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NEW JOBS IN RECESSION AND RECOVERY:
WHO ARE GETTING THEM AND WHO ARE NOT

THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 2011

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION
PoLicy AND ENFORCEMENT,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:13 a.m., in
room 2141, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Elton
Gallegly (Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Gallegly, Smith, Gohmert, Poe, Con-
yers, Lofgren, and Pierluisi.

Staff present: (Majority) George Fishman, Subcommittee Chief
Counsel; Marian White, Clerk; and Tom Jawetz, Minority Counsel.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Six years ago, the Subcommittee held a hearing
entitled “New Jobs in Recession and Recovery: Who Are Getting
Them and Who Are Not.” At that time, Chairman Hostettler, the
former Chairman of the Subcommittee, stated that, “There is a
sense among many Americans that the job opportunities they and
their parents once enjoyed are no longer available to them and
their children.”

We will hear from the authors of two studies that have both con-
cluded that all of the increase in employment in the United States
over the last few years has been attributed to large increases in the
number of employed immigrants, while the number of employed
natives have actually declined.

Six years later, we are again in a “jobless” recovery. And we
again hear about the studies finding that all the net new jobs cre-
ated are going to immigrant workers.

Anyone who knows me knows I am a strong proponent of legal
immigration. I am equally a strong opponent of illegal immigration.
We are a Nation of immigrants. We are also a Nation of laws.

Many of the studies we are going to hear about today do not
make that distinction because the methodology and data to do so
does not exist. But I ask the panelists, whenever possible, to make
that distinction. It is really an important distinction between ille-
gal and legal immigration.

For instance, the Center for Immigration Studies has found that
in 2008 and 2009, over 2 million new immigrants settled in the
United States. At the same time, over 8 million jobs were lost.
What the study doesn’t note is that of the 2 million new immi-
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grants, at least one-third illegally entered the country as illegal im-
migrants.

The Center for Labor Market Studies at Northeastern University
has found that between 2008 and 2010, the average number of em-
ployed persons in America decreased by over 6 million, while over
a million immigrants who arrived between 2008 and 2010 were
able to find jobs.

The center has also found that the percentage of teenagers em-
ployed has plummeted so far so fast that last June less than 30
percent were employed for the first time in the post World War II
era. Many of those jobs that students used to work in—in the fast
food and landscaping industry, for example—are now held by ille-
gal immigrants.

We in Congress have an obligation to look after the well-being
of American workers. We have a special obligation to look after the
most vulnerable American workers, those with lower levels of edu-
cation who have borne the brunt of today’s harsh job market.

Therefore, we must ask what is the driving force here? Is there
a connection between the loss of jobs by natives and the increasing
number of employed immigrants, particularly illegal immigrants?

At today’s hearing, we will look at these issues. We will evaluate
the reasons why the employment of American workers keeps de-
creasing in the midst of ever-increasing numbers of immigrant
workers. We will examine the roles of the American immigration
policy and immigration enforcement practices and the way they
play in this outcome.

We certainly don’t want to be here 6 years from now and, again,
asking why there are fewer and fewer jobs for American workers.

That is our focus on today’s hearing. And now I would yield to
my good friend from California, the Ranking Member, Ms. Lofgren.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Before I make my opening statement, I wanted to make a com-
ment about the so-called Northeastern report that has been dis-
cussed at several hearings and referenced again this morning.

At the Subcommittee’s first hearing, Mark Krikorian cited to a
“report” several times in support of his arguments. And when I
questioned him about it, he made clear that he had never seen the
report and had not analyzed it. He said he had tried to get it, but
he didn’t think it was publicly available.

Then at our last hearing, last week, Frank Morris also discussed
this report. And I asked him if he had seen the report and if he
would share it with us, and he said he would. And I am sure the
Chairman recalls my dialogue with Mr. Morris, where he promised
to send it to us.

We have not received anything from Mr. Morris. But the major-
ity has provided us with a sheet of paper with three tables that
they received from a researcher at Northeastern. We understand
this is all that the majority has. And clearly, this is not a report.

So I asked my staff to contact the center to see what they would
give us, and my staff spoke directly to Andrew Sum, the director
of the center. According to Mr. Sum, there is no report at this time,
and there never was a report.

A report of some kind may be issued one day in the future. But
until now, it has not been published, and it is not available for peer
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review or critique. Once it is published, of course, I expect many
bright minds will review the data and the conclusions.

Just to be sure, I had my staff send the page of tables we got
from the majority to several economists. Each of those economists
expressed serious concerns with the methodology apparently used
by the author. I say “apparently” because the tables did not provide
enough information for accurate analysis.

In any event, the economists believe that Mr. Sum may have jux-
taposed two different methodologies, leading to a distorted view of
reality. Now, again, they can’t say that this is what actually hap-
pened because neither the data, nor the analysis of the data, is
being made publicly available. And without that, I can’t see how
we can justifiably rely on this.

I raise this because I certainly do not accuse the witnesses or the
majority with deception, but I think there was testimony provided
to the Committee that was false. And I don’t think it was know-
ingly false. I don’t mean to say that. But I think it is important
that we correct the record that there is no report that has been
cited to us in two hearings and ask that this “nonreport” not be
cited again in the future.

And I would ask unanimous consent to add this statement, along
with the analysis, to the record.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Material submitted by the Honorable Zoe Lofgren, a Representative in Congress
from the State of California, and Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Immigration
Policy and Enforcement

We’ve been hearing a lot of references to a purported study or report by the Center
for Labor Market Studies at Northeastern University. At this Subcommittee’s first
hearing, Mark Krikorian cited to a “report” several times in support of his arguments.
When [ questioned him on it, he made it clear that he had never seen the report and
had not analyzed it. He said he had tried to get it, but he didn’t think it was publicly
available. At our last hearing, Frank Morris also discussed this report. [ asked him if
he had seen the report and it he would share it with us, and he said he would. We
have not received anything from Mr. Morris, but the Majority later provided us with a
sheet of paper with 3 tables that they received from a researcher at Northeastern. We

understand that this is all they have. This is clearly not a report.

Again, | asked my staff to contact the Center to see what they would give us. My staff
spoke directly to Andrew Sum, the director of the Center. According to Mr. Sum,
there is no report at this time and there never was one. A report of some kind may be
issued one day in the future, but until now, it has not been published and it is not
available for peer review or critique. Once it is published, of course T expect many

bright minds will review the data and the conclusions.

Juast to be sure, T had my staff send the page of tables we got from the Majority to
several economists. Each of those economists expressed serious concerns with the
methodology apparently being used by the author. 1 say “apparently” because the
tables did not provide enough information for an accurate analysis. In any event, the
economists believed that Mr. Sum may have juxtaposed two different methodologies,
leading to a distorted view of reality. Now again, they can’t say that this is what
actually happened, because neither the data nor the analysis of the data is being made

publicly available. And without that, I can’t see how we c¢an justifiably rely on this.



Table:
Role of New Foreign-Born Immigrants in Employment Growth in the U.S. Over the
2000-2010 Period (Annual Averages)

Number of
Year Emploved
2006 144,731,691
2010* 139,379,959
Absolute Change, 2006-2010 (A) -3,351,732
New Immigrant* (B) 2,270,977
Growth Attributable to New Immigrant (B/A) NA
Note: * New immigrants are those who arrived in the U.S. betweeu 2006 and 2010

Number of
Year Emploved
2008 145,629,178
2010* 139,379,959
Absolute Change, 2008-2010 (A) 6,249,219
New Immigrant* (B) 1,103,507
Growth Attributable to New Immigrant (B/A) NA
Note: * New immigrants are those who arrived in the U.S. betweeu 2008 and 2010

Number of
Year Emploved
2000 137,101,254
2010%* 139,379,959
Absolute Change, 2007-2010 (A) 2,278,705
New Immigrant* (B) 7.064,028
Growth Attributable to New Immigrant (B/A) 310.00%

Note: NA- cannot be computed due to decline in overall employment.

*New immigrants arc those who arrived in the U.S. between 2000 and 2010
Source: Monthly Current Population Survey (CPS), public use files, U.S. Census Bureau,
tabulations by Center for Labor Market Studies, Northeastern University.

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.

Now, rather than actually attempting to fix our broken immigra-
tion system, we are now holding the fourth hearing in a row on the
exact same topic. Each of these hearings seems to have the same
goal—to convince us that immigrants, both legal and illegal, are
bad for our economy.

I say “convince” because the actual research in this area clearly
shows that immigration is a net boon to our economy and to Amer-
ican workers. Let me say that again. Whatever you may hear from
the other side of the aisle, independent economists agree that im-
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migration has generally improved the wages and job opportunities
of U.S. workers.

There is some disagreement on the effect on a small segment of
the lowest-skilled workers. But there is no disagreement on immi-
gration’s positive effect on the vast majority of U.S. workers. We
can’t just ignore that.

Nor can we ignore what we have known for years, that immi-
grants can help our economy create huge numbers of jobs. It is
widely known that they create jobs in the technology sector. I come
from Silicon Valley, where more than half of the startups have at
least one immigrant as a key founder.

But this sort of entrepreneurship is not limited to high-skilled
immigrants. On Monday, the Wall Street Journal reported on a
new report by the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, which
found that immigrants are creating new business ventures at un-
precedented rates.

Critical for today’s hearing is the report’s conclusion that ‘immi-
grants were more than twice as likely to start businesses each
month in 2010 than were the native-born.”

I would ask unanimous consent to enter the article and the re-
port into the record, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Material submitted by the Honorable Zoe Lofgren, a Representative in Congress
from the State of California, and Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Immigration
Policy and Enforcement

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL.

In Charge: Immigrant Entrepreneurs Top List
MARCH 7, 2011, 3:37 PML ET
Posted by Emily Maltby

Business creation has increased in the recession. But one group is clearly outpacing other sectors
of the population: Immigrants.

This is according to an entrepreneurship study released Monday from the Ewing Marion
Kauffman Foundation, an entrepreneurship advocacy group in Kansas City, Mo. The study
looked at start-up activity over a 15-year period, analyzing trends in the overall entrepreneurship
arena and in cross-sections of the population.

Several noticeable trends bubbled up from the collection of data. For example, the rate of new
ventures is highest in Western and Southern states. Entrepreneurial activity has increased
substantially for those lacking a high-school degree--the least-educated group in the report.

And immigrants, very noticeably, are creating new business ventures at unprecedented ratcs.

Each month last year, 0.34% of adulis in the U.S. created a new business, totaling some 563,000
start-ups per month. That is about the same as 2009's rate, continuing the highest level of start-
ups over the past 15 years, (By comparison, the highest rate before 2008 was 0.31%.) The report
indicates that thosc born outside the U.S. are pulling a lot of that weight.

‘The immigrant share of new entrepreneurs is 13.4% higher from 1996. While that group grew
tremendously in the last two years, the native-bom rate of entrepreneurship declined in the same
period, thereby widening the gap.

"The result of these contrasting trends is that immigrants were morc than twice as likely to start
businesses each month in 2010 than were the native-born,” the study concluded.

‘There is a catch, however. Not all those businesses can stay in the 1S, because of immigration
restrictions. A start-up visa bill, aimmed at helping job-creating entrepreneurs secure a green card,
is moving through Congress right now. But it is a contentious issue that may not receive enough
support to pass.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Completely ignoring these facts, some have tried
to paint a very different picture of immigrants in America. The last
hearing was particularly contentious because it pitted immigrants,
both lawful and unlawful, against American minorities. Rather
than focusing on the real issues that are weighing down those com-
munities, the hearing sought to simply blame immigrants.

This week, we again seem to be pitting one group against an-
other, placing the foreign-born against the native-born. By focusing
on the foreign born writ large, my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle are no longer confining their argument to the undocu-
mented.
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When we discuss the foreign born in today’s hearing, we must
keep in mind that 44 percent of them are U.S. citizens. An addi-
tional third are lawful permanent residents and other legal immi-
grants, most of whom are on track to become U.S. citizens in the
near future.

By pitting the foreign born against the native born, we are large-
ly pitting one group of citizens against another. That is a dan-
gerous place to go.

Today’s hearing comes as our country is facing its greatest eco-
nomic challenge since the Great Depression. People are right to be
concerned about the pace of economic recovery and high unemploy-
ment rates, but we need to focus on facts and actual solutions, not
sound bites.

It is obvious to everyone that our immigration system is broken.
And because the laws don’t work, we are left with two entirely un-
satisfactory immigration systems—the laws on the books and the
reality on the ground.

We can keeping ignoring that duality. My colleagues continue to
argue that if we simply step up enforcement by stepping harder on
the gas, we will somehow fix our broken system and cure the rest
of society’s problems. But let us be honest. You can’t keep enforcing
a broken system without doing real and lasting damage.

This Subcommittee has already covered in great detail the in-
credible damage that we would inflict on the American economy if
we simply removed 11 million consumers, homeowners, renters,
employers, and entrepreneurs from this country. We agree that we
need to end illegal immigration, but we disagree on how to accom-
plish that.

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle think we can do that
with increased enforcement and without otherwise reforming our
immigration laws. I fundamentally disagree. I think the American
people disagree. Enforcement without reform won’t work, but it will
do lasting damage to our economy.

But let us put that aside for the moment. Illegal immigration is
not the only problem in our current immigration system. Our cur-
rent legal immigration system should be designed to respond to the
needs of our economy and American workers, but that isn’t the
case. And enforcement alone will not fix that.

Economic experts agree that immigration is a net positive for our
country, but they also agree that it would be a much greater asset
if it were designed to actually adjust to our economic needs. Right
now, in spite of a massive 20 percent unemployment in construc-
tion, our legal system permits employers to bring in foreign con-
struction workers on H-2B visas. That doesn’t make any sense at
all. And no amount of enforcement will fix this.

Even if we can’t agree on what to do with the undocumented, we
should be able to agree that H-2B visas in the construction indus-
try should not be available when we have 20 percent unemploy-
ment in that very industry.

My colleagues have also pointed out in the last few hearings that
if we simply reduce immigration, both legal and illegal, employers
would be forced to pay higher wages to attract U.S. workers. But
I am not sure how to reconcile that with repeated efforts on the
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other side of the aisle to lower wages for legal foreign workers,
which makes it easier to undercut American workers.

I must point out that it was the Bush administration that dra-
matically lowered wages and protections in the H-2A and H-2B
programs, and it was the Obama administration that has been re-
versing those changes since taking office.

In any event, everyone seems to agree that we need to protect
American workers. So let us focus on changes that we should all
be able to agree on.

I introduced a bill in the last Congress that would have reformed
the H-2B program to prevent employers from undercutting U.S.
workers with H-2B workers. No one on the other side of the aisle
joined me then, but perhaps we can agree to work on this bill
again. I will be introducing a similar bill in this Congress.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses today, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GALLEGLY. I thank the gentlelady.

At this time, I would yield to the Chairman of the full Com-
mittee, my friend from Texas, Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

There is no more important issue this Subcommittee can address
than that of preserving jobs for American workers.

The threshold question is how can we best align our immigration
policy with the needs of American workers? How can we best meet
the needs of those workers who are unemployed or underemployed?
The answer is not to keep adding to the supply of low-skilled work-
ers during a severe recession and its aftermath.

The combined rate of joblessness and underemployment for na-
tive-born teens is over 40 percent. The rate for native workers
without a high school degree over 32 percent. For native-born
workers with no more than a high school degree over 20 percent.

How often do we read about the long-term unemployed or the
working poor or single mothers with no mention of the serious im-
pact of immigration on their employment, wages, and working con-
ditions? We cannot ignore the adverse impact of mass low-skilled
immigration and the lack of enforcement of our immigration laws.

At the Subcommittee’s last hearing, we focused on the negative
effects of cheap foreign labor on American minorities. Let me men-
tion another group of Americans who are especially hard hit—teen-
agers. In June of 2000, a majority of the Nation’s teens were em-
ployed. Ten years later, in June of 2010, less than 29 percent of
the Nation’s teens were employed.

Mr. Chairman, we need to protect the jobs and wages of strug-
gling Americans and legal immigrants. This includes teenagers
new to the workforce and seasoned workers with years of valuable
experience. We should design our immigration policy so that it en-
hances, rather than diminishes, opportunities for American work-
ers.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to today’s hearing and yield back.

Mr. GALLEGLY. I thank the gentleman.

The gentleman from Michigan, the Ranking Member, my good
friend, Mr. Conyers.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Chairman Gallegly.
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I have a statement I will put in the record. But Chairman Smith
raised to me the most significant question that has to guide all of
us in all the Committees. What can we do to create jobs and keep
wages up for all citizens in the country? And on that, Lamar, I
couldn’t agree with you more.

The one thing we could do here is to get the Patent and Trade-
mark Office rolling, where the innovation that is so remarkable in
the American system, functioning so that it doesn’t take years to
get a patent. Because many of the smaller inventors end up going
out of business while waiting to get the protection that they need.

And so, the other body, I am told, has done that for the PTO, and
I think we will be looking at it carefully since our Committee on
Judiciary has worked together throughout the last three Con-
gresses on putting out a bipartisan bill in that regard. So I join you
with this.

But as we have had three hearings on essentially the immigrant
issue, and there is a certain nagging feeling that we are, either by
implication or inadvertently, pitting immigrants against American
workers, non-immigrants in this examination of how we fight job-
lessness. And what gets mixed up in it is the fact that we further
subdivide the legal immigrants from those who are foreign born
and are not legal.

But the whole thing comes down as somehow the immigrants are
responsible in some part for the high unemployment rate. And I
hope we examine that as carefully and fairly as we can.

Because even this morning, in another Committee, there is a
hearing that is quite undisguised in its objective, going right on at
the same time as this one, which claims to examine the
radicalization of American Muslims, and that has created quite a
ruckus. And it ends up with the worst of the things that I fear may
be inadvertently going on with this fourth Subcommittee hearing
on immigration and unemployment.

Now we don’t have direct jurisdiction over unemployment. And
so, that is why all the Members will get shortly the bill that goes
to the Education and Labor Committee as an answer to this prob-
lem more directly, and that is the revised Humphrey-Hawkins Act
that has been introduced that creates a way of triggering Govern-
ment hiring when the unemployment hits roughly over 10 percent,
training and hiring for direct employment. And I would bring that
to the attention of my colleagues.

With that, I will introduce the rest of my statement, and thank
you, Chairman Gallegly.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Prepared Statement of the Honorable John Conyers, Jr., a Representative in Con-
gress from the State of Michigan, and Ranking Member, Committee on the Judici-
ary

Statement of Ranking Member John Conyers, Jr.
Hearing on “New Jobs in Recession and Recovery”
Subcommittee on Immigration Policy
and Enforcement
March 10, 2011

We come here today under the guise of protecting American workers. But
lets be clear, we’ve had no action on the House floor, and no action in this
cominittee, to actually create jobs or to help unemployed and low income
Americans.

Instead, this is the fourth hearing that this subcommittee has held in which
my colleagues will try to argue that immigration is the reason for widespread

unemployment.

1. January 26, 2011: Hearing on “ICE Worksite Enforcement—Up to the Job?”

2. February 10, 2011: Hearing on “E-Verify —Preserving Jobs for American
Workers”

3. March 1, 2011: Hearing on “Making Immigration Work for American

Minorities”

Rather than looking at the much deeper issues that have lead to a weakened
economy, unemployment, and continued inequities, we are trying to blame all of
our problems on immigrant workers.

And today’s hearing, pitting the foreign-born against the native-born, may go
even further than past hearings. We know that 44% of the foreign-born are United
States citizens. About another third are lawful permanent residents and legal
immigrants, most of whom will soon become U.S. citizens.

Right now, the Homeland Security Committee is holding a hearing on the so-
called radicalization of American Muslims. That is another divisive hearing led by
our Republican colleagues that only seeks to scapegoat one group of people, pitting
that group against everyone else.

This country has rightly rejected the idea that some citizens should be second-
class citizens. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination based on
national origin—it is right there alongside prohibitions against discrimination on

the basis of race, color, religion, and sex.
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Our focus should be on jobs, but instead of proposing real workable solutions,
the Republican jobs plan is to simply deport 11 million people.

We do need to fix our broken immigration system, but rounding up and
deporting 11 million people is not a realistic plan. And even if it were, it would
further drive our economy into a ditch. These are 11 million active consumers in
local economies - they buy goods, patronize local businesses, rent homes, and
many pay taxes.

If my colleagues really care about American workers, they should focus on real
solutions that will improve job prospects, wages, and working conditions. Yet
Republicans consistently oppose programs aimed at addressing those
problems-such as increasing the minimum wage, health care reform, equal pay for
women, and foreclosure relief. And the Republican majority just recently passed a
budget that has been estimated to destroy 700,000 jobs, while also decimating
Head Start and the Pell Grants program.

In closing, I would remind my colleagues that immigrants have always played a
vital role in our society and have helped to build the most dynamic economy in the
world. Let us not forget the millions of jobs created by immigrants like Andy
Grove of Intel and Sergey Brin of Google. Indeed, more than half of Silicon
Valley startups had one or more immigrants as a key founder. Immigrants also
start small businesses at two to three times the rate of US-born Americans. These
small businesses create millions of other job opportunities that we cannot stand to
lose.

I thank the witnesses for their participation today and look forward to their

testimony.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Conyers.
This morning, we are fortunate to have four very distinguished
members of the panel as our witnesses. And for the record, each
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of the witnesses’ written statement will be entered into the record
in its entirety.

The four witnesses come from different parts of our society, and
I am anxious to hear their testimony. The first is Dr. Steven
Camarota. Dr. Camarota is director of research at the Center for
Immigration Studies. He has been with the center since 1996, and
his area of expertise is economics and demographics.

Mr. Camarota has often testified before Congress and has writ-
ten numerous published articles on the impact of immigration. He
holds a Ph.D. from the University of Virginia in public policy anal-
ysis and a master’s degree in political science from the University
of Pennsylvania.

Our second witness is Dr. Rakesh Kochhar. He is an associate di-
rector of research at the Pew Hispanic Center. Dr. Kochhar’s work
at the center focuses on the labor market outcomes of Hispanic
workers. His study on the wealth of Hispanic households, owner-
ship among minorities and immigrants, and the trends in the in-
come and employment of Latino workers have received widespread
coverage in the media.

He received his bachelor’s and master’s degrees from the Univer-
sity of Delhi, India, and completed his doctoral studies in econom-
ics at Brown University.

Our third witness is Greg Serbon. He is State director of the In-
diana Federation of Immigration Reform and Enforcement. He has
served as a union pipefitter since 1988. Prior, he was a Teamster.
He was elected as an Indiana Democratic State delegate in 2010.

And our fourth witness this morning is Dr. Heidi Shierholz. She
is an economist at the Economic Policy Institute. In 2007, she pre-
viously worked as assistant professor of economics at the Univer-
sity of Toronto. Her areas of expertise include labor markets, eco-
nomic inequality, and minimum wage. She earned her Ph.D. in eco-
nomics and master’s in economics from the University of Michigan.

I think we have a very distinguished panel. I look forward to
your testimony. We will start with you, Dr. Camarota.

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

Mr. CAMAROTA. I would like to thank the Committee for inviting
me to talk about this extremely important topic.

Obviously, we talk about this topic not to pit immigrants and na-
tives against each other but to figure out what has been the impact
of past immigration so that then we can see what we might want
to do in the future. That is the only really tool we have.

So when we try to think about who to allow in, what numbers,
we have to look at what has been happening in the past. And then
we also have to think about what has been happening if we want
to decide what to do about the illegal immigrants here.

Now I would like to start my comments by pointing out some-
thing everybody knows. Everyone agrees the last recession was ex-
tremely hard on American workers. The dearth of jobs has been
enormous. Unemployment, nonwork have become extremely com-
mon in a way that they haven’t for basically any other period in
the post war era.
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But something was happening even before the current recession
in the U.S. labor market that is very troubling. And my testimony
will focus on what can only be described as an astonishing decline
in work among native-born Americans over the last decade, not
just the last few years.

The bar chart to my right here shows this extraordinary develop-
ment. The green bars in the figure show the native and the immi-
grant share of population growth among potential workers. That is
the 18- to 65-year-old population. The figures show that about a
third, or 34 percent, of the increase in the number of 18- to 65-
year-olds in the United States was among immigrants.

But what the bar chart on the right shows—or the figure, the bar
on the right shows, the black bar, is that all of the growth in em-
ployment between 2000 and 2005 went to immigrants, even though
they were only one-third of the increase in the number of potential
workers. This is extraordinary.

Looking at the numbers between 2000 and 2010, the number of
immigrants holding a job increased by 4.5 million, while the num-
ber of natives holding a job actually declined by 1.1 million. Even
though the native-born population grew dramatically by nearly 14
million people, there were actually fewer of them working by the
end of the decade.

Now all of this means that the share of native-born people hold-
ing a job has declined significantly. Again, focusing on the working-
age population, 18 to 65, or we could say the adult working-age
population.

What we see in the line charts here, and it is also Figure 4 in
my testimony, is that the share of native-born Americans 18 to 65
holding a job declined dramatically throughout the decade. But it
didn’t happen for the immigrants in the same way. Their rate held
roughly constant at around 70 percent, but the share of natives
holding a job went from 76 percent to 69 percent, really a dramatic
change.

Now the question is, is this just the recession? Is this just a sta-
tistical artifact of what has happened, say, since 2007 when the
economy went into recession? But we find that, no, that is not the
case.

When we look at the period between 2000 and 2007, the share
of native-born Americans holding a job actually declined as well.
Now that, since 2007 is a peak year, that shouldn’t have happened
if we compare it to a peak year of 2000. Now, among immigrants,
the share holding a job actually went up, and I have the figures
in my report.

So, basically, we are at a situation where the share of working-
age Americans who hold a job is now at historic lows, and the num-
ber not working is at historic highs.

If we wish for the share of native-born Americans to get back to
where it was in, say, 2000, we would need to add 12 million new
jobs for the native born. And the situation is actually much worse
for those with relatively little education. And again, starkly, their
labor force participation was actually lower in 2007 than it was in
2000, quite a bit lower, and it is in Figure 7 of my report.
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And we see that for Americans without a high school education.
We see that for Americans who have only a high school education,
and we see it for American-born teenagers.

Now let me add something about the decline in teenagers’ work.
It is very troubling, and it is long term. And it is troubling because
there is a lot of research showing you need to work as a teen often
to develop the skills necessary to hold a job gainfully later in life.

Now there are a number of studies that have found that immi-
gration has reduced labor market opportunities for the native born.
A 2006 study published by the National of Bureau of Economic Re-
search by Borjas, Grogger, and Hagan, showed that—I should say
Hanson—showed that immigration declined for about 20 to 60 per-
cent—I am sorry, 25 percent of the work among less-educated
Black men.

A 2010 paper by Federal economist Christopher Smith suggested
a third or half of the decline in teenage work is due to immigration.
And another study by Andrew Sum, not the one that you were talk-
ing about before—this is a 2006 study, it is available at our Web
site—also found, using multivariate analysis, immigration has a
very significant negative impact on workers under the age particu-
larly of 25 who don’t have a lot of education.

Now, given the abysmal labor market situation for American
workers, it is very difficult to justify the continued high level of
legal unskilled immigration and allowing all the illegal immigrants
to stay in the country. Now, obviously, there are many things to
consider. But given this situation and given a reasonable amount
of evidence that immigration is hurting the least educated in par-
ticular, we might want to consider our current course of action.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Camarota follows:]
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Despite an abysmal jobs picture, Census Bureau data collected in 2010 show that the
decade just completed may have been the highest for immigration in our nation’s history, with
more than 13 million new immigrants (legal and illegal) arriving. What happened during the last
decade in terms of employment of native-born Americans is astounding. Even though native-
born Americans accounted for the overwhelming majority of growth in the adult working-age
population (18 to 65), all of the net gain in employment went to immigrants. It may not be too
surprising that over a short period like one quarter or even a year. But it is remarkable that over
a 10-year period (2000 to 2010) all the net increase in jobs went to immigrants.

In 2008 and 2009, 2.4 million new immigrants (legal and illegal) settled in the United States,
even though 8.2 million jobs were lost over the same period.”

Immigrants come to America for many reasons. As a result, the overall level of new
immigration can remain high even in the face of massive job losses.

Immigrants accounted for just 34 percent of the growth in the working age population (18 to 65)
between 2000 and 2010, but 100 percent of the net increase in jobs went to immigrants during
the entire decade.

The growth in the native-born working-age population, coupled with their decline in the number
working, created a dramatic decline in share of natives holding a job during the decades — from
76 percent in 2000 to 69 percent in 2010.

While the share of working-age natives holding jobs fell dramatically during the decade, the
share of working-age immigrants holding jobs remained roughly constant at 70 percent.

Less-educated natives have been especially hard hit. The share of working-age native-bor high
school dropouts holding a job fell from 52 percent in 2000 to 41 percent in 2010, For those

native with only a high school education, the share working fell from 74 percent to 65 percent.

A significant share of the decline in work among natives is attributable to the current recession.
However, the share of natives working was declining even before the current recession began.

If past patterns hold, employment levels will recover for the native-born, but they will not return
to pre-recession levels, while those of immigrants will.

For the native employment rate to reach the 2000 level, it would require 12 million new jobs.

! The arrival data is from the public use file of the 2010 March Current Population Survey. The
employment data is from the Bureau of Labor Statistics™ survey of employers.
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Introduction

My testimony will focus on two issues, first I will discuss the extraordinary developments
in the U.S. labor market over the last decade, whereby all or almost all of the net growth in jobs
went to immigrants. Second, I will discuss some of the newest research showing that immigrants
are displacing native-born workers, particularly less-educated workers. I will not discuss other
ways immigration can impact natives, such as their potential effect on wages or benefits.

In the discussion that follows I use the words immigrant and foreign-born synonymously.
Following the Census Bureau definition, immigrants or the foreign-bom are persons who were
not U.S. citizens at birth. This includes naturalized U.S. citizens, legal immigrants (green card
holders), illegal immigrants (those in the country without authorization), and those on temporary
visas. We also use the terms native and native-born to mean persons who are U.S. citizens at
birth. This includes those born in the United States, those born abroad of American parents, and
persons born in outlying territories of the United States, such as Puerto Rico.

All of these individuals are included in decennial Census data and government surveys
such as the Current Population Survey (CPS), which is the nation’s primary source of
information on the U.S. labor force. Unless otherwise indicated, all the data cited in my
testimony is from the CPS. The figures at the end of my testimony are based on a quarterly
analysis of the public-use CPS from the first quarter of 2000 to the second quarter of 2010. The
CPS is extremely useful for looking at the labor force because it distinguishes immigrants and

native-born Americans.



51

Immigrant Gains and Native Losses

The grey bars in Figure 1 at the end of this testimony report the growth in the adult
working-age population — 18 to 65 years of age. (Figure 1 and all subsequent figures discussed
in this testimony are included at the end of the document.) The vast majority of workers in the
United States fall into the 18- to 65-year-old age group. Therefore, the total 18- to 65-year-old
population represents the total number of potential adult workers in the country. Figure 1 shows
the total working-age population in the United States increased by 20.4 million between the first
quarter of 2000 and the second quarter of 2010. Put a different way, there were 20.4 million
more potential adult workers in 2010 than in 2000. The figure also shows that immigrants
accounted for 6.9 million of the increase in the number of potential adult workers, while natives
accounted for 13.5 million of this increase. Thus, both the immigrant and native-born adult
working-age population grew, but the number of potential native-born workers grew twice as
much as the number of potential immigrant workers.

Despite natives accounting for most of the growth in the number of potential workers,
Figure 1 shows that all of the net gain in employment went to immigrant workers. The black
bars in the figure show the change in the number of 18- to 65-year-olds actually holding a job.
The bars show that in 2010 there were 4.5 million more immigrants holding jobs than was the
case in 2000. But among natives something extraordinary happened. The figure indicates that,
although the number of potential native-born workers increased by 13.5 million, the number of

those actually working fell by 1.1 million. This means that to the extent there was any increase
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in the number of people working in the United States in the last decade, all of that increase went
to immigrants.?

Figure 2 shows the same basic information as Figure 1, except the trends in immigrant
and native employment are represented proportionally. The grey bars in Figure 2 show the
immigrant and native shares of population growth among those of working age. Thus, the 6.9
million increase in the number of working-age immigrants accounted for 34 percent of the total
increase in this population. The 13.5 million increase in the size of the native-born working-age
population accounted for 66 percent of the total increase in working age population. Yet Figure
2 shows that all of the net gain in employment during the decade went to immigrant workers.
Since natives accounted for two-thirds of the growth in the number of potential workers, it would
be expected that they would account for something like two-thirds of the increase in the number
of actual workers. But this is not the case. Natives account for none of the net increase in the
number of workers. Natives actually lost jobs, despite accounting for most of the net increase in
the number of potential workers.

Some who do not know demography might mistakenly think that natives accounted for
none of the growth in employment during the decade because the working-age (18 to 65) native-
born population is not growing. But Figures 1 and 2 make clear that the working-age native
population is growing significantly. In fact, numerically it is growing much faster than the
foreign-bom population. As we have seen, two-thirds of the increase in the number of potential
workers during the past decade was among natives. But they did not get any of the net increase

in jobs.

2 It should be noted that the survey of cmployers that is roported by the Burcau of Labor Statistics shows
no net job growth for the decade. Immigrants cannot be distinguished in the cmployer survey. The CPS,
which a survey of households, is the basis for the figures found at the end of this report.
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Figure 3 shows the total number of foreign-born and native-borm workers in 2000 and
2010. The figure shows that from 2000 to 2010 the number of immigrants working increased
from 17 to 21.5 million — a 4.5 million increase. In contrast, the number of natives holding a
job fell from 112.5 to 11.4 million — a 1.1 million decline. Taken together Figures 1, 2, and 3
have important consequences for the share of native working, which are reported in Figure 4.

Figure 4 shows a dramatic decline in the share of adult working-age natives holding a
job. In 2000, 76 percent of 18- to 65-year-old natives held a job; by the middle of 2010, it was
just 69 percent. This represents a massive decline in work. In contrast, the immigrant
population experienced no such decline. The share of working-age immigrants holding a job fell
only slightly from 71 to 70 percent. A much smaller fraction of natives worked in 2010 than
worked in 2000. But among immigrants the share working held relatively constant. If the
findings in Figure 4 were only due to the recession, native and immigrants should have
experienced roughly similar declines in work. This is not the case. For what ever reason, native
employment fell dramatically while immigrant employment did not.

It should be noted that the total size of the native-born 18- to 65-year-old population
averaged 155 million during the decade just completed and stood at 162 million in 2010. Thus,
each 1 percent decline in the share holding a job represents roughly 1.5 to 1.6 million fewer
natives working. A decline from 76 to 69 percent in the share of working age native holding a
job affects at least 10 million natives. This means that if the native employment rate had held
roughly constant, more than 10 million native born workers should have been employed in 2010.
This is a huge number and suggests that natives clearly lost out in the labor market during the

last decade. This decline in native work can only be described as massive. But what is most
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striking is that there is not a parallel decline among immigrants. Their employment growth has

roughly kept up with their population growth.

Is it the recession?

There are of course many ways to look at data. When we compare 2000 to 2010, we get
the results found in Figures 1 through 4. If we examine the data by year before the recession of
the late-2000s, also sometimes referred to as the “Great Recession,” we get the results shown in
Figure 5. The figure shows the share of population growth accounted for by immigrants and
their share of job growth for each year 2000 to 2007. The Great Recession began at the end of
2007. Figure 5 shows that the share of job growth that went to immigrants was
disproportionately large compared to their share of population growth in six of the eight years
before the most recent recession. That is, the share of job growth that went to immigrants was
larger than their share of population growth in most years before the recession. For example,
immigrants accounted for 32 percent of population growth among those of working age in 2001,
yet 75 of the net growth in jobs went to immigrants. In 2002 they were 34 percent of population
growth and 98 percent of the net increase in employment for that year went to immigrants. Only
in 2000 did the immigrant share of new jobs fall sharply below their share of population growth.
Also, in 2003, immigrants got a share of new jobs in rough proportion to their share of job
growth. In all the other years, the share of job growth that went to immigrant was much higher
than their share of employment growth.

Figure 5 makes clear that immigrants gained a disproportionate share of jobs even before
the current steep economic downturn that began in 2007. However, the results are not as stark as

those in Figures 1 through 4. Natives did receive a disproportionately low share of jobs relative
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to their share of population growth, but they still gained jobs. This is an indication that the
recession explains some of the startling results in Figures 1 through 4.

If we look at the entire period from the first quarter of 2000 to third quarter of 2007 (the
recession began in the fourth quarter of 2007), we find that 57 percent of the net growth in jobs
for 18- to 65-year-olds went to immigrants, while they accounted for 40 percent of population
growth. Again, a disproportionate share of jobs went to immigrants.

