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Mr. SmITH. Thank you Mr. Rector.
Dr. Briggs.

STATEMENT OF VERNON M. BRIGGS, JR., PROFESSOR OF
LABOR ECONOMICS, CORNELL UNIVERSITY

Mr. BR1GGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As you perhaps know, I am a strong critic of existing immigra-
tion policy and have long believed it to be not only out of control,
but completely in contrast to the national interest. I enthusiasti-
cally support most of what is in this bill. A few things I have some
questions about, and I'll focus disproportionately on them. But I en-
thusiastically support most of what is in this bill.

I think the level of immigration is far too high at this moment
for our national interest. As for our labor market needs, there is
a complete variation of the immigration flow with the human cap-
ital characteristics that are needed in the current labor market.
There is also a pileup of immigration in the urban centers, the
central cities in particular, that are undermining a lot of other pub-
lic policy areas. No matter what we seem to pass, it doesn’t make
much difference because the laws are simply abused massively by
illegal immigration.

Rather than focus on the manifestations that I have just indi-
cated, however, my belief is that the problems are directly tied to
the policy itself and some of its structural issