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COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION REFORM:
GOVERNMENT PERSPECTIVES ON IMMIGRA-
TION STATISTICS (CONTINUED)

TUESDAY, JUNE 19, 2007

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

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 4:02 p.m., in Room
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable William
Delahunt (acting Chair of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Delahunt and King.

Staff Present: Ur Mendoza Jaddou, Chief Counsel;, Benjamin
Staub, Professional Staff Member; George Fishman, Minority
Counsel; and Sharon Hoffman, Minority Counsel.

Mr. DELAHUNT. This hearing of the Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion, Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security, and International Law
will come to order. This is a continuation of our hearing on June
6, scheduled at the request of minority Members pursuant to clause
12(j), parenthesis 1 of House Rule 11, so as to provide additional
perspectives on the topic of that hearing. Our witnesses today have
been chosen by the minority, and we look forward to hearing their
testimony. The Chair now recognizes the Ranking minority Mem-
ber, Steve King, for his opening statement.

Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this hearing
here today, and I appreciate the witnesses coming forward. The
subject of this hearing is government perspectives and immigration
statistics, and so as a backdrop as a framework for this, I pulled
out an op-ed that is a published op-ed humbly written by me. I
would like to read this to you as my opening statement, because
I think it frames the subject matter that is before us in this hear-
ing. The title is “The Voyage to Amnestistan Aboard the Clipper
Ship ‘America.’”

This giant American economy is like an enormous clipper ship
with passengers and crew numbering some 300 million. We are the
fastest sailing ship on the high seas, tempest-tossed by gusts and
gales, clipping our way through the swells and spray. The crew of
the “U.S.S. America,” 144 million strong, trims the sails, swabs the
deck, cooks in the galley, cares for the sick, bails the bilge, and
steers the course. The passengers on this giant clipper ship number
156 million, including the retired who had their turn, at the ores,
the children who will get their turn, the unemployed who want
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their turn and the welfare recipients who are unenthusiastic about
taking their turn. But the largest untapped group by far are the
EO million working age passengers who are simply not in the work-
orce.

Then there are the stowaways, the illegal immigrants, totaling
some 12 to 20 million or more. Five of twelve stowaways are pas-
sengers in steerage, only seven of twelve are swabbing the deck or
trimming the sails of “America.” The Open Borders Lobby wants
Americans to believe our economy would collapse without cheap
labor, legal or illegal, and we must import by tens of millions to
provide this labor. Theirs is a selfish and shortsighted attempt to
expand their power at the expense of our Nation’s sovereignty. If
they succeed in granting amnesty to illegal aliens, they will sink
this Nation, the giant clipper ship “America.”

Two decades have passed since the 1986 amnesty “to end all am-
nesties.” The Immigration Reform and Control Act was intended to
put an end to open borders by giving amnesty to a million people
who were in the United States illegally. At the time, I was appalled
that Congress and the President could so flagrantly discount the
rule of law, that they would pardon a million lawbreakers and re-
ward them with the very objective of their crimes. Years later, we
learned the 1 million illegal aliens intended to be pardoned by the
amnesty to end all amnesties quickly became 3 million. The 300
percent increase was the result of fraud accelerated by a counter-
feit document industry which immediately sprung up to meet the
new demand. Today, there are probably more than 20 million ille-
gal aliens in the United States. That number might have been less
than a million if the most essential pillar of American
Exceptionalism, the rule of law, had been respected and protected
from 1986 through today.

Still, with a straight face, we debate granting amnesty to the 12
to 20 million illegals as if amnesty for tens of millions of
lawbreakers was a simple business transaction. A pardon for tens
of millions of lawbreakers is not the equivalent of a friendly cor-
porate acquisition of another company. It is a corporate raid on the
American people. The stakes are high because America is much,
much more than a sanctuary for pirate companies who lure stow-
aways and broker the profits from their labor at the expense of the
rule of law. Then, they passed the billions in added social costs of
their cheap labor on to the taxpayer. America may have become a
welfare state since Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society was launched,
but we have no obligation to issue a paid-up debit card awarding
the benefits of citizenship to anyone who was able to sneak into our
country.

Today, the scene on the bridge of “U.S.S. America” is the ship’s
elected senior officers, Congress, debating a recommendation from
the captain, President Bush, that “America” needs more crew to
take care of the growing number of retiring passengers. The cap-
tain and his Open Borders Lobby ensigns argue that “America”
should sail off the constitutionally chartered rule of law course to
take on willing crewmen from the foreign country of “Amnestistan.”
The captain argues that trimming sails, bailing, and swabbing is
something that 70 million working age “America” passengers can-
not and will not do. Regardless, they say, we have 12, perhaps 20,
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million undocumented passengers and crew—stowaways—who
would refuse to get off the boat at the next dock if we ask them
to. But the captain and the Open Borders Lobby ensigns have
made it clear they will not order them off the ship even though 90
percent of the illegal drugs abused on board were smuggled from
“Amnestistan.” They will not order them off even though 28 per-
cent of court-martial convictions are stowaways. They will not
order them off “America” even though the 7 percent who are stow-
aways produce only 2.2 percent of the work. The rule of law officers
need recruit only 1 in 10 working age passengers to replace all of
the 7 million working stowaways.

Instead, the captain and the Open Borders Lobby officers want
to issue an all inclusive ticket to every stowaway, except those in
the brig, so they can eat in the mess hall alongside the paying pas-
sengers or with the documented crew.

Having charted a proper course, the rule of law officers argue the
sum total of strength, vitality and stability of “America” is directly
proportional to the average individual productivity of the crew and
the passengers. These officers also argue the free market design of
“America” requires a higher ratio of crew to passenger and high
productivity from each crew member in order to guarantee a far
more seaworthy vessel and to ensure safe passage for the stake-
holders. Taking on too many passengers or unskilled crew will slow
and eventually sink “America.” But none of these facts have been
enough to sway the captain and Open Borders Lobby ensigns, some
of whom maintain a good side business smuggling stowaways onto
the ship.

If we simply enforce our current laws, millions of stowaways,
both those working and those along for the ride, will voluntarily
disembark at the next port of entry. Their departure would imme-
diately reduce the burden on the ship’s supplies and crew. Con-
versely, those Americans who are now riding along as passengers
but who join the crew will provide a two-for-one benefit to all 300
million. By making the switch from passenger to crew, they will lift
the burden off those who are carrying them and help shoulder the
load of the millions who would still be passengers.

“America” has pulled into port at Amnestistan six times since the
amnesty to end all amnesties. Each time Congress punched a ticket
for the stowaways who were overlooked in 1986 or who qualified
due to misfortune. This time the captain and the Open Borders
Lobby crowd mean to forever sail off the course of the rule of law,
taking aboard every willing traveler. This time their experiment
will be at least 20 times greater in number than ever amnestied
before. This time it will truly be an amnesty to end all amnesties.
Because this time, if the Open Borders Lobby wins the debate on
the bridge, they will sink “America” to the deep, dark depths of the
third world, on the shoals of Amnestistan.

Mr. Chairman I look forward to testimony and I yield back the
balance of my time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. King follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE STEVE KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF IOWA, AND RANKING MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMI-
GRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

The Voyage to Amnestistan Aboard The Clipper Ship “America”

This giant American economy is like an enormous clipper ship with passengers
and crew numbering some 300 million. We are the fastest sailing ship on the high
seas, tempest-tossed by gusts and gales, clipping our way through the swells and
spray. The crew of the “U.S.S. America,” 144 million strong, trims the sails, swabs
the deck, cooks in the galley, cares for the sick, bails the bilge, and steers the
course. The passengers number 156 million, including the retired who have had
their turn at the oars, the children who will get their turn, the unemployed who
want their turn, and welfare recipients who are unenthusiastic about taking their
turn. But the largest untapped group by far are the 70 million working age pas-
sengers who are simply not in the workforce. They occupy a cabin or bunk in first
class or steerage, depending upon their means. Then there are the stowaways—ille-
gal immigrants—totaling some 12—20 million. We do know that not all stowaways
are working as crew. Five of twelve stowaways are passengers in steerage. Only
seven of twelve are swabbing the deck or trimming the sails of “America.”

The Open Borders Lobby (OBL) wants Americans to believe our economy would
collapse without cheap labor, legal or illegal, and that we must import more by the
tens of millions. Theirs is a selfish and shortsighted attempt to expand their power
at the expense of our nation’s sovereignty. If they succeed in granting amnesty to
illegal aliens, they will sink this nation, the giant clipper ship “America.”

Two decades have passed since the 1986 amnesty “to end all amnesties.” Congress
passed, and President Reagan signed, the Immigration Reform and Control Act,
which was intended to put an end to open borders by giving amnesty to a million
people who were in the United States illegally. At the time, I was appalled that
Congress and the President could so flagrantly discount the Rule of Law, that they
would pardon a million lawbreakers and reward them with the very objective of
their crimes. A million people rewarded for breaking the law!

Years later, we learned the one million illegal aliens, intended to be pardoned by
the “amnesty to end all amnesties,” quickly became three million. The 300% in-
crease was the result of fraud, accelerated by a counterfeit document industry which
immediately sprung up to meet the new demand. Today, there are probably more
than 20 million illegal aliens in the United States. That number might have been
less than a million if the most essential pillar of American Exceptionalism, the Rule
of Law, had been respected and protected from 1986 through today.

Still, with a straight face, we debate granting amnesty to the 12-20 million
illegals as if amnesty for tens of millions of lawbreakers was a simple business
transaction. A pardon for tens of millions of lawbreakers is not the equivalent of
a friendly corporate acquisition of another company. It is a corporate raid on the
American people. The stakes are high because America is much, much more than
a sanctuary for pirate companies who lure stowaways, and broker the profits from
their labor at the expense of the Rule of Law. Then, they pass the billions in added
social costs of their cheap labor on to the taxpayer. America may have become a
welfare state since Lyndon Johnson’s “Great Society” was launched, but we have no
obligation to issue a paid-up debit card the benefits of citizenship to anyone who
was able to sneak into our country. It is not as though they are Katrina survivors
with a claim to prior contributions to the system.

Today, the scene on the bridge of “U.S.S. America” is the ship’s elected senior offi-
cers—Congress—debating a recommendation from the captain—President Bush—
that “America” needs more crew to take care of the growing number of retiring pas-
sengers. The captain and his OBL ensigns argue that “America” should sail off the
constitutionally charted Rule of Law course, to take on “willing crewmen” from the
foreign country of “Amnestistan.”

The captain argues that trimming sails, bailing, and swabbing is something 70
million working age “America” passengers cannot or will not do. Regardless, they
say, we have 12, perhaps 20, million “undocumented passengers and crew” (stow-
aways) who would refuse to get off the boat at the next dock if we ask them to.
But the captain and the OBL ensigns have made it clear they will not order them
off the ship even though 90% of the illegal drugs abused on board were smuggled
from “Amnestistan.” They will not order them off even though 28% of court-martial
convictions are stowaways. They will not order them off “America” even though the
7% who are stowaways produce only 2.2% of the work. The Rule of Law officers
need recruit only one in ten working age passengers to replace all of the 7 million
working stowaways. Instead, the captain and OBL officers want to issue an all in-
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clusive ticket to every stowaway—except those in the brig—so they can eat in the
mess hall along side the paying passengers or with the documented crew.

Having charted a proper course, the Rule of Law officers argue the sum total of
strength, vitality, and stability of “America” is directly proportional to the average
individual productivity of the crew and the passengers. These officers also argue the
free market design of “America” requires a higher ratio of crew to passenger and
high productivity from each crew member in order to guarantee a far more sea-
worthy vessel. The only way to increase the capacity of the ship and to ensure safe
passage for the stakeholders is to increase the average productivity of everyone on
board. Taking on too many passengers or unskilled crew will slow and eventually
sink “America.” But none of these facts have been enough to sway the captain and
OBL ensigns, some of whom maintain a good side business smuggling stowaways
onto the ship.

If we simply enforce our current laws, millions of stowaways, both those working
and those along for the ride, will voluntarily disembark at the next port of entry.
Their departure would immediately reduce the burden on the ship’s supplies and
crew. Conversely, those Americans who are now riding along as passengers, but who
join the crew, will provide a two-for-one benefit to all 300 million. By making the
switch from passenger to crew, they will lift the burden off those who are carrying
them and help shoulder the load of the millions who would still be passengers.

“America” has pulled into port at Amnestistan six times since the “amnesty to end
all amnesties.” Each time Congress punched a ticket for the stowaways who were
overlooked in 1986 or who qualified due to misfortune. This time the captain and
the OBL crowd mean to forever sail off course of the Rule of Law, taking aboard
every willing traveler. This time their experiment will be at least 20 times greater
in number than ever amnestied before. This time it will truly be an “Amnesty to
End All Amnesties.” Because this time, if the Open Borders Lobby wins the debate
on the bridge, they will sink “America” to the deep, dark, depths of the third world,
on the shoals of Amnestistan.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Thank you Mr. King. Let me just note that I en-
joyed the maritime metaphor, coming from America’s most pristine
coastal district, Cape Cod, Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard, it
was most enjoyable. As I indicated pursuant to House Rule 11
clause 2(j)(1), the minority in the Subcommittee is entitled, “upon
request to the chairman by a majority of them—‘them’ meaning the
minority—before the completion of the hearing to call witnesses se-
lected by the minority to testify with respect to the measure or
matter during at least 1 day of hearing thereon.” On Wednesday,
June 6, the Subcommittee held a hearing on “Comprehensive Im-
migration Reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statis-
tics.” At the request of the Ranking Member and the majority of
the minority on this Subcommittee, today the Immigration Sub-
committee is holding a minority hearing to continue the discussion.
In the interest of proceeding to our witnesses, I would ask that
other Members of the Committee submit their statements for the
record within 5 legislative days.

