drive past Burger King and have other
employment, but I think the far greater tragedy is those who have
come disenfranchised and are not even trying. There is the real
tragedy because some of us started out having some of the worst
jobs—cleaning toilets, for example, that nearly made me throw
up—but that gave me opportunities to keep moving on, and crawl-
ing under houses for a job that you had to dig your way in and dig
your out, hauling hay 18 hours a day. Those jobs may be menial
and some think less respectable, but I would submit they give you
a chance to move on to better education.

Thank you all very much.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The Chair recognizes herself for 5 minutes. I just wanted to
make a couple of comments.

First, in our hearing last week, we had very interesting testi-
mony, and one of the pieces of testimony was about a study done
by Professor David Card of Princeton University. Rather than do
the analysis that economists do, they took an actual event and
studied it, and what they did was they studied the Mariel boat lift
into Cuba to see what happened when 125,000 individuals, pri-
marily low-skilled, all of a sudden in a very short period of time
jumped into Miami.

It increased the population of Miami, according to the study, by
7 percent, and what they found was, surprisingly or not, there was
no adverse impact on the employment at any level, not among Cu-
bans, a very tiny, slight effect on Cubans, no adverse impact on Af-
rican-American workers. They did controlled studies in Atlanta,
Houston and Los Angeles, and without objection, I am going to
make the underlying economic report a part of the record—and I
will also provide it to you, Mr. Fair—along with the updated study
from 2005 which I will also make part of the record, without objec-
tion.

Also, the Ranking Member mentioned that there are these stud-
ies, and they are absolutely correct because they have not been
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countered, and I think certainly they have been countered by wit-
ness after witness. I just want to mention a critique, which, with-
out objection, I will make part of the record, of The Heritage Foun-
dation which is often cited.

This report from the Immigration Policy Center describes The
Heritage Foundation as “deeply flawed” and that it relies on “in-
flated statistics and dubious assumptions to arrive at its flawed
conclusions.” It goes on to say that the report contributes to “low-
income households the cost of political decisions over which they
have no control. For instance, the Heritage report’s accounting low-
income households are responsible for a share of the billions of dol-
lars being spent in Iraq.”

And they also allocate to immigrants “the payment on the na-
tional debt stemming from the enactment of tax cuts” that have
created a huge hole in the budget, and they also go on to say that
the report does not accurately gauge the impact of any group on
the U.S. economy as a whole.

I would like to just read a section on page 6 of the report. “To
the extent that the Heritage report mentions immigration at all, it
is to raise the specter of immigration reform unleashing a flood of
low-wage immigrants into the U.S. labor market and dramatically
increasing the fiscal burden on U.S. taxpayers. The authors sup-
port this grim scenario by citing another Heritage report from May
of 2006 which presented inflated estimates of the increase in legal
immigration that allegedly would result” from the bill in the Sen-
ate last year.

“The 2006 report claimed that the bill would allow anywhere
from 66 million to 217 million new immigrants into the United
States over the next 20 years. The outlandishness of these projec-
tions is evident in the fact that the estimate of 217 million is 70
million more than the combined populations of Mexico, Belize, Gua-
temala, Honduras, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa Rica and Pan-
ama. The 2006 report arrived at these estimates largely through
statistical slight of hand in which many categories of immigrants
were double counted.”

And, without objection, this report is a part of our record.

[The information referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. I just think it is important that we have the facts
before us. We are all entitled to our opinions, but we are not enti-
tled to our own facts.

At this point, I would like to recognize the gentlelady from Texas
for a unanimous consent request. Ms. Jackson Lee, did you have
a unanimous consent request?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I certainly did. Let me thank the Chair-
woman. I would like to put into the record the chapter from “The
State of Black America 2007,” the section, Mr. Fair, on status of
civil rights by Ted Shaw. And I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent to submit that into the record.

Ms. LOFGREN. Without objection.

[The information referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Mr. KING. Madam Chair? Madam Chair, I have a unanimous
consent request.

Ms. LOFGREN. I am sorry?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I am sorry. I did not——
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Ms. LOFGREN. All right. Without objection, Mr. King, you have
a unanimous——

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I did not finish mine.

Ms. LOFGREN. Oh, I am sorry. I did not mean to cut you off of
your unanimous consent request.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you.

And I would like to also put into the record section 703 of H.R.
750, the “Save America Comprehensive Immigration Act of 2007,”
Mr. Fair, that talks about the issue of recruitment of American
workers.

[The information referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I would clarify the fact that, as the Ranking
Member on this Committee on Immigration, we never were able to
hear the then-minority view, which was the view of Democrats at
that time. And I thank the gentlelady.

Ms. LOFGREN. My time has expired.

I recognize the Ranking Member for a unanimous consent re-
quest.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I ask unanimous consent that the Rector study be introduced
into the record.

Ms. LOFGREN. Without objection.

[The information referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Mr. KING. And I might also, if the Chair would submit, do a very
short colloquy.

Ms. LOFGREN. We have been here for an hour and 35 minutes.
So the Member is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. KING. Okay. And I would ask the Chair if she would consider
holding a hearing and allow the author of the study from the Immi-
gration Policy Center to testify before this Committee alongside the
author of the Rector study so we would have an opportunity to
evaluate the perspectives of those two experts.

Ms. LOFGREN. We will certainly consider any requests by the mi-
nority. We are mindful that we have a very aggressive schedule of
hearings and very few days to do it. And so, if the request would
be proposed to us in writing, we will consider it, understanding
that we are in conflict with other Subcommittees, and finding dates
when we can actually meet has proven to be quite a challenge. But
we will do our very best.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. LOFGREN. At this point——

Mr. GOHMERT. Parliamentary inquiry.

Ms. LOFGREN. Yes?

Mr. GOHMERT. A comment was made that the minority position
was never allowed to be heard in the last term. Was there ever a
minority request made in the last——

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman has not stated a parliamentary in-
quiry.

Without objection, Members will have 5 legislative days to sub-
mit any additional written questions to you witnesses, which we
will forward and ask that you answer as promptly as you can, to
be made part of the record.

Without objection, the record will remain open for 5 legislative
days
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Mr. GOHMERT. Parliamentary inquiry.

Ms. LOFGREN [continuing]. For the submission of any other addi-
tional materials.

I would like to extend an invitation to everyone here to attend
our next two hearings on comprehensive immigration reform. On
Tuesday, May 15, at 9:30 a.m., we explore issues relating to how
immigrants assimilate into American communities.

And, with that, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:33 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

“THE IMPACT OF THE MARIEL BOATLIFT ON THE MI1AMI LABOR MARKET” BY DAVID
CARD, AUGUST 1989, SUBMITTED BY THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN

NBER WORKING PAPER SERIES

THE IMPACT OF THE MARIEL BOATLIFT ON THE MIAMI LABOR MARKET

David Card

Working Paper No. 3069

NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RESEARCH
1050 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138
August 1989

1 am grateful to George Borjas and my colleagues at the Indusctrial Relations

Section for comments and suggestions. This paper is part of NBER’s research

program in Labor Scudies. Any oplnions expressed are these of the author not
those of the National Bureau of Economic Research.

(53)



54

NBER Working Paper #3069
August 1989

THE IMPACT OF THE MARIEL BOATLIFT ON THE MIAMI LABOR MARKET

ABSTRACT

This paper presents an empirical analysis of rhe effect of the
Mariel Boatlift on the Miami laber market, focusing on the wages
and unemployment rates of less-skilled workers. The Mariel
immigrants increased the population and labor force of the Miami
metropolitan area by 7 percent. Most of the immigrants were
relatively unskilled: as a result, the proportional increase in
labor supply to less-skilled occupations and industries was much
greater. Nevertheless, an analysis of wages of non-Cuban warkers
over the 1979-85 period reveals virtually no effect of the Mariel
influx. Likewise, there is no indication that the Boatlift lead to
an increase In the unemployment rates of less-skilled blacks or
other non-Cuban workers. Even among the Cuban pepulation wages and
unemployment rates of earlier immigrants were not substantially
effected by the arrival of the Mariels.

David Card

Department of Eccnomics
Princeton University
Princeton, NJ 08544



55

One of the chief concerns of immigration policy makers is the extent
to which {mmigrants depress the labor market opportunities of less-skilled
natives. Despite the strong presumption that an influx of immigrants will
reduce native wages, existing empirical studies suggest that che effect is
smalLl There are two leading explanations for this finding. Firsc,
immigrants have on average only slightly lower skill characteristics than
the native population.2 Thus, econometric studies based on the
distribution of the existing stock of immigrants probably understate the
effect of unskilled immigration on less-skilled natives. Second, the
locational choices of immigrants and natives presumably depend on expected
labor market opportunities. Immigrants tend to move to cities where the
growth in demand for labor can accommodate their supply. Even if new
immigrants cluster in only a few cities (as they do in the US), inter-city
migration of natives will tend to offset the adverse effects of
immigration.3

These considerations illustrate the difficulty of using the correlation
across cities between wages and immigrant densitles to measure the effect

of immigration on the labor market opportunities of natives. They also

lSee the survey by Greenwood and McDowell (1986}, and studies by
Grossman (1982), Borjas (1987), Lalonde and Topel (1988) and Altonji and
Card {1989).

2For example, tabulations from the 1980 Census indicate that in 1980
16.3 percent of natives over age 25 had 4 or more years of college and £7.7
percent were high-school graduates. By comparison, 15.8 percent of
immigrants had 4 or more years of college and 53 percent were high school
graduates., See U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census 198Q
Gensus_of Population Characteristics of the Populatjon - Detailed
Population Characteristics (Volume 1, Chapter D, Part 1, United States
Summary: PG80-1-D1-A) Table 255.

3See Filer (1988) for a recent attempt to examine this phenomenon.
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underscore the value of a natural experiment that corresponds more closely
to an exogenous increase in the supply of immigrants to a particular labor
market.

The experiences of the Miami labor market in the aftermath of the
Mariel Boatlift form one such experiment. From May to September 1980, some
125,000 Cuban {mmigrants arrived in Miami on a flotilla of privately-
chartered boats. Their arrival was the consequence of an unlikely sequence
of events, culminating in Castro's declaration on April 20 1580 that Cubans
wishing te emlgrate to the US were free to leave from the porc of Mariel.A
The avallable data suggest that 50 percent of the Mariel immigrants settled
permanently in Miami. The result of this influx was a 7 percent increase
in the overall population and labor force of HMiami, and a 20 percent
increase in the Cuban population and labor force.

This paper summarizes the effects of the Mariel Boatlifc on the Miami
labor market, focusing on the effects on wages and unemployment rates of
less-skilled workers. The analysis is based on inéividual micro-data for
1979-85 from the merged outgoing rotation group samples of the Current
bPopulation Survey (CPS). Three features of the Mariel incident and the
Census data greatly facilitate the analysis. First, the CPS sample of the
Miami metropolitan area is relatively large: roughly 1200 individuals per
month. Second, a comprehensive picture of the Miami labor market in the
months just before the Mariel Boatlift is available from the 1980 Census
(The Census was conducted on April 1), Finally, unlike mest other ethnic

groups, Cubans are separately identified in the CPS questionnaire. Thus it

4
See Masud-Piloto (1988, chapters 6-7) for an overview of the
political developments that lead to the Mariel Boatlift
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is possible to estimate wage rates, unemployment rates, and other econcmic
indicators for both Cubans and non-Cubans in the Miami labor market, and to
measure the effects of the Mariel immigration on the two groups separately,

Observers in Miami at the time of the Boatlift noted the straln caused
by the Mariel Immigration. The homicide rate increased mearly 50 percent
between 1979 and 1980.5 On the weekend of May 17, 1980 a three day riot
occurred In several black nelghborhoods, killing 13. A government-
sponsored committee of inquiry identified other longstanding grievances in
the black community as the cause of the riot, but cited the labor market
competition posed by the Cuban refugees as an important background factor
(Governor of Flerida’s Dade County Citizen’s Committee, 1980, pp. 14-15).

A more quantitative assessment is provided by the data in Figure 1,
which presents monthly unemployment rates in Miami in the months before and
after the start of the Boatlift.6 The unemployment rate in Miami rose from
5.0 percent in April 1980 to 7.1 percent inm July 198C. As the figure makes
clear, however, state and national unemployment rates followed a similar
pattern, suggesting that the changes in Miami were not solely a response to
the Mariel influx. Nevertheless, widespread joblessness of the refugees
throughout the summer of 1980 contributed to a perception that labor market
opportunities for less-skilled natives were threatened by the Mariel

immigrants,7

5See Wilbanks (1984) Table 2.1, page 142.

6These data are seasonally adjusted, and are taken from Bureau of
Labor Statistics Employment and Earnings Table El (Table D1 after December
1981) various issues.

7For example, an article in Business Week (August 25 1980, pp.86-87)
contains quotes from an Florida State Employment Service official and a
Department of Labor Wage and Hours Division official noting the downward
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Despite this perception, the analysis in this paper gives no indication

of any short- or lenger-term effect of the Mariel immigration on the wages
or unemployment rates of non-Cubans in Miami. Rather, the analysis
confirms the conclusion of earlier studies that the effect of immigration
is largely confined to members of the lmmigrant group itself. In the case
of the Mariel incident, most of this effect can prabably be explained by
the characterisctics of the new immigrants, who substantially lowered the

average skill level of the Cuban labor force in Miami.

1 COverview of the Miami labor Market Before the Boatlift

For at least a decade prior to the Mariel Boatlift Miami was the most
immigranc-incensive city in the US. Tabularions from the 1980 Census
indicate that 35.5 percent of residents in the Miaml Standard Metropolitan
Statlstical Area (SMSA) were foreign born.8 This compares with 22.3
percent in Los Angeles, the major city with the next highest immigrant
fraction, and 6.1 percent nationwide. At the time of the Census 56 percent
of immigrants in Miami were of Cuban origin. The remaining foreign-born
residents, who accounted for 16 percent of the Miami population, included
other hispaniec groups and a broad selection of Caribbean and European
nationals.

Miami also has a significanc black population. The fraction of black

residents was 15.0 percent in 1970 and had increased to 17.3 percent at the

pressure on wages and working conditlons in the unskilled segment of the
Miami labor markset.

8

The Miami SMSA consists of Dade county, and includes Miami City as
wall as a number of smaller towns and cities. Throughout this paper, I use
"Miami® to refer to this broader geographlc region.
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time of the 1980 Census. This dual concentration of immigrants and blacks
makes Miami somewhat unusual among larger US clties, but ideal for studying
the effect of increased immigration on the labor market opportunities of
black natives.9

Table 1 presents a comparative description of the four major groups in
the Miaml labor force in 1979: white non-hispanics; black non-hispanics;
Cubans (foreign-born and native born); and other hispanics. For simplicity
I have restricted attention to individuals age 16-61. This group
represents roughly 60 percent of the Miami population. A total of 1564
observations are available for 16-61 year olds in the 1979 outgoing
rotation group file of the CPS: similar samples are available in subsequent
years.

The fractions of Cubans and blacks in the 16-61 age group are 27.2 and
26.3 percent, respectively, while white non-hispanics compose 34.4 percent
and non-Cuban hispanics 11.1 percent. Overall, 73 percent of this age
group participated in the labor force, with somewhat higher participation
rates among whites and Cubans, and lower rates among blacks and other
hispanics. Education levels in Miaml are somewhat below the national
average: the mean of completed education for 16-61 year olds in 1979 was
11.8 years in Miami, compared with 12.2 years nationwilde.

The occupation distributions in rows 7-17 of Table 1 give some
indication of the degree of labor market competition between the four
groups. Cubans and other hispanics have very similar occupation

distributions, with both groups having a higher representation in crafc and

9Al:ross 121 of the largest cities in the US in 1980 the correlaclon
between the fraction of immigrants and the fraction of native blacks is
-.16.
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operative occupations than either whites or blacks. Blacks are more highly
concentrated in laborer and service-related occupations, and are
significantly under-represented in managerial occupations.

One useful summary measure of the overlap in the occupational
distributions of the different groups is the average percent increase in
labor supply in occupations held by one group that would result from a one
percentage point increase in the overall fraction of workers in a second
group.10 This index has the simple form EJ slj 52-1 / sj, where 51j is the

fraction of workers of group 1 in oceupation j, S5 is the fraction of

]
workers of group 2 in occupation j, and sj is the fraction of all workers
in occupation j. Based on the distributions in Table 1, an inflow of

immigrants resulting in a one-point increase in the fraction of Cubans in
Miami would lead to a weighted average increase of .35 percent in the
supply of labor to occupations held by whites. Under the same conditions
the increase would be .99 percent for occupations held by blacks, 1.02
percent for non-Cuban hispanics, and 1.06 percent for Cubans themselves.
These calculations suggest that the overlap between the occupational

distributions of the four groups ls relarively high.

I ation

Due to the unauthorized nature of the Boatlift no exact count of the
number of Mariel immigrants is available, and there is little precise
information on the characteristics and/or final destinations of the
immigrants. This section summarizes some of the available information,

including data from the March 1985 Mobility Supplement to the Current

lDThis index is derived in Altenji and Card (1989), pp. 15-16.
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Population Survey, which allows Mariel immigrants tc be distinguished from
c¢ther Cubans.
Most sources estimate the number of Mariel immigrants who arrived in

1980 at between 120,000 and 125,000. A recent Census Bureau Gurrent
ko ion Report states that 126,000 refugees entered the US as "Cuban
Entrancs” (the speclal immigration status awarded to the Mariel refugees)
between April 1980 and June 1981.11 104,000 of these arrived between April
and June 1980. It 1s widely assumed that about one-half of these settled
permanently in Miami: for example, this assumption s used by the Census
Bureau in their "Experimental County Pépulation Estimates™ file.
Tabulatlons reported below from the March 1985 CPS confirm this bel[ef.lz

Table 2 contains estimates of the Miami population for the years 1979
to 1985 from published Census sources and from my own tabulations of the
CPS. Census Bureau estimates of the Dade County population show an
increase of 80,500 from April 1 to July 1 of 1980, and a relatively slow
rate of increase thereafter. Annual counts from ch; CPS show an increase
of some 200,000 in the population of 16-61 year olds between 1979 and 1981,
and then a slowly decreasing count from 1981 to 1985. About one-half of
this increase was due to an increase in the number of Cubans: their share
of the 16-61 age group increased from 27 percent in 1979 to 33 percent [n
1981. A similar increase is registered in CPS-based estimates of the Cuban

share of the 16-61 year old labor force, which moved from 37.2 percent in

llUS Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census Current Populaticn
Reports Series P-25, Number 1022, page 9.

l'zlt should be noted that population estimates from the CPS rely on
the accuracy of Census Bureau weighting procedures, which are themselves
based on estimates of local populations.
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1979 to 44 B percent in 1981. Assuming that the Cuban shares of the
population and labor force would have remained constant between 1979 and
1981 in the absence of the Boatlift, these figures suggest that the Mariel
immigration added 56,000 individuals to the Miami working age population
and approximately 45,000 to the Miaml labor force: increases of 7 percent

From the first days of the Boatlift the characteristics of the Mariel
immigrants have been a subject of controversy. Among those who were
permitted to leave Cuba were several hundred inmates of mental hospitals
and jails. Many of these individuals were arrested by immigration
officials upon their arrival inte the US, and over 1000 were sent to a
speclal prison facility in Atlanta to awaic deportation back to Cuba.13 A
similar number were arrested for crimes committed in the US and still await
a determination of their ultimate immigration scacus.IA Contemporary
reports lndicate that the Mariel immigrants included a relatively high
fraction of less-skilled workers, and a high fraction of individuals with
low English ability (see the article in Business Week).