We can also look at the employment rate of natives by quarter. Figure 6 reports the share
of working-age natives and immigrants holding a job for each quarter from 2000 to the third
quarter of 2007, which was the peak before the Great Recession began. Employment rates are in
part cyclical. They rise and fall with the economy. But what Figure 6 shows is that, as expected,
the share of both natives and natives working declined during the 2001 recession and then there
was a recovery for both groups. However, the employment rate of natives never made it back up
to where it was in 2000, even when the economy recovered. For immigrants on the other hand,
the employment rate was actually higher in 2006 and 2007 than it had been at the start of the
decade. Native employment was two percentage points lower in 2007 than in 2000, while
immigrant employment was three percentage points higher. If the same pattern holds after this
recession, immigrant employment will return to pre-recession levels, while the native
employment rate, when it recovers, will not make it back to where it was in 2007 during the last
peak let alone back to 2000 levels. If we did wish to make it back to 2000 level it would require
a net gain in jobs of 12 just for natives. This figure does not include population growth that will
oceur in the future or the millions of new immigrant workers who will arrive in coming years,

assuming no change in immigration policy.
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Less-Educated Workers

So far we have looked at all native-born workers. But the situation is actually much worse for
those with relatively little education. Adults who have not graduated high school or who have
only a high school education are the ones most likely to compete for jobs with illegal
immigrants. There is large body of research showing that illegal immigrants are employed at the
bottom end of the labor force in occupations requiring modest levels of formal education. My
own research indicates that roughly three-fourths of illegal immigrants have no education beyond
high school.® The Pew Hispanic Center has estimated a similar percentage.* Thus it is the least-
educated natives who are most likely to be impacted by competition with illegal immigrants.
Figure 7 reports the share of working-age natives without a high school education
holding a job and the same information for natives with only a high school education. These two
groups together will be referred to as the “less-educated” population for the remainder of this
testimony. The figures show that in 2000 the share of natives without a high school diploma
holding a job declined from 2000 to 2007 by four percentage points. The share of those with
only a high school education, and no additional school, also declined by four percentage points.
The third quarter of 2007 represents a peak in the post-2001 expansion. But a smaller fraction of
less-educated natives were working in 2007 than in 2000. By 2010, the deterioration for both
groups is dramatic. Just 41 percent of native-born high school dropouts were working. The

share of natives with only a high school degree working declined from roughly three-fourths in

3 Steven A. Camarota, “Immigrants in the United States. 2007: A Profile of America's Foreign-Bom
Population,” Center for Immigration Studies Backgrounder, http://www.cis.org/immigrants_profile_2007.

* Jeffrey S. Passel and D"Vera Cohn, “A Portrait of Unauthorized Immigrants in the United States,” Pew
Hispanic Center, 2009, http://pewhispanic.org/files/reports/ 107 pdf.
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2000 to two-thirds by 2010. Figure 7, when compared to Figure 4, shows that less-educated
natives have fare even worse in the labor market than natives generally.

By the middle of 2010 there were 26.6 million working-age less-educated natives not
employed. That is, they were unemployed or were not even in the labor force. This represents a
5.6 million increase from 2000 and a 4.6 million increase since the third quarter of 2007. Itis
very difficult to make the case, based on these numbers, that the country has a shortage of less-
educated workers.

Teenagers (16 to 19) are another population that has fared very poorly recently. Summer
has traditionally been when most teenagers worked. In a recent study we found that even before
the current recession, the summer labor force participation of U.S.-born teenagers was
deteriorating. Between the summers of 1994 and 2000, a period of significant economic
expansion, the labor force participation of U.S.-born teens actually declined from 64 percent to
61 percent. After 2000, the summer labor force participation of U.S.-born teenagers declined
from 61 percent to 48 percent by 2007. Thus, even before the current recession fewer teens were
in the labor force.’

This decline in work is especially troubling for teens because there is a growing body of
literature showing that those who do not work as teenagers have more difficulty working later in
life. It seems that one needs to learn the skills and habits necessary to function in the world of
work at a young age. Because it is more difficult to learn these skills later in life, those who do

not work as teenagers are at a significant disadvantage in the labor market as they grow older.

® Steven A. Camarota, Karen Jensenius, “A Drought of Summer Jobs: Immigration and the Long-Term
Decline in Employment Among U.S.-Bom Teenagers,” Center for inmigration Studies Backgrounder,
http://www.cis.org/articles/20 1 0/teen-study. pdf.
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Recent Research

There is simply no question that the first decade of this century was very bad for the employment
of native-born workers, particularly the less-educated. In fact, less-educated natives had been
doing poorly in the labor market for a long time. While most economists would agree that
immigration has played some role in reducing wages or employment among natives, there is
debate about how much immigration reduces labor market opportunities for less-educated
natives. Andrew Sum and his colleagues at Northeastern University have been among those who
have raised concerns about the impact of immigration on U.S.-born workers. Using multivariate
statistical analysis, they found that the probability of teens and young adults (20-24) being
employed was negatively affected by the number of new immigrant workers (legal and illegal) in
their state. The negative impacts tended to be larger for younger workers, for in-school youth
compared to out-of-school youth, and for native-born black and Hispanic males compared to
their white counterparts. A 2006 National Bureau of Economic Research report, by Borjas,
Grogger, and Hanson found that immigration explained 20 to 60 percent of the decline wages for
low-skilled black men and 25 percent of the decline in employment. Based on the figures in the
report, this means immigration reduced their employment by eight percentage points.”

A 2010 paper by D.C. Federal Reserve economist Christopher Smith concludes that
immigration has considerably reduced youth employment rates. Findings in the report indicate

that immigration reduced the employment rate of native-born teenagers by seven percentage

9 Andrew Sum, Paul Harrington, and Tshwar Khatiwada, “The Tmpact of New Immigrants on Young
Native-Born Workers, 2000-2005,” Center for Immigration Studies Backgrounder,

http://www cis.org/articles/2006/back806 html.

7 George T. Borjas, Jeffrev Grogger, and Gordon H. Hanson, “Tmmigration and African-American
Employment Opportunities: The Response of Wages, Employment and Incarceration to Labor Market
Shocks,” Working Paper #12518, National Bureau of Economic Research, www nber.ore/papersiw 12518,




59
12

points.® These results are similar to a 2010 report published by myself and Karen Jensenius.
Our research indicates that immigration accounted for from one-third to one-half of the decline

in summer employment among native-born teenagers between 1994 and 2007,

Conclusion

In this testimony I have focused on jobs. There are other possible ways of measuring the impact
of immigration on native-born workers, such as looking at wages or benefits. But given the
current recession, it seems appropriate to focus on employment. The trends over the last decade
of immigrant employment gains and native losses are both stark and startling. First, the number
of working-age adult natives increased significantly, but the number actually holding a job was
lower in 2010 than in 2000. Most importantly, the share of working-age natives holding a job
declined from 76 percent in 2000 to 69 percent in 2010. Second, the decline in work has been
particularly pronounced for the less-educated and teenagers. The share of working-age adult
natives without a high school education holding a job went from 52 percent in 2000 to 41 percent
in 2010. For natives with only a high school education there was a decline from 74 percent to 65
percent over this same period. Third, immigrants fared better over the course of the decade than
natives. The number holding a job increased and the share holding a job held roughly the same.
Because of the divergent trends, all of the job growth in the last decade went to immigrants.
While the above facts are not in dispute, there is debate about their meaning, Did
immigrants displace natives? There is certainly research indicating that immigration is adversely

impacting the employment of some native-born Americans. But other factors likely matter as

% See Christopher L. Smith, “The Impact of Low-Skilled Immigration on the Youth Labor Market,”
Finance and Economics Discussion Series, Divisions of Research & Statistics and Monetary Affairs,
Federal Reserve Board, Washington, D.C.,
http://www.federalreserve.gov/Pubs/Feds/2010/201003/201003pap.pdf.
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well. Thereis also no question that the current economic downtum explains some of the results
discussed above. But work among native-born Americans has been in decline for some time. For
example, the share of working-age adult natives without a high school education working was 48
percent in 2007 at the peak of the last expansion. This is much lower than the 54 percent in 2000
at the peak of the prior expansion. The same pattern exists for those with only a high school
education. The share of less-educated natives holding a job was in decline even before the
current economic downturn.

Given the abysmal labor market for American workers generally and less-educated
workers in particular, it is very difficult to argue that there is shortage of workers in this country.
Tolerating the presence of illegal immigrants and allowing legal immigration to run at or near
record levels is difficult to justify if one is concerned about the employment of native-born
Americans and legal immigrants already here.

Of course, there are many factors to consider when thinking about immigration. For
example, the immigrants themselves benefit greatly by coming to our country. But it does seem
clear that in the current situation, we need a national debate about whether to allow illegal
immigrants to stay. We also need a debate about whether the current high level of legal

immigration makes sense. My hope would be that today’s hearing will start such a debate.
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Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Camarota.

And I appreciate you recognizing the light. We really have a lot
of folks who want to ask questions and a limited amount of time.
And any additional statement you have will be made part of the
record of the hearing. Dr. Kochhar?

And please pronounce your name for me. I know I am not doing
it right.
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TESTIMONY OF RAKESH KOCHHAR, Ph.D., ASSOCIATE
DIRECTOR FOR RESEARCH, PEW HISPANIC CENTER

Mr. KOCHHAR. No, you are doing great. The trouble is my name
has two sounds that don’t exist in English. So you are doing great.

So, Chairman Gallegly, Ranking Member Lofgren, and Members
of the Committee, thank you for the invitation to testify at this
hearing.

I am here today as the principal author of a report the Pew His-
panic Center released in October 2010, entitled “After the Great
Recession: Foreign Born Gain Jobs; Native Born Lose Jobs.” My
testimony summarizes and updates some of the key findings of our
report. The Pew Hispanic Center, a project of the Pew Research
Center, does not take positions on policy issues.

The 2010 report focused on the period from the second quarter
of 2008 to the second quarter of 2009, when most of the job losses
during the great recession occurred, and the period from the second
quarter of 2009 to the second quarter of 2010, the first year of re-
covery from the recession.

We found that in the year following the official end of the reces-
sion, in June 2009, immigrant workers, who make up about 16 per-
cent of the labor force, gained 656,000 jobs while native-born work-
ers lost 1.2 million. As a result, the unemployment rate for immi-
grant workers fell from 9.3 to 8.7 percent, while for native-born
workers, it rose from 9.2 to 9.7 percent.

Now, because 5 months have passed since the release of our re-
port, I have taken this opportunity to update the results through
the fourth quarter of 2010. The updated results show that the eco-
nomic recovery is now offering more widespread job opportunities
for both native-born and foreign-born workers.

More specifically, in the 1-year period from the fourth quarter of
2009 to the fourth quarter of 2010, immigrants gained 657,000 jobs
and native-born workers gained 685,000 jobs. The unemployment
rate dropped for both groups during this period. For immigrants,
it fell from 10.1 to 9.9 percent, and for the native born, it decreased
from 9.5 to 9.0 percent.

The fourth quarter of 2010 is the first period since the middle of
2008 that native-born workers have experienced positive jobs
growth. For immigrants, the fourth quarter of 2010 marks the
third successive period of jobs growth. Thus, the economic recovery
now appears to be benefiting all workers, although the gains to na-
tive born have been a bit later in coming.

But the jobs recovery has been far from complete for either group
of workers. From the beginning of the recession in the fourth quar-
ter of 2007 to the fourth quarter of 2010, native-born workers have
lost 6.1 million jobs, and foreign-born workers lost 262,000 jobs.
The unemployment rate for the native born is up from 4.6 to 9 per-
cent, and for immigrants, it is up from 4.5 to 9.9 percent.

The reasons that the initial stage of the recovery has proceeded
differently for native-born and foreign-born workers are not en-
tirely clear. I will summarize some possible reasons and expand on
each later in response to questions that you may have.

One factor might be greater flexibility on the part of immigrants.
Research by others suggests that immigrants are more mobile than
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native-born workers, moving more fluidly across regions, indus-
tries, and occupations.

But the flip side of flexibility can be jobs instability and a loss
in earnings. And we have observed some of that happening.

Another reason might be that we are simply observing the great-
er volatility that typifies the employment patterns of immigrants.
That means they are subject to greater extremes, both good and
bad, registering sharper losses in the early stages of recessions but
rebounding quicker in the recovery.

The downward trajectory of job losses during this recession was
steeper for immigrants, and now they are seemingly on a steeper
climb out of the recession.

Demographic changes, both short term and long term, might also
be a factor. The ebb and flow of immigration is sensitive to the
business cycle, with economic expansions tending to boost inflows.
A recent report from the Pew Hispanic Center found that the num-
ber of unauthorized immigrants in the United States fell during
the recession, but that the decline seems to have stopped during
the economic recovery.

As economic volatility diminishes, longer-term demographic
trends are more likely to reassert themselves in the jobs market.
The immigrant share of the U.S. working-age population has been
on the rise for several decades.