And without objection, all opening statements will be placed into
the record. Without objection, the Chair is authorized to declare a
recess of the hearing.

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

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

Today we continue these series of hearings dealing with comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. This subcommittee previously dealt with the shortcomings of the 1986
and 1996 immigration reforms, the difficulties employers face with employment
verification and ways to improve the employment verification system. On Tuesday
May 1, 2007, we explored the point system that the United Kingdom, Canada, Aus-
tralia, and New Zealand utilize, and on May 3, 2007 the focus of the discussion was
on the U.S. economy, U.S. workers and immigration reform. After that we examined
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further another controversial aspect of the immigration debate: family based immi-
gration.

Today we continue the vital task of eliminating the myths and seeking the truth.
Last Wednesday’s hearing dealt with probably the most crucial aspect underlying
the immigration debate, an immigrant’s ability to integrate, and assimilate into
American society. Last Thursday we tackled another pressing topic, the practical
issue of the impact of immigration on States and Localities. On Friday May 18, 2007
we discussed the issue of the “Future of Undocumented Immigrant Students,” and
on May 24, 2007 we examined the “Labor Movement Perspective” on comprehensive
immigration reform. Today we will examine the perspectives of the business commu-
nity.

Much of the rhetoric that those in the anti-immigrant camp have repeated in their
efforts to deter comprehensive immigration reform is based in pure ignorance. Web-
ster’s dictionary defines ignorance as, “1. without knowledge or education. 2. Dis-
playing lack of knowledge or education. 3. Unaware or uninformed: Oblivious.”
When I hear the rhetoric of those individuals in the anti-immigrant camp this very
definition comes to mind, because either these individuals are actually without
knowledge, willfully display a lack of knowledge, are simply uninformed, or just ob-
livious to the facts.

Individuals in the anti-immigrant camp consistently promote misconceptions
about the undocumented population that serve this debate no justice. For example
many argue that illegal immigrants are a burden on our social services, they are
criminals, they are “taking” American jobs, they hate America, and they are harm-
ing our economy, and depressing the wages of American workers.

Over the last two months we have debunked all of these myths. Fact of the mat-
ter is that most illegal immigrants do not utilize social service programs out of fear
of being detected; they have an incarceration rate that does not compare to those
of native born individuals; the concept that they are taking jobs conflicts with all
the data that suggest that there is a labor shortage in the agriculture, construction,
and service industries; individuals who come here to live the American dream cher-
ish the opportunity and their children are as American as apple pie; and we have
heard testimony before this subcommittee that illustrates the fact that immigration
benefits our economy, and the impact of immigration on wages is small if any.

Along those same lines the biggest dispute regarding immigration statistics is the
actual number of undocumented workers who are present here in the United States,
the estimates range from 12 million to 20 million. Two weeks ago, we heard from
Dr. Ruth Ellen Wasem of the Congressional Research Service, which agency has
studied this subject in detail.

The CRS reports that according to the Census Bureau there were 36 million for-
eign born people who resided in the United States in 2005. A further look at this
population reveals that 34.7% of these individuals were naturalized; 32.7% were
legal permanent residents; 2% were temporary; and 30.7% were unauthorized.
These statistics seem to verify the fact that there are about 12 million undocu-
mented workers here in the United States as opposed to 20 million.

The witnesses testifying today have been called to this hearing held at the request
of the minority to challenge the Government’s statistical analyses. An opposing view
will be presented by the following witnesses:

Steven Camarota
Director of Research
Center for Immigration Studies

Robert Rector
Senior Research Fellow
The Heritage Foundation

Shannon Benton
Executive Director
TREA Senior Citizens League

I look forward to the testimony of these witnesses, Madam Chairwoman, I yield
back my time.