Although the questions in the regular Current Population Survey
provide insufficient information to identify Mariel immigrants from other
foreign and native-born Cubans, the March 1985 Mobility Supplement asks
each respondent where he/she lived in March 1980 (one month before the

start of the Boatlift). Table 3 presents a descriptive summary of the

13See Masud-Piloto (1988, pp. 100-103). Under a 1934 agreement a
total of 2700 Mariel immigrants were to be returned to Cuba.

lhﬂariel immigrants were blamed for and indeed seem to have committed
a relatlvely high number of crimes in the first few months after the
boatlift. Wilbanks (1984) reports that 38 of the 574 homicides in Miami in
1980 were committed by Mariel immigrants. Disaffected Mariels were
involved in 6 alrline highjacking attempta in August 1930. See Masud-
Piloto (1988, pp. 95-96).
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Cuban population interviewed in the March 1985 CPS, classified by whether
the respondent claimed to be living abroad or in the US five years earlier.
The sample sizes, particularly of post-1980 entrants, are small.]'5
Nevertheless, these data confirm the general impression that on average
Mariel immlgrants have less education, are somewhat younger, and are more
likely to be male than other Cuban immigrants.

The figures in Table 3 also suggest that the Mariel immigrants have
lover labor ferce attachment and lower wage rates than other Cubans. The
accupation discributions in rows 8a-8k suggest that the Mariels are more
heavily concentrated in laborer and service occupations that other Cubans,
and are less likely to hold sales, clerical, and craft jobs. Relative to
other Cubans, the occupations of the Mariel immigrants are therefore more
similar to those of black workers

The unadjusted wage gap between Mariels and ather Cubans 1s 34 percent
Part of this differential is attributable to the lower education levels and
younger ages of the Mariels. A simple linear regression for the logarithm
of average hourly earnings fitted to the sample of Cubans with earnings in
1984 suggests that the Mariels earned 18 percent lower wages than other
Cubang, contrelling for education, potential experience, and sex (the
standard error of this estimate is .08). This gap probably reflects the
combination of lower language ability and a shorter assimilation time in
the US among the Mariel immigrants, as well as any permanent differences in

ability and/or motivation between the earlier and later Cuban immigrants

15The weighted count of all Cubans In the March 1985 CPS who entered
the US after 1980 is 85,800, which is only 69 percent of the estimated
125,000 Mariel refugees.
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III. The Effect of the Mariel Immigration of the Miami Labor Market

Tables & and 5 present simple averages of wage rates and unemployment
rates for whites, blacks, Cubans, and other hispanics in the Miami labor
market between 1979 and 1985. In order to provide a comparative
perspective for evaluating the changes that took place over this period, I
have also assembled similar data for whites, blacks, and hispanics in four
"comparison” cities: Atlanta, Los Angeles, Housten, and Tampa-St.
Petersburg. These four cities were selected to generate relatively large
samples of blacks and hispanics, while at the same time exhibiting a
pattern of economic growth similar te that in Miami over the lare 1970's
and early 1980's. A comparison of employment growth rates (based on
establishment-level datra) suggests that economic conditions were very
similar in Miami and the average of the four comparisen cities between 1976
and 1984,

The wage data in Table & reveal a number of facts. Perhaps most
obvious is that earnings are lower in Mlami than in the comparison citles
The differentials in 1979 ranged from 8 percent for whites to 15 percent
for blacks. A more surprising result is that real earnings levels of
whites in both Miami and the comparison cities were more-or-less constant
between 1979 and 1985. This is in contrast to the slight decline in real
wages in the overall US economy over this period (see Bound and Johnsen
(1989), pp. 5-6) and underscores the relatively close correspondence
between economic conditions In Miaml and the comparisen citles.

In contrast to the situation for whites, the trends in earnings for
nonwhites and hispanics differ somewhat between Miami and the comparison

cltles. Black wages in Miami were roughly comstant from 1979 to 1981, chen
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fell in 1982 and 1983 before recavering to thelr previous level in 1984.
Black earnings in the comparison cities, on the other hand, show a steady
downward trend between 1979 and 1985. Based on these data there is nao
evidence of a negative Impact of the Mariel immigration on black wages in
Miami. The data do suggest a relative downturn in black wages in Miami
during 1982-83. It seems likely, however, that this reflects an unusually
severe cyclical effect assoclated with the 1982-83 recession. I return to
this issue in Table 7, below.

Wage rates for non-Cuban hispanics in Miaml were relatively stable
between 1979 and 1985, wich only a slight dip in 1983, 1In contrast,
hispanic wage ra