Because the immigrant population has been growing faster than
the native-born population, the number of immigrants in the labor
force and the number employed have tended to rise faster than for
the native born. The observed pattern during the current recovery
is consistent with the long-run demographic trend.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kochhar follows:]
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Chairman Gallegly, Ranking Member Lofgren and members of the Committee, thank you for the
invitation to testify at this hearing on jobs in the recession and recovery. | am appearing before
you today as the principal author of a report the Pew Hispanic Center released in October 2010
entitled “After the Great Recession: Foreign Born Gain Jobs; Native Born Lose Jobs.” My
testimony today summarizes and updates some of the key findings of our report. The Pew
Hispanic Center, a project of the Pew Research Center, does not take positions on policy issues.

The 2010 report focused on the period from the second quarter of 2008 to the second quarter
of 2009, when most of the job losses during the Great Recession occurred, and the period from
the second quarter of 2009 to the second quarter of 2010, the first year of recovery from the
recession. We found that in the year following the official end of the recession in June 2009,
foreign-born workers, who make up 15.7% of the labor force, gained 656,000 jobs while native-
born workers lost 1.2 million. As a result, the unemployment rate for immigrant workers fell 0.6
percentage points during this period (from 9.3% to 8.7%), while for native-born workers it rose
0.5 percentage points (from 9.2% to 9.7%).

Because five months have passed since the release of our report, | have taken this opportunity
to update our results through the fourth quarter of 2010. The updated results show that the
economic recovery is now offering more widespread job opportunities for both native-born and
foreign-born workers.

More specifically, in the one year period from the fourth quarter of 2009 to the fourth quarter
of 2010, foreign-born workers gained 657,000 jobs and native-born workers gained 685,000
jobs. The unemployment rate dropped for both groups during this period. For immigrant
workers it fell 0.2 percentage points {from 10.1% to 9.9%) and for native-born workers it
decreased by about 0.5 percentage points (from 9.5% to 9.0%).

The fourth quarter of 2010 is the first period since the middle of 2008 that native-born workers
have experienced positive jobs growth (growth being measured as the change over the same
quarter in the previous year). For foreign-born workers, the fourth quarter of 2010 marks the
third successive period of jobs growth. Thus, the economic recovery now appears to be
benefiting all workers, although the gains to native-born workers have been a bit later in
coming.

But the jobs recovery has been far from complete for either group of workers. From the
beginning of the recession in the fourth quarter of 2007 to the fourth quarter of 2010, native-
born workers lost 6.1 million jobs, a drop of 4.9%, and foreign-born workers lost 262,000 jobs,
or a drop of 1.2%. The unemployment rate for native-born workers is up from 4.6% to 9.0% and
for immigrants it is up from 4.5% to 9.9%.
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The reasons that the initial stage of the economic recovery has proceeded differently for
native-born and foreign-born workers are not entirely clear. One factor might be greater
flexibility on the part of immigrants. Research by others suggests that immigrants are more
mobile than native-born workers, moving more fluidly across regions, industries and
occupations. The flip side of flexibility can be jobs instability and a loss in earnings. Our own
{unpublished) research finds that immigrants are more likely to exit from and enter into
employment on a month-to-month basis. Our October 2010 report also noted a sharper decline
in earnings for immigrant workers from mid-2009 to mid-2010. Our review of the data for the
final two quarters of 2010 suggests that this differential persisted through the end of last year.

Another reason that immigrants found greater success in regaining jobs at the start of the
recovery might simply be that their employment patterns are more volatile over the business
cycle. Statistically, that means they are subject to greater extremes—both good and bad. In
other words, immigrants register sharper losses in the early stages of recessions but rebound
quicker in the recovery. That pattern played out in the 2001 recession and recovery, and it
appears to be repeating now. The downward trajectory of job losses during the recession was
steeper for immigrants and now they are seemingly on a steeper climb out of the recession.

Demographic changes, both short term and long term, might also be a factor in determining
employment trends in the recession and recovery. The ebb and flow of immigration is sensitive
to the business cycle, with economic expansions tending to boost inflows. A February 2011
report from the Pew Hispanic Center estimated that, coincidental with the economic downturn,
the number of unauthorized immigrants in the U.S. labor force fell from 8.4 million in March
2007 to 7.8 million in March 2009. As of March 2010 there were 8.0 million unauthorized
immigrants in the U.S. labor. Thus, it appears that the decline in the number of unauthorized
workers in the U.S. has stopped.

As economic volatility diminishes, longer-term demographic trends are more likely to reassert
themselves in the jobs market. The immigrant share of the U.S. working-age population (ages
16 and older) has been on the rise for several decades, especially since 1990. Slightly more than
15% of the working-age population is foreign born, up from a little less than 10% in 1995.
Because the foreign-born working-age population has been growing faster than the native-born
population, the number of immigrants in the labor force and the number employed have
tended to rise faster than for the native born. The pattern during the current recovery is
consistent with the long-run demographic trend—from the fourth quarter of 2009 to the fourth
quarter of 2010, the foreign born labor force increased by 668,000, while the native-born labor
force increased by 146,000.
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Citations for Pew Hispanic Center reports referenced in the written testimony:

Kochhar, Rakesh, C. Soledad Espinoza and Rebecca Hinze-Pifer. “After the Great Recession:
Foreign Born Gain Jobs; Native Born Lose Jobs,” Pew Hispanic Center, Washington, D.C.
{October 29, 2010).

http://pewhispanic.orgfreports/report.oho?ReportiD=129

Passel, Jeffrey S. and D’Vera Cohn. “Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National and State
Trends, 2010,” Pew Hispanic Center, Washington, D.C. (February 1, 2011).

http://pewhispanic.crg/reports/report.ohp?ReportiD=133
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Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Dr. Kochhar.

Mr. Serbon, or it “Ser-bone”?

Mr. SERBON. Serbon.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Serbon. Thank you.

Hit your button there. No, on the microphone, please. There we

go.
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TESTIMONY OF GREG SERBON, STATE DIRECTOR, INDIANA
FEDERATION FOR IMMIGRATION REFORM AND ENFORCE-
MENT

Mr. SERBON. There we go.

Thank you, Congressman, for giving me the chance to speak on
behalf of the working-class Americans.

A lot has changed since the last time I spoke before some of you
in 2007. In 2007, we had plenty of jobs, the housing market was
booming, and it seemed Americans were happy and working for the
most part. Fast forward to today with unemployment or under-
employment numbering as high as 20 million Americans, and the
immigration floodgates are still wide open.

Being a union member and an immigration activist, I am in a
unique position because I travel to many different job sites and
have the opportunity to speak with coworkers about immigration,
legal and illegal.

We are creating a permanent underclass in our country driven
by immigration and the people who are supposed to represent the
American citizens first, in my opinion. How many poorly educated,
or even highly educated, do we allow into our country while mil-
lions of our citizens languish on unemployment? I think it is 99
weeks at the present time. It could be more.

While I was doing some research for this hearing, I discovered
we have at least 29 visa programs we give non-immigrants to come
and work in America. At this point in time, 40 percent of illegal
immigration in our country occurs when these non-immigrant visa
holders overstay their visas.

The visa programs you created are too numerous and too fraud
laden, yet this issue is not being addressed properly, in my opinion.
We have IT workers out of work, yet we issue around 85,000 I be-
lieve they are H-1B visas to these high-tech workers.

The son of one of our members is an IT worker and couldn’t find
a job for a year. This person possesses an MBA and had plenty of
experience. Nobody wanted to pay him what he was worth because
they know that cheaper labor is a visa away.

I have personally witnessed immigrants being put in dangerous
situations at the work sites I have been on. I have watched as em-
ployers had immigrants use power tools—such as saws, chipping
hammers—without any eye or face protection. One occasion, take
notes, OSHA came out to the job site for an inspection, and most
of the immigrants left until the inspection was completed.

Now I had to stop and think. Why would they leave a job site
when only a safety inspector was present? Was it because the em-
ployer didn’t want to take a chance that they might perform a task
unsafely or maybe without their required safety equipment, there-
by causing a fine for the employer?

On construction sites, where communication is critical and a
safety issue, I have run into people on the job who couldn’t speak
a word of English. I worked at a factory in late fall of ’99. The
building had no heat, and the women that I saw working there
were dressed in winter clothing.

The only people in the factory that spoke English were the super-
visors, and of the 30 or so workers, maybe one or two spoke some
broken English. I had to find an interpreter while I am at work
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from time to time just to keep the workplace safe, and this is not
the way it should be.

It has become increasingly difficult to find a job, and there are
many good people I have worked with over the years who have not
worked for months. We need an immigration time-out. The people
calling for more immigration do not care one iota about the work-
ing person in this country.

The founder of the AFL, Samuel Gompers, wrote a letter to Con-
gress in 1924 concerning immigration. In that letter, Mr. Gompers
stated, “America must not be overwhelmed.” As far as I can see,
the employers want cheap and subservient labor, and it would be
fair to say we are giving it to them.

Now some of the job sites that I am on. They use the I-9 or the
E-Verify programs to make sure their workers are legal citizens or
are able to work in the country legally. And you will find that the
amount of immigrants drops significantly on these job sites that
use these two programs. So I am saying we need to make E-Verify
mandatory for everybody.

And also, I see a lot of numbers thrown out around here by
economists, but they are all working. So it is hard to say when you
are on the other end of the deal, “Look at this number,” while you
have got someone that is maybe in their 98th week of unemploy-
ment? I mean, something is not jiving here, you know?

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Serbon follows:]
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Thank you congressmen for letting me speak on
behalf of the working class Americans.

A lot has changed since the last time | spoke
before some of you in 2007.

In 2007 we had plenty of jobs and the housing
market was booming and it seemed Americans
were happy and working for the most part.

Fast forward to today with the unemployed or
underemployed numbering as high as 20 million
Americans, and the immigration floodgates are
still wide open?

We are creating a permanent underclass in this
country driven by immigration and the people
who are suppose to represent the American
citizen first.

How many poorly educated or even highly
educated people do we allow into our country
while millions of our own citizens languish on
unemployment?
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While | was doing some research for this
hearing | discovered we have at least 29 visa
programs that we give nonimmigrants to come
and work in America.

At this point in time 40% of the illegal
immigration in our country occurs when these
nonimmigrant visa holders overstay their visas.
These visa programs you created are too
numerous and too fraud laden, yet this issue is
not being addressed properly in my opinion.

We have IT workers out of work yet we issue
around 85,000 H1B visas. The son of one of our
members is an IT worker and couldn’t find a job
for a year.

This person possesses an MBA and has plenty
of experience. Nobody wanted to pay him what
he was worth because they know that cheaper
labor is just a visa away.

| have personally witnessed immigrants being
put in dangerous situations at work. | have
watched as employers had immigrants use
power tools such as saws and chipping
hammers without any eye or face protection.
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On one occasion OSHA came out to the jobsite
for an inspection and most of the immigrants left
until the inspection was completed. | had to stop
and think...why would they leave the jobsite
when a safety inspector was present? Was it
because the employer didn’t want to take a
chance that they might perform a task unsafely?
Or maybe without their required safety
equipment, thereby causing a fine for the
employer?

On construction sites where communication is
critical and a safety issue, | run into people on
the job who can’t speak a word of English

| worked at a factory in late Fall 99. The building
had no heat and the women that | saw working
were dressed in winter clothing. The only people
in that factory that spoke any English were the
supervisors and of the 30 or so workers maybe
one or two spoke English.

| have to find an interpreter while I'm at work
from time to time just to keep the workplace safe
and this is not the way it should be.
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It has become increasingly difficult to find a job,
and there are many good people | have worked
with over the years who have not worked in
months.

We need an immigration time out! The people
calling for more immigration do not care one iota
about the working person in this country.

As far as | can see all these employers want is

cheap subservient labor.

Thank you
Greg Serbon
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Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Serbon.
Dr. Shierholz?

TESTIMONY OF HEIDI SHIERHOLZ, Ph.D., ECONOMIST,
ECONOMIC POLICY INSTITUTE

Ms. SHIERHOLZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Lofgren, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to share
my views.

As we all know, over the last 4 years, this country has faced and
continues to face a labor market crisis like nothing we have seen
since the Great Depression. In this environment, all demographic
groups have seen substantial increases in their unemployment
rate.

The latest aggregated labor market data available from BLS
came out last Friday. So we now have employment and unemploy-
ment numbers by nativity for last month. What the data show is
that both immigrants and native-born workers saw their unemploy-
ment rates more than double since the start of 2007—or more than
double, excuse me, between the start of 2007 and the end of 2009.
And both have seen only modest improvement since then.

Last month, the unemployment rate of immigrant workers was
9.8 percent, up 5 percentage points from where it was 4 years ago.
Native-born workers have fared just slightly better, with an unem-
ployment rate of 9.5 percent, up 4.6 percentage points over the last
4 years.