Mr. DELAHUNT. We will now proceed to hear the testimony of the
witnesses before us today. First, we would like to welcome Steven
A. Camarota, Director of Research at the Center For Immigration
Studies in Washington, D.C. He holds a doctorate from the Univer-
sity of Virginia in public policy analysis and a master’s degree in
political science from the University of Pennsylvania.
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Next we would like to welcome back Mr. Robert Rector, a senior
research fellow at the Heritage Foundation. Mr. Rector graduated
with a bachelor’s degree from the College of William & Mary and
a master’s degree from Johns Hopkins University.

Finally, I would like to extend our welcome to Shannon Benton,
the executive director of the TREA Senior Citizens League. Prior
to her work at TREA, she had a 14-year military career as a med-
ical corpsman in the U.S. Army. She holds a bachelor’s of science
degree in management.

Each of your written statements will be made part of the record
in its entirety. I would ask that you now summarize your testimony
in 5 minutes or less. To help you stay within that time, there is
a timing light at the table. When 1 minute remains, the light will
switch from green to yellow, and then to red when the 5 minutes
are up.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Dr. Camarota, please begin.

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

Mr. CAMAROTA. I would like to thank the Subcommittee for invit-
ing me, and my name is Steve Camarota. I am Director of Research
at the Center for Immigration Studies. Let me first talk about ille-
gal aliens and the retirement programs. Illegals are mostly of
working age and cannot collect benefits, thus they are currently a
net positive for Social Security and Medicare. Illegals paid out $7
billion to these programs or an amount equal to about 1.5 percent
of the programs’ expenditures. That $7 billion figure, I should point
out, is my estimate, and it is sometimes erroneously attributed to
others, but, in fact, it is my estimate.

Although illegals are a benefit to retirement programs, in that
same research where I estimated the $7 billion, I also found that
the illegal aliens are a net drain on the rest of the Federal budget.
So all of the net benefit they create for Social Security and Medi-
care is eaten up by the drain they create in the rest of the budget.
The net fiscal drain, all taxes paid minus all services used, was
about $10 billion in 2002. It is also important to understand that
even the relatively tiny positive effect they have on Social Security
and Medicare is partly due to their inability to collect benefits. If
legalized, they would represent a long-term drain because illegal
aliens are overwhelmingly individuals with very little education
and thus have low incomes. Social Security pays more generous
benefits to low-income workers than what it pays to higher income
workers.

So if legalized, you would be adding a lot of low income poor folks
to the system and further straining it. Let me talk more generally
about immigrants and Social Security. All the research shows that
immigration is only a tiny impact on the solvency of the program.
According to the Social Security Administration, if legal immigra-
tion was cut by 41 percent from 800,000 to 470,000, it would in-
crease the program’s projected deficit by only 2.5 percent. And it
is not clear that even this tiny benefit exists because the Social Se-
curity Administration assumes that legal immigrants have exactly
the same wages as native-born individuals from the moment they
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arrive and thus, make tax payments roughly similar. This runs
contrary to a large body of literature.

Immigration has such a tiny impact on Social Security because
immigration is only a tiny impact on the aging of American society.
The 2000 census showed that if all post-1980 immigrants and all
of their U.S.-born children were not counted, the working age share
of the population, 15 to 64, would be about 66 percent. If we count
all the immigrants in the 2000 Census, the working age share of
the U.S. population is exactly the same, about 66 percent. Looking
to the future, Census Bureau projections show immigration, re-
gardless of its level, has only a tiny impact on the aging of society
because immigrants age just like everyone else. They are not that
much younger to start, and their fertility, while somewhat higher,
converges with native fertility pretty quickly.

To put it a different way, immigration adds to the working age
population and it also adds to the population too old or too young
to work. No serious demographer argues that immigration makes
America much younger.

Finally, I would like to talk about the labor market and the idea
that we are desperately short of less educated workers. There is no
evidence of a labor shortage, especially at the bottom of the labor
market. If there were, wages and benefits and employment should
all be increasing very fast as employers bid up benefits and so forth
for workers in a desperate attempt to retain and attract workers
who don’t have a lot of education. That is not what is happening.
The share of native-born Americans who don’t have a high school
degree, who are in the labor force, has been declining. It even de-
clined from 2005 and 2006. The share of Americans who only have
a high school degree has been declining, again within the last year.
There are 23 million adult natives with a high school degree or less
who are either unemployed or not in the labor force right now.
There are 10 million teenagers 15 to 17 who are unemployed or not
in the labor force right now.