Okay. That is unemployment. But what about jobs? Using the
same BLS data, we find, like Dr. Kochhar, that while immigrants
and native-born workers have experienced somewhat different tim-
ing of employment changes brought on by the great recession, their
broald experience of breath-taking job deficits has been remarkably
similar.

Last month, immigrants and natives earned roughly the same
place, with immigrant employment 4.3 percent below where it was
4 years ago, and native-born employment 4.4 percent below where
it was 4 years ago. So that answers the larger question of how na-
tive-born and immigrant workers are doing relative to each other
in this national calamity of the great recession and its aftermath.

But I would also like to step back and answer the broader ques-
tion of what is known in general about the effect of immigration
on the labor market outcomes of native workers. While Mr.
Camarota clearly documented the decline in native employment
over the last 10 years and the increase in immigrant employment
over the last 10 years, we, of course, know that two trends hap-
pening at the same time does not mean that one caused the other.

So, first and foremost, I think it is important to point out that
in the ongoing debate on immigration, there is broad agreement
among academic economists who research this that in the long run,
immigration has a small, but positive impact on the labor market
outcomes of native workers.

Let me say that again. There is broad agreement among re-
searchers who study this that in the long run, immigration has a
small positive effect on the labor market outcomes of native work-
ers.
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The real debate is around whether, within that overall positive
effect, certain groups are harmed, in particular native-born workers
with low levels of education. Importantly, the most recent work on
the effect of immigration on wages, which updates and refines some
of the methodology that had found sizable negative effects of immi-
gration on native workers with low levels of education, now finds
extremely modest effects.

One report I would like to highlight is a 2010 paper by Giovanni
Peri that addresses an issue that is particularly important to keep
in mind today. Peri finds, consistent with the literature, that in the
long run, immigrants do not reduce native employment rates. But
he finds that in the short run, immigration may slightly reduce na-
tive employment rates because the economy takes time to adjust.

Importantly, this effect varies according to the broader economic
environment. When the economy is strong and the labor market is
adding jobs, new immigration creates enough jobs, even in the
short run and even for less-educated workers, to cause no harm to
the employment of native-born workers.

But during downturns, things don’t adjust as quickly. When the
economy is weak, new immigration has small negative impacts on
the employment of native-born workers in the short run.

This finding underscores the fact that the U.S. could benefit
enormously from an immigration system that is more responsive to
economic conditions. In our current immigration system, legal im-
migrant flows are essentially unresponsive to the business cycle. In
particular, Congress has set a yearly limit on the number of new
immigrants who may enter the country legally in order to work.

These limits don’t fluctuate based on the state of the labor mar-
ket. As Ms. Lofgren pointed out, in 2010, the unemployment rate
in construction was 20 percent. But the Department of Labor, nev-
ertheless, certified thousands of H-2B visas for construction work-
ers.

To remedy this logic-defying situation, an independent Federal
agency could be established to evaluate U.S. labor markets and an-
nually make recommendations to Congress on the levels of perma-
nent and temporary immigrant labor. This would better allow the
U.S. economy to respond to the needs of employers during expan-
sions while avoiding the potential crowding out of native-born
workers in the short run when the unemployment rate is high.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Shierholz follows:]
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Good Morning Chairman Gallegly, Vice-Chairman King, Ranking Member Lofgren, and
distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Immigration Policy and Enforcement. My
name is Heidi Shierholz and T am a labor market economist at the Economic Policy Institute. I
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to share my views.

The context

The Great Recession—which officially lasted from December 2007 to June 2009—began with
the bursting of an 8 trillion dollar housing bubble. The resulting loss of wealth led to sharp
cutbacks in consumer spending. This loss of consumption, combined with the financial market
chaos triggered by the bursting of the bubble, also led to a collapse in business investment. As
consumer spending and business investment dried up, massive job loss followed. From
December 2007 to February 2010, the U.S. labor market lost 8.7 million jobs, or 6.3% of all
payroll employment. This was the most dramatic employment contraction (by far) of any
recession since the Great Depression. By comparison, in the deep recession that began in 1981,
job loss was 3.1%, or less than half as severe.

Even since the economy stopped contracting in the summer of 2009, its growth has not been
nearly strong enough to create the jobs needed simply to keep pace with normal population
growth, let alone put back to work the backlog of workers who lost their jobs during the
collapse. In February 2011, 20 months after the official end of the recession, the economy still
had 5.4% fewer jobs than it did before the recession started. Thus, the Great Recession has
brought the worst of both worlds: extraordinarily severe job loss, combined with an extremely
sluggish jobs recovery.

In this crisis, all demographic groups have seen substantial increases in their unemployment
rates. Figure A shows unemployment rates by nativity. One thing to note is that these data
display large swings over short periods, particularly among the foreign born. This is due
largely to the fact that the data are not seasonally adjusted, and also because the sample sizes
are relatively small, particularly among the foreign born, which leads to a great deal of month-
to-month variability. Because the data are not seasonally adjusted, in order to make
appropriate comparisons over time, it is important to compare the same month in different
years, for example comparing the most recent data available, February 2011, to February 2007,
which is the February before the Great Recession started. As the figure shows, both
immigrants and native-born workers saw their unemployment rates more than double
between the start of 2007 and the end of 2009, and both have seen only modest improvement
since then. In February 2007, foreign born workers, at a 4.8% unemployment rate, had a
slightly lower unemployment rate than native born workers, who had an unemployment rate of
4.9%. Four years later, the unemployment rate of foreign born workers, at 9.8%, is 5
percentage points higher than it was. Native born workers have fared only slightly better, with
a 4.6 percentage point increase in their unemployment rate over the last four years, to 9.5%.
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An update to the findings in the October 2010 Pew Hispanic Center study “After
the Great Recession: Foreign Born Gain Jobs; Native Born Lose Jobs”

The Pew Hispanic Center study from October 2010 titled “After the Great Recession: Foreign
Born Gain Jobs; Native Born Lose Jobs,” addresses the relationship between nativity and
employment changes brought about by the Great Recession. In the study, the latest data the
authors were able to use were from the second quarter of 2010, but we are now able to update
a portion of their analysis to the most recent data, February 2011. Furthermore, as shown in
Figure A above and Figure B below, it is very important to look at employment trends over the
broad span of the downturn when examining this issue. This is important for two reasons —
one, even year-over-year changes appear to be displaying strange swings in these data, possibly
due to sample size issues. For example, as seen in Table 1 below and in Table g of the Pew
study, native-born working-age (age 16+) population growth dropped by around one million
from 2009 to 2010, something that cannot be easily explained. Furthermore, because the
timing of employment changes over the downturn varies by nativity, looking at sub-periods
may inadvertently distort the picture of the relative impact of the Great Recession and its
aftermath on these two groups. For these reasons, while I present the interim periods, I focus
on changes from February 2007 to February 2011.

Figure B looks at employment growth by nativity. Again, the data are not seasonally
adjusted, so they display large swings over short periods and therefore, to make comparisons
over time, it is important to compare the same month in different years. Since the latest data
available are from February 2011, the data for both series are indexed to 100 in February 2007
to provide the best sense of how these two groups compare today relative to before the Great
Recession began. (This is a standard way of comparing employment trends of different
groups; to read the figure, note that each point on a line tells you how many jobs that group
had at that time as a percentage of how many jobs that group had in February 2007.) We find

w
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that while immigrants and native-born workers have experienced somewhat different timing
of employment changes, their broad experience of breathtaking job deficits has been
remarkably similar. Immigrants saw larger losses than native-born workers in 2007 and
2008, while they fared better than native-born workers in 2009 and 2010. This is typical, as
groups that see the biggest losses in downturns also tend to see the biggest bouncebacks, as
they have greater losses to make up. In the latest data available, February 2011, immigrants
and natives are in roughly the same place, with immigrant employment 4.3% below where it
was in February 2007, and native-born employment 4.4% below where it was in February
2007.

Figure B. Indexed emplayment change by nativity
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Table 1 elaborates further on employment changes over time, and includes breakdowns by
gender. It should be noted that among both immigrants and native-born workers, men have
been hit particularly hard. Male immigrant employment is 6.3% below where it was in
February 2007, which translates into 848,000 fewer immigrant men being employed today
than before the recession started. Immigrant women have fared better, with female immigrant
employment down by 1.3%. Among native-born workers, male employment is down by 5.2%,
and fermale employment is down by 3.7%.

The final three rows in Table 1 show that over the last four years, the working age population
(age 16+) has grown at roughly the same rate on average for both immigrants and natives, with
the native-born population growing 3.5% over the last four years, while the immigrant
population grew by 3.3% over the same period. In other words, the share of the working-age
population that is foreign born is roughly the same now as it was four years ago, 15.1%.
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Table 1. Employment and population levels by nativity
Change from February 2007 -
February 2011
Feb-07 Feb8 Feb-09 Feb-10 Feb-11 Level Percent
Employment (thousands)
Native 121,900 122,047 119,128 116,102 116,478 5,422 -4.4%
Male 83,402 63,469 61,104 59,201 60,123 3,279 -5.2%
Female 56,498 58579 58,025 56,901 56,355 2,143 -3.7%
Immigrant 22579 22502 20976 21,102 21614 965 -4.3%
Male 13,521 13,385 12,337 12,365 12,673 848 -6.3%
Female 9,058 9,117 8639 8737 8942 116 -1.3%
Working-age population {thousands)
Native 195,967 197,711 200,199 201,683 202,825 6,858 3.5%
Immigrant 34,868 35098 34714 35315 36,026 1,158 3.3%
Immigrant share 151%  15.1% 148% 149% 151% [¢]
Note: Data are notseasonally adjusted.
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Gurrent Population Survey.

‘What is known about the effect of immigration on the labor market outcomes of
native workers

Immigration and wages In the ongoing debate on immigration, there is broad agreement
among academic economists that in the long run, immigration has a small but positive impact
on the wages of native-born workers overall. The real debate among these researchers is
whether a large influx of a particular type of worker has the potential to have a negative impact
on the wages of existing workers who are also of that type, since workers who are highly
substitutable for new immigrants stand to lose when there is a large influx of new immigrants.
There have been two main methodological strategies for studying the effect of immigration on
the wages of native workers. The “Area approach,” dominated by the work of David Card,
exploits the fact that there ave large differences across regions of the U.S. in the relative size of
the immigrant population. Essentially, this approach compares the wages of native workers in
U.S. metropolitan areas with small immigrant inflows to the wages of native workers in U.S.
metropolitan areas with large immigrant inflows. Research using this approach generally finds
very modest — and sometimes modestly positive -- effects of immigration on the wages of
native workers, including workers with low levels of education.

The second main approach in this literature is the “national approach.” Scholars using this
approach often contend that it is impossible to suitably account for the fact that there may be
movement of capital and native-born labor between metropolitan areas in response to
immigration, and therefore an analysis of the effect of immigration on native wages must use
national level data. This approach is dominated by the work of George Borjas, and tends to use
a production function framework which combines workers of different skills, estimates the
degree of substitutability between workers of different skills using national data, and simulates
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the impact on wages of relative labor supply shitts due to immigration. Historically, research
using this approach found small positive effects on the wages of native-born workers overall,
but relatively large negative effects of immigration on the wages of native workers with low
levels of education.

Until recently, that is where the main divide in the literature stood — with researchers using the
“area approach” finding no or little effect of immigration on the wages of native workers,
including workers with low levels of education, and researchers using the “national approach”
finding a relatively large negative effect on workers with low levels of education. However, in
the last couple of years there have been two important advancements in the literature on
immigration and wages that help shed light on the differences in results between these two
approaches. First, researchers have identified a small but detectable level of imperfect
substitution between immigrant and native workers who have the same levels of education and
experience. In other words, immigrant and native workers with the same levels of education
and experience are not perfectly substitutable. This may arise, for example, among workers
with low levels of education if native workers are more likely to be concentrated in jobs that
require strong English skills and immigrant workers are more likely to be more concentrated
in jobs that don’t (for example, waitstaft versus line cooks). Previous “national approach”
estimates of the effect of immigration on wages have assumed that immigrants and natives of
similar education and experience levels are perfectly substitutable. Correctly characterizing
the degree of substitutability between immigrants and natives is of enormous importance,
because if natives and immigrants are perfectly substitutable, an increase in immigration in a
particular education/experience class will tend to reduce the wages in the entire
education/experience class, including native workers in that class. However if, as has been
shown to be the case, immigrants and natives within the same education/experience class are
imperfect substitutes, then an increase in immigration in a particular class will have a strong
adverse effect on the wages of earlier immigrants in that class — since they are direct
substitutes, or competitors -- but will have a smaller effect on the native workers in that class.

The second recent advancement has been the application to the immigration and wages
literature of something that was already accepted as fact in the rest of the labor economics
literature — that the degree of substitutability between workers in two different education
categories is not constant across education categories. Previous “national approach” estimates
of the effect of immigration on wages have incorrectly assumed that they are. It turns out that
incorporating different degrees of substitutability between different pairs of education
categories is enormously important to estimates of the effect of immigration on native wages.
The main problem with ignoring this point arises with what it implies -- that workers without a
high school degree and workers with a high school degree have very low levels of
substitutability. This is strongly refuted by the literature, and ignoring this fact distorts the
estimated effects of immigration on workers without a high school degree, since it suggests
that an increase in immigration among workers without a high school degree affects only
workers without a high school degree, which is a very small portion of the labor force (less than
10%), so that essentially the entire impact of “less than high school” immigration is assumed to
be felt by the relatively small number of “less than high school” workers. If, on the other hand,
we recognize that workers without a high school degree are relatively substitutable for workers
with a high school degree, then the impact of “less than high school” immigration is more
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diffused across the much larger share of the workforce that has a high school degree or less
(over 35%), greatly reducing the impact on the least educated American workers.

Importantly, these new innovations in the “national approach” literature essentially solve the
earlier divide between the “national approach” and the “area approach”. When
substitutabilities between different groups are correctly accounted for in the “national
approach” methodology, the results using that approach come in line with the results from the
“area approach”, namely that the effects of immigration on native workers is modest, including
the effect on native workers with low levels of education. Inother words, Americans are right
to worry about the declining quality of jobs over the last few decades, but for native-born
workers at all levels of education, immigration had very little to do with it.

Imunigration and employment The literature on the effect of immigration on the
employment of native born workers is somewhat less extensive than the literature on the effect
of immigration on wages. Some have tried to pin down the effect of immigration on
employment in specific instances. For example, in a May 2010 Center for Immigration Studies
paper titled “A Drought of Summer Jobs: Immigration and the Long-Term Decline in
Employment Among U.S.-Born Teenagers,” the authors examine the relationship between
immigration and the decline in teen summer labor force participation. Using a simple
regression analysis, they attempt to determine whether there is a connection between the
decline in teen summer labor force participation and the growth in immigration between 1994
and 2007. Importantly, they also note that summer school enrollment increased dramatically
over the same period. In a straightforward shift-share analysis they find that “the increases in
enrollment accounted for 28.7% ... of the decline in labor force participation.” However, in
their regression analysis that concludes that increasing immigration caused very large declines
in teen summer labor force participation, they also find that “the model does not find that the
increase in school enrollment played a statistically significant role in the decline in teen labor
force participation.” The authors themselves appear to find this strange, concluding that “it
seems likely to us that the increase in school enrollment did play some role in reducing labor
force participation for U.S.-born teenagers, but factors other than increased school enrollment
were much more important”. Their lack of confidence in their regression findings related to
enrollment deeply undermines their general empirical strategy and calls into question their
broader results of a very large negative response to immigration of teen summer labor force
participation.

As in the immigration and wages literature, the most rigorous studies show very modest effects
of immigration on employment, which is unsurprising given that these two labor market
outcomes (wages and employment) are highly interconnected. A 2010 paper by Giovanni Peri
titled “The Impact of Immigrants in Recession and Economic Expansion”, however, addresses
an issue that is particularly important to keep in mind in the current labor market
environment. Peri finds that in the long run, immigrants do not reduce native employment
rates, but they do increase productivity and therefore average income. This is consistent with
the broad existing literature. He finds that in the short run, however, immigration may
slightly reduce native employment and average income, because the economy takes time to
adjust to new immigration. Importantly, this effect varies according to the broader economic
environment. In particular, when the economy is growing and the labor market is adding jobs,
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new immigration creates enough jobs even in the short run (and even for less-educated native-
born workers) to cause no harm to the employment of native-born workers. But during
downturns, things do not adjust as quickly. When the economy is weak, new immigration has
a small negative impact on the employment of native-born workers in the short run. In other
words, while the labor market outcomes of native-born workers are unambiguously improved
by immigration in the long run, the adjustments can be difficult and have small negative
impacts in the short run if the economy is weak.

Making immigration more responsive to the US labor market

The finding that if the economy is weak, immigration may have negative effects on the labor
market outcomes of native-born workers in the short run underscores the fact that the US
could benefit enormously from an immigration system that is more responsive to economic
conditions. It should be noted that immigration already responds to some extent to economic
conditions. This is especially true of unauthorized immigration. In a report from the Pew
Hispanic Center titled “Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National and State Trends,
2010,” the authors find that the unauthorized immigrant population was around 800,000
smaller in 2010 than it was in 2007. A Department of Homeland Security study shows a
decline of 1 million over the same period. But in our current immigration system, legal
permanent and temporary immigrant flows are essentially unresponsive to the economic cycle.
In particular, Congress has set a yearly limit on the number of new immigrants who may enter
the couutry legally in order to work, and these limits do not fluctuate based on the state of the
labor market. For example, in 2010, the unemployment rate in construction was over 20%,
but the Department of Labor nevertheless certified thousands of H-2B visas for construction
workers. This defies logic.

To remedy this, an independent federal agency with a professional staff of economists,
demographers, statisticians, and immigration experts could be established to evaluate the U.S.
labor market and economic conditions, and annually recommend to Congress the levels of
permanent and temporary immigrant labor. The recommended levels would fluctuate with the
strength of the labor market, allowing the U.S. economy to respond to the needs of employers
during expansions while avoiding the potential crowding-out of native-born workers in the
short run when the unemployment rate is high. A commission that makes employment-based
immigration responsive to the economic cycle would be a sensible nonpartisan reform to help
ensure that the national interest governs our immigration policy.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you. Thank you very much Dr. Shierholz.
Before I ask a couple of questions of the witnesses, I would just
like to respond to a comment that my good friend Mr. Conyers, the
Ranking Member and former Chairman of the full Committee, who
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has been my neighbor and a man, as I have said, I have great re-
spect for. And that will not change.

But one of the things that goes on around here is we do have dif-
ferences of opinions from time to time, and I think that is healthy.
I would just like to remind the Ranking Member that for the past
4 years when the minority was in the majority, you had a different
approach to dealing with immigration. And while I disagree with
it, I respected that right to disagree.

And in 4 years, the issue of illegal immigration and immigration
in general did not change any for the better. We have been here
for 2 months, and we have taken a little different approach. I hap-
peﬁ tollbelieve that our approach will be more effective. Only time
will tell.

But give us a chance. We have only had 2 months, and I would
really like to work with you.

Having said that, now I would like to ask Mr. Serbon a question.
You obviously have a different background, and you have been in
the trenches. You work shoulder-to-shoulder with the people that
have been dramatically affected with the unemployment across this
country probably most of your life.

And as a union worker, I don’t know whether this is a fair ques-
tion to ask you, but I am going to ask it anyway. Do you believe
that the American unions, labor unions, have abandoned what I
have always thought was their longstanding policy to oppose illegal
immigration?

Mr. SERBON. Well, they take a different view on certain issues
about the immigration debate. I know that they are totally against
the guest worker program, at least the construction workers are.

You know, like I said, any company that uses the I-9 or E-Verify,
there is very few immigrants working in that field. And I don’t
know why. Maybe there 1s a lot of illegals in the construction, I am
sure.

But I have had a couple of unions reach out, and they said that
they do support the—we got a bill, Senate bill 590 in Indiana, deal-
ing with illegal immigration. And they do support it.

They just don’t, some of them don’t come out and job on the
bandwagon with me and get out there in the trenches and push the
issue. So as far as the hierarchy, I don’t know what they are think-
ing.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Do you think the motivation could possibly be an
increase in the brotherhood?

Mr. SERBON. Somewhat, yes.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Probably on a more important issue, there has
been a lot of discussion, and during the debate, we continue to hear
that illegals only take the jobs that American workers will not
take. Do you believe that there are jobs out there that American
workers have and would like to have today that are and have been
taken by people that have no legal right to be in the United States?

Mr. SERBON. Well, they have had numerous raids a few years
back in food processing plants, like chicken and beef processing
plants. And every time they did a raid and actually arrested the
illegals that were working there, Americans filled the gap.

And even there was an automotive plant that did I think it was
either axles or transmissions in southern Indiana. And just the
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rumor that ICE was going to raid the plant sent hundreds of their
workers scurrying from the shift they were working on, and the
plant ended up hiring some American citizens.

And they actually quoted in the newspaper that—they actually
interviewed the citizens, and they said we have been trying to get
into this plant for a couple of months now, and it was just full. And
then after just the threat of ICE coming, they had positions opened
up.

So Americans will take these jobs. You may have a different out-
look as far as picking crops, but we do have visa programs to ad-
dress that issue.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Dr. Camarota, could you take a shot at that same
question?

Mr. CAMAROTA. It sort of builds on something Dr. Shierholz said.
The idea that she advocated is that, look, even the unskilled immi-
grants and the unskilled natives do very different things.

But as my other panelist pointed out, when we have had raids
and the illegal immigrants were removed from the labor market,
what do you know? Natives got a large fraction of the new jobs.
Sometimes they had to pay more and treat workers better. This
happened at plants for Swift and at another plant in Tar Heel,
North Carolina. We have done some work on that.

What seems to have happened or the argument goes like this.
Well, there are fewer natives, say, in construction as a share of un-
skilled natives in construction and more and more immigrants. And
this suggests to some people that, well, the natives move out of
construction and do something that requires more skill.

The argument would be more persuasive is at the same time, we
haven’t seen this dramatic decline in work. In other words, lots of
natives used to work in construction. They may work less there.
But they haven’t gone over to other occupations. They just work a
whole lot less.

And this is a very long-term trend. As immigration has increased
over the last three decades, the share of less-educated teenagers—
the share of teenagers, I should say, and less-educated adults
working has just continually declined.

So what may seem to be happening is it is not so much that they
are moving and sort of just not competing with immigrants, those
that are, are just dropping out of the labor market.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much.

I would just like to express an observation I have made over the
last few years. As a parent of four grown young adults and a
grandparent, when my children were in high school and college
they worked in the fast food business. They all worked in high
school and college, flipping burgers. I know that many young peo-
ple today are trying to get these jobs and are having a tough time.

I have made a personal observation of several food chains in my
area or fast food chains in my area, where I happen to know a
large percentage of the workers are undocumented. I happen to
know of at least one food chain where there is almost no
undocumenteds and doing exactly the same work, flipping the same
hamburgers and principally the same product. But the only dif-
ference is about $2 an hour in the beginning wage.

At this time, I would yield to the Ranking Member, Ms. Lofgren.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As I listened to everyone, I was reminded of the phrase, “There
is lies, darned lies, and statistics.” And here we are with a variety
of statistics being cited to reach dramatically different conclusions.

I am wondering, Dr. Shierholz, I mean, we have got whenever
there is a chart, you know, must be true. But your testimony really
somewhat puts a different analysis on this. Really, the assumption
that is being made here is that it is sort of a one-for-one simple
math issue in terms of immigrants coming in.

And I am wondering if you could explain why that simple math
is not the case. I am thinking about, for example, migrant farm
workers. I mean, we have done some analysis on that. We have not
seen Americans willing to go out and become a migrant farm work-
er. I mean, very few.

I think some of it is the conditions of the work. Some of it is the
pay. But also it is being a migrant worker and having to live in
dormitories away from your family, and we just haven’t seen Amer-
icans sign up for that. And yet we know that for every field job,
there is three upstream and downstream jobs in terms of mar-
keting and the like that Americans are holding.

And if you were to do the wages high enough to lure Americans
into a barracks, you probably wouldn’t be able to compete with
farms across our border, in New Zealand or Australia or Mexico or
the like.

Can you explain why this one-for-one doesn’t work?

Ms. SHIERHOLZ. Yes. You know, as a labor market economist, I
like this question because it lets me talk about something that I
think is a big misperception when thinking about labor markets
and immigration. I think there is this idea out there that immi-
grants are just working machines that are doing work that could
have been done by someone else, period.

And what that does is it misses this whole other side of the equa-
tion that workers, immigrant workers are also people. They spend
their wages on goods and services. They are buying cars and gro-
ceries and paying rent. So that is paying the wages of other people
and generating jobs.

So, in an economy that has more people, be it immigrants or na-
tive-born workers, in an economy that has more people, we intu-
itively understand that that doesn’t necessarily mean higher unem-
ployment rates. It is just a bigger economy. We do not think that
because New York has a bigger population than Denver that New
York is going to have a higher unemployment rate than Denver. It
is just a bigger economy.

So immigrants—there are both sides of the equation. They just
make the situation bigger.