In comparison, there are about 7 million illegal aliens holding
jobs. If we look for a labor shortage while looking at wages, again
we find the same pattern. Hourly wages for men with less than a
high school education and hourly wages have for men with only a
high school education have actually stagnated, and in some cases,
declined in real terms in the last 5 years, all of which is a strong
indication that there is no labor shortage.

It is very hard to find an economic reason to allow in large num-
bers of less educated immigrants. We seem to have a lot of such
workers. Such workers tend to a net drain on public coffers. Immi-
gration, legal or illegal, cannot fix the problem of an aging society.
We will have to look elsewhere to deal with that issue.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Thank you, Mr. Camarota. That was extraor-
dinarily well done.

Mr. CAMAROTA. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Camarota follows:]
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Overview:

Illegal Aliens and Retirement Programs:

lllegals are mostly of working age, and cannot collect Social Security or Medicare, thus
they are currently a net positive for Social Security and Medicare. Illegals pay about $7
billion into the two programs, or an amount equal to about 1.5% of the programs
expenditures. (The $7 billion figure is my estimated; it is sometimes erroneously
attributed to others.)

However, illegal aliens are a net fiscal drain on the non-Social Security (SS) and
Medicare parts of the federal budget, so all of the net benefit they create for SS and
Medicare is offset by the drain they create in the rest of the Federal Budget. The net
fiscal drain (all taxes paid minus all services used) is over $10 billion.

Even the relatively tiny positive effect they currently have on (SS) and Medicare is partly
due their inability to collect benefits. If legalized, they would represent a long term drain
because illegals overwhelming have little education, and thus have low average incomes.
Because Social Security pays more generous benefits to low-income workers relative to
what they pay in, legalization would add millions of low-income workers to the system,
further straining it.

Legal Immigrants and Retirement Programs:

Legal immigration has only a tiny impact on the solvency of the Social Security System.
According to the Social Security Administration (SSA), if legal immigration was reduced
41 percent, from 800,000 to 470,000, it would increase the program’s projected deficit by
just 2.5 percent of the funding deficit and 3.6 percent of the deficit, if one assumes the
trust fund is a real asset.

It is not clear that even this tiny benefit exists, because SSA assumes legal immigrants
have earnings and resulting tax payments as high as natives from the moment they arrive,
which is contrary to a large body of research.

SAA estimates also ignore the fact that legal immigrants are about twice as likely to
receive the Earned Income Tax Credit as natives, which according to the IRS was
specifically created to “offset the burden of Social Security taxes” on low-income
workers.

Immigration and the Aging of American Society:

The main reason immigration cannot save retirement programs is that it has a small effect
on the aging of American society.

In 2000 the average age of an immigrant was 39, which is actually about four years older
than the average age of a native-born American. Immigrants age like everyone else.

The 2000 Census shows that if all post-1980 immigrants and their US-born children are
not counted, the working-age share of the population (ages 15 to 64) would be 65.9
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percent, almost exactly the same as the 66.2 percent when they are all counted.

e Looking to the future, Census Bureau projections indicate that if net immigration
averaged 100,000 to 200,000 annually, the working age share would be 58.7 percent in
2060, while with net immigration of roughly 900,000 to one million, it would be 59.5
percent.

Immigration and Less-Educated Workers:
e There is no evidence of a labor shortage, especially at the bottom end of the labor market
where immigrants, especially illegals, are concentrated. If there was, wages, benefits,
and employment should all be increasing fast, the opposite of what has been happening.

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

o There are 23 million adult natives with a high school degree or less unemployed or not in
the labor force. There are 10 million native-born teenagers (15 to 17) unemployed or not
in the labor force. There are 4 million college students unemployed or not in the labor
force. In comparison, there are an estimated 7 million illegal aliens holding jobs.

e  Wages and benefits have generally stagnated or declined for the less-educated. Hourly
wages for men with less than a high school education grew just 1 percent between 2000
and 2005. Hourly wages for men with only a high school degree declined by .5 percent
between 2000 and 2005. The share of employers providing health insurance has also
declined.
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Introduction

Supporters of high levels of immigration often assert that we need immigration to save
Social Security. They argue that without large-scale immigration, legal and illegal, there will not
be enough people of working age to support the economy or pay for government.

Actually, a good deal of research has been done on these questions by actual
demographers, the people who study human populations, and there is widespread agreement that
immigration has very little impact on the aging of American society. It is true that immigrants
tend to arrive relatively young, and it is also true that they tend to have more children than
native-born Americans. But immigrants age just like everyone else; moreover the differences

with natives are not large enough to significantly alter the nation’s age structure.

The Social Security System

The discussion of Social Security that follows is drawn mainly from an April 2005 report
published by the Center for Immigration Studies.! Because payments to current retirees come
from current workers, adding workers through immigration, advocates argue, will significantly
extend the solvency of the program. While there is an inherent plausibility to this line of
thinking, it turns out to be mistaken.

Overview of Social Security System. To understand immigration’s impact, it first helps
to understand the size and scope of Social Security’s problem. In the 1980s, Congress increased
Social Security taxes in order to create a surplus that could be used, in theory, to pay benefits in
the future when there will be a surge in retirees as baby boomers turn 65. The accumulated
surplus is called the trust fund. According to the 2004 report of the Social Security trustees,
expenditures will exceed revenue in 2018, but continuing tax payments plus money in the trust
fund can pay out benefits until 2042, However, Congress has taken out all the money in the fund
to cover the costs of other programs — $1.5 trillion so far, leaving IOUs from the federal
government to itself in the form of U.S. Treasury bonds.? This fact is important because if
immigrants did create a net benefit for the Social Security system, but a large net drain on the
rest of the federal budget, then any money in the Trust Fund would by law have to be used to
cover the drain created by immigrants in the rest of the budget. Thus looking at only the Social
Security system makes little sense. The real issue is the impact of immigration on the entire
budget, not one part of the budget.

! The entire report can be found at: www cis.org/articles/2005/back 505 . html
*Its worth noting that the government even counts the several hundred billion dollars in interest
the government owes itself on the these bonds as part of the Trust Fund.
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In dollar terms the system will need some $ 3.7 trillion dollars over the next 75 years to
pay retirees, assuming no benefit cuts. If one does not treat the trust fund as a real asset, then the
actual shortfall is $5.3 trillion. Again, all these figures are from the 2004 Trustee’s report. 1use
the 2004 figures because that was the last time the Social Security Administration provided
detailed estimates of the impact of different levels of immigration. The overall numbers do not
change much from year to year, so the figures for 2004 are very similar for those from 2006.

How much can immigration solve this problem? The Social Security Administration
runs projections assuming different levels of legal immigration. They don’t really deal with
illegal immigration. But, their estimates do provide insight into immigration generally. For its
baseline projections they assume legal immigration of 800,000 a year. According to SSA, if
legal immigration was reduced 41 percent from 800,000 to 470,000, it would increase the deficit
by $133 billion over 75 years. A seemingly large number, but this comes to just 0.4 percent of
the program’s 75-year projected expenditures, 2.5 percent of the funding deficit, and 3.6 percent
of the deficit, if one assumes the trust fund is real.

What might this mean for average taxpayers? To make up the difference for cutting legal
immigration by 41 percent, taxes would have to be increased by $21 a year for the average
worker making $33,000 a year, or $42 if one assumes that workers bear the costs of taxes levied
on employers. Reducing immigration from 800,000 to 470,000 a year would be substantial. But
doing so would have only a tiny effect on Social Security.

SSA projections also show what would happen if legal immigration was doubled from
800,000 to 1.6 million annually over the next 75 years. This would reduce the deficit by $346
billion over 75 years. This is equal to only 6.6 percent of the funding shortfall, or 9.4 percent if
the trust is treated as real. Putting aside how unlikely an increase in legal immigration of this
size is, if doubling legal immigration leaves more than 90 percent of problem in place, then it
makes no sense to tout it as a significant part of the long-term solution to the problem.

Low-Income Workers are a Problem for Social Security. In truth, it’s not even clear
that the small projected benefits from legal immigration actually exist. In its projections the SSA
assumes that immigrants will have wages and resulting tax payments as high as the existing
population at the same age. The existing population is, of course, overwhelmingly native-born.
So, in effect, SSA is assuming newly arrived immigrants will have parity with natives in terms of
tax payments from the moment the immigrants arrive. This is contrary not only to common
sense but also a very large body of research showing that legal immigrants are significantly
poorer than natives on average, resulting in lower tax payments. This matters for a number of
reasons, not the least of which is that Social Security is redistributive in nature. For example, a
new retiree in 2004 with average earnings receives benefits equal to roughly 40 percent of his

working income. In contrast, a worker with half the average income receives 50 percent of his
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earnings. By treating them as average from the moment they arrive, SSA is significantly
overestimating the positive impact of immigrants both in terms of their immediate impact on the
system and their long-term effect. In fairness, SSA is aware of this problem — they simply are
not sure how to deal with it in their projections.

The lower income of immigrants also matters because of the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC), which pays cash to low-income workers. As the IRS states on its web site, the credit
was created to “offset the burden of Social Security taxes” on low-income workers. My own
research shows that legal immigrants are more than twice as likely as natives to receive the
credit. While not directly part of the Social Security system, one cannot ignore the fact that so
many legals immigrants, in effect, get all or most of their Social Security taxes refunded through
the EITC.

Even if one ignores the EITC, and the significant differences in immigrant and native
lifetime earnings, and tax payments, the fact remains that SSA’s own projections show a small
impact from legal immigration on the system relative to its size.

Illegal Immigration and The Social Security System

The discussion above makes clear that legal immigration has only a very modest effect on
the solvency of the program over the long term. It's not even clear that the effect is positive,
when one considers the redistributive nature of the program, and the fact that immigrants have
much lower lifetime earnings than natives, something that SSA does not take into account in its
estimates. But, what of'illegal aliens?

There are three things to keep in mind when considering illegal aliens and Social Security
and Medicare: First, because they are mostly of working age, and because they cannot collect
Social Security, they are presently a net positive to the Social Security system. Second, they are
a net drain on the non-Social Security parts of the federal budget, so all of the net benefit they
create for the Social Security and Medicare is offset by the drain they create in the rest of the
Federal Budget. Put a different way, all the money they pay into Social Security and Medicare is
immediately taken out in order to cover the drain they cause in the federal budget in areas other
than Social Security. Third, even the positive effect they have on the Social Security and
Medicare systems is mainly due to the fact that they are illegal aliens and cannot collect benefits.
If legalized, they would represent a long term drain on the program.

Current Net Positive Effect. It is often pointed out that illegal aliens pay some $8
billion in Social Security and Medicaid taxes, which it must be emphasized is my estimate.
Although, it is sometimes erroneously attributed to the SSA or the National Academy of
Sciences, in fact, the figures are from a 2004 report I authored and published by the Center for
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Immigration Studies entitled, The High Cost of Cheap Labor.®  In that report 1 found that illegal
aliens households pay almost $5.2 billion in Social Security tax and nearly $1.7 billion in
Medicaid tax. In total, illegal alien-headed households create paid almost 7 billion into the too
programs. They also used about $1 billion in services for net gain to the two programs of about
6 billion. This net benefit is equal to less than 2 percent of total expenditures on these two
programs. Thus any benefit to these programs is very small relative to their size. Moreover,
they created a large fiscal drain in the rest of the budget that used up all the benefit they created
for Social Security and Medicare.

Even with Social Security Illegals Are a Net Drain. In addition to Social Security and
Medicare my study also found that illegal alien households paid $7.9 billion in other taxes,
including income and excise taxes. In total illegal alien households paid nearly $16 billion in
taxes to the federal government. However, they imposed costs on the federal government of
$26.3 billion for a net fiscal drain of over $10 billion. This means that all the money they paid
into Social Security and Medicare was, in effect, immediately taken out in order to cover the
drain they created in the rest of the federal budget. Federal law requires that any money in the
Social Security trust fund be taken out and used for other expenses if the non-Social Security
parts of the budget are in deficient. Thus focusing on retirement programs would seem to make
little sense because they are not separate programs. Funds in the Social Security system are
available to be used for other programs. Thus, any gains to the Social Security from illegal
aliens to is illusionary.

‘Why Legalizing Creates a Larger Fiscal Drain. If we just focus on the Social Security
and Medicare systems we can see that having workers who pay into the system who can never
access benefits cannot help but be a fiscal benefit, thought the benefit is trivial relative to the size
of these programs. Of course, one would have to ignore the net drain on the rest of the budget,
which would eat up the benefit to Social Security. But even the tiny benefit for Social
Security/Medicare only exists in the long run if illegal aliens remain illegal and are thus unable
to receive payments. If legalized, then they would be able access the program. Legalization
would be a significant problem for the program in the long run because illegal aliens are
overwhelming individuals with little education. Between 50 and 60 percent have not completed
high school, and another 20 to 25 have only a high school education. Education is the single best
predictor of income and resulting tax payments. As already discussed, Social Security is
redistributive in nature, paying relatively more generous benefits to lower income workers than it
pays to higher i