Ms. LOFGREN. Let me ask you this. I think we don’t really know,
but there are people have estimated that there are 11 million, in
the neighborhood of 11 million individuals who are in the United
States without the proper documentation. Some of them have been
here for 20 years. Some of them came last year.

I think some of my colleagues on the other side of the aisle have
indicated that it would probably be impossible to round up 11 mil-
lion people and deport them. But that by hammering down on en-
forcement that there would be sort of an attrition, that people
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would leave. Although there is no evidence that that is, in fact,
happening.

Can you describe, in your judgment as an academician and some-
one who studies this, what would happen if we actually did pull 11
million people out of the economy? If we pulled them out next
month, go to wherever you were born, what would happen to the
American economy?

Ms. SHIERHOLZ. So, okay, I have to think about this. Obviously,
if we all of a sudden rounded up 11 million people, there would be
a national disaster that would cause—you know, that would cause
a huge economic shock that would ripple around and cause dra-
matic job loss.

So the transition would be very difficult, but let us ignore the
transition and just say, all right, magically, we have 11 million
fewer workers in this country. That would just reduce the labor
market by 11 million workers. It wouldn’t mean there would be 11
million job openings.

You have just shrunk the whole pie. So you have lost workers,
but you have also lost consumers. So in the same way adding im-
migrants just sort of absorbs new people and makes the economy
bigger, subtracting them does the same thing.

So you had a bigger place, and now it is 11 million smaller. But
you didn’t necessarily—you are not going to have a whole bunch
more job openings. You are not going to necessarily reduce the un-
employment rate by doing that.

Ms. LOFGREN. I thank you for that answer.

I would just—this is a complicated question, and we all see it
from our own life experiences. But I think when I think about for-
eign-born employers, I often think about Sergey Brin. And I am
glad that Google is in Mountain View, instead of in Moscow, and
it employs tens of thousands of my constituents. And I am glad
that he did what he did.

Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. GALLEGLY. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Gohmert?

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you to the witnesses for being here today.

This is an intriguing area, and as Ms. Lofgren points out, statis-
tics point to unusual things. Let me ask with regard to the statis-
tics, Mr. Kochhar, that you have cited in your paper, “After the
Great Recession,” the employment of foreign-born Hispanics in-
creased by 435,000 while employment of native-born Hispanics de-
creased by 43,000.

You found that employment of foreign-born Blacks increased by
81,000 while employment of native-born Blacks decreased by
142,000. You found that foreign-born Hispanics gained 98,000 con-
st{)uction jobs while 133,000 native-born Hispanics lost construction
jobs.

What is your explanation for this anomaly? The foreign born gain
jobs. The native born lose jobs.

Mr. KOCHHAR. You are referring to the report I submitted?

Mr. GOHMERT. It was your paper “After the Great Recession.”

Mr. KocHHAR. Right. So that was the period from the middle of
’09 to the middle of 2010.

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes.



107

Mr. KoCHHAR. The first year of the recovery where, in the aggre-
gate, the native born still had a significant job loss, and the foreign
born were starting to recover in terms of jobs. And so, what you
describe by race and ethnicity, it just filtered down the pipeline.

Mr. GOHMERT. But do you have any explanation for that emer-
gence

Mr. KOCHHAR. Your question is why one is gaining and the other
isn’t gaining?

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes.

Mr. KOCHHAR. I alluded to some of those. Well, all of those rea-
sons that I feel are relevant in my testimony having to do with
greater flexibility on the part of migrant workers, the fact that we
are catching them at a point of time of volatile economic trend, and
we happen to be catching one on the up and the other, yes, on the
up, but not quite across the line.

And also the demographic trends. So those are some of the fac-
tors I refer to.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Serbon, American labor unions, if you look
over the entirety of the 20th century, had a history and policy of
being opposed to illegal immigration because they were protecting
or attempting to protect those American citizens who had jobs, and
it seemed to make sense.

Do you know why the American labor unions have abandoned
that longstanding policy of opposition to illegal immigration and
have now embraced illegal immigration as somehow being helpful
to their union members?

Mr. SERBON. Well, I really can’t speak for the hierarchy of our
unions. I know a majority of union members, I think it was 58 per-
cent in one poll I had read, want the enforcement aspect of our im-
migration laws enforced.

Mr. GOHMERT. But that is rank-and-file union members.

Mr. SERBON. Right. Right.

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes. Do you have any polling of union leaders to
see how much different they are than union members?

Mr. SERBON. I have talked to some of the State leaders on some
groups, some of our labor groups, and they do support the regular
immigration aspect of our immigration policy.

Mr. GOHMERT. But the policies seem to embrace illegal immigra-
tion.

Mr. SERBON. Some of the higher-ups embrace it. [——

Mr. GOHMERT. And that is why I am asking. Why do the higher-
ups of unions differ from their membership?

Mr. SERBON. I have no clue what they are thinking.

Mr. GOHMERT. Okay. But you do you think they are thinking
something? [Laughter.]

All right. I see my time has expired.

Mr. SERBON. Yes, I think they are thinking about something. I
don’t know what it is.

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, that is why I am wondering if maybe they
are more concerned about forsaking the interests of their current
members in order to pursue or lure future members. But anyway,
I am glad to know they are thinking something.

I yield back my time.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you.
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The gentleman from Michigan, do you have some questions, Mr.
Conyers?

Very well. Mr. Conyers?

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, Chairman.

One of the things that we are trying to do to stem the illegal en-
tries is take care of the border there, and we have what is known
as the “wall builders” in the Congress. Just a build a wall high
enough and put enough guards on it. Are you a wall builder?

Mr. SERBON. Me?

Mr. CONYERS. You.

Mr. SERBON. I support their cause, but I don’t—my main issue
is that you do the, like I said, E-Verify, I-9. Once they get past the
border, they are home free. That is my opinion, and we need to do
this for every employer.

You eliminate the job magnet, you eliminate the illegals.

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, but you can’t eliminate the job magnet if you
have got in Detroit the unemployment rate is not 9 percent, but 38
percent. So we are trying to create a job magnet. So when we cre-
ate one for inside the U.S., don’t worry. There will be people trying
to get here by any means necessary.

Mr. SERBON. Oh, I understand. Just the Doctor here had pointed
out that if you bring in more people, it will create jobs. You know,
they start their own businesses.

And in the construction field, before, I have been on projects
where you get a multiple layer of employers, you will find that one
employer, maybe he is an immigrant contractor. And what they do
is they hire all their own people. So I have been on job sites where
the whole crew was Romanian.

We have American electricians everywhere. That is a high-skilled
job. They did a very good job. But what I am saying is if you are
going to allow someone in here to create a job, immigrant wise, and
then they hire all their own people from their own country, what
does that do for the American people? Other than bag their gro-
ceries when they come to buy them.

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, Congresswoman Lofgren has a bill in that
wants to relate the unemployment rate in building to allowing peo-
ple who do building to come in. It is a pretty simple thing, but it
is not being done. It is being ignored. We almost—we will probably
have to pass a law to get it done.

How is the new president of AFL-CIO doing, in your judgment?
Is he one of the ones up at the top that don’t get it, or is he an
improvement, in your view?

Mr. SERBON. I think he needs some more enlightening on the
issue. I can’t speak for him. You know, maybe you should have an-
other hearing and invite him.

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, we may do that. But I was just reacting to
your comment about the fact that some of the people at the top of
collective bargaining in the country have different views from peo-
ple in the middle and lower ranks of collective bargaining.

Mr. SERBON. Well, if you are seeing like in my area where unem-
ployment for tradesmen was 28 or 30 percent, and we are con-
tinuing to bring in immigrants, skilled or unskilled, and I really
don’t see the leaders of the AFL-CIO saying stop. I haven’t heard
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it myself. Maybe you have. I think they need to maybe voice their
opinions for the American workers more.

Mr. CoNYERS. Well, I can help you because James Hoffa comes
out of Detroit there at national headquarters, and we fly regularly
on Delta. So if you don’t mind, I will communicate our discussion
to him for you.

Mr. SERBON. Oh, sure. I would love to speak to him.

Mr. CoNYERS. Okay. Well, I speak to him pretty regularly.

Now the big discussion here among our distinguished panel is
that there is a causal connection between immigration numbers
and unemployment. And some say that there isn’t any direct causal
connection. What do you think about that, sir?

Mr. SERBON. Well, I just look—you know, everyone does numbers
here and——

Mr. CONYERS. Yes.

Mr. SERBON.—I see if there is 20 million people unemployed and
you are still bringing in 1 million, 1.5 million, 2 million a year,
something has got to give. And I think if we just stop legal immi-
gration for a couple of years and let the market sort itself out——

Mr. CONYERS. Stop it altogether, right.

Mr. SERBON.—I think we would be in a far better position. I
mean, at 99 weeks unemployment, like I said, when you are com-
ing up to 98 weeks and you just can’t leave your home, travel a
couple hundred miles. Some tradesmen do. But if you are not
skilled, to travel somewhere out of your comfort zone to go find an-
other job.

Mr. CoNYERS. Can I get an additional minute, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. GALLEGLY. Without objection.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you, sir.

What about sending back all the illegals, period?

Mr. SERBON. That would be pretty difficult.

Mr. CoNYERS. What is it, about 11 million?

Mr. SERBON. It would be very difficult to send them all back. But
if you, like Ms. Lofgren stated before, immigration or enforcement
through attrition, if you start enforcing certain laws and actually
step it up, they will leave on their own.

I mean, I just read that Mexico’s unemployment rate is 4.9 per-
cent. So that is quite a bit less than ours.

Mr. CoNYERS. Could I ask, Dr. Camarota, are you willing to
agree that there may not be a direct causal connection between im-
migration rates and unemployment?

Mr. CAMAROTA. Well, I think that what the research suggests
and both common sense is it is never one-for-one, an immigrant ar-
rives, and an American loses his job. Certainly, I have never sug-
gested that. That would just be simply silly, of course.

But on the other hand, 45 percent of the maids in the United
States and 35 percent of the construction laborers in the United
States are foreign born now. In each case, about half is illegal. To
suggest that that kind of massive increase in the supply of workers
has no impact on those occupations is equally silly as a kind of one-
for-one.

Some occupations are largely unaffected. Only 5 percent of law-
yers in the United States. So I don’t think immigration has almost
any effect in that occupational category.
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Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you.

What about this business of people will take any job? Seasonal
labor, that is almost all immigrant work. I mean, people just don’t
go for working in the field. Stoop labor isn’t getting it. Besides, the
pay is terrible, and the working conditions are onerous. And that
is why immigrants do the work, get the work. That is the only jobs
they can get.

Mr. CAMAROTA. Well, remember, and even if we focused on illegal
immigrants, the Pew Hispanic Center estimates 5 percent, a very
small fraction of all illegal immigrants, work in agriculture. It is
almost irrelevant to the illegal immigration debate.

There is about three times or four times as many illegal immi-
grants in things like construction and food service and food prepa-
ration. And they are the jobs that are still overwhelmingly done by
natives, where immigrants have made all these gains.

So if you want to have a special program for agriculture, we
could talk about that. I might be amenable. But again, it is a tiny
fraction of the illegal workforce.

Mr. CONYERS. Thank you very much.

Thanks, Chairman.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Conyers.

I want to thank all the witnesses this morning. Thank you for
your testimony and for answering the questions, and look forward
to working with you as we continue our efforts dealing with this
issue in the days and months to come.

Without objection, all Members will have 5 legislative days to
submit to the Chair additional written questions for the witnesses,
which we will forward and ask the witnesses to respond as prompt-
ly as they can so the answers can be made a part of the record of
the hearing.

Without objection, all Members will have 5 legislative days to
submit any additional materials for inclusion in the record.

And with that, again, I thank you for being here today. And with
that, the hearing stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:25 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Press Release from the American Immigration Lawyers Association (AILA)
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Letter from John L. Ghertner, MD

Migrant Support Services of Wayne County
6055 Robinson Rd.
Sodus, New York 14551

March 9, 2011
To whom it may concern:

In this rural farming community where the main agricultural
products are fruit and onion and potatoes, we are in need of a
large influx of migrant labor for harvest season. The fruit
growers estimate the need for a temporary work force of 8000
for the short harvest season of approximately 6 weeks.

This labor demand, because it is for a short season and because
of the historically low numbers of a local labor force, cannot be
met by American citizens or legal residents. And because of the
short duration of need, it would not create a positive effect on
long-term job growth.

Having been the medical director for our public health
department for many years, it is clear that the labor force
needs require reform of our immigration policy to allow more
people to work in this environment legally.

Sincerely,

John L. Ghertner, MD
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Prepared Statement of the National Immigration Forum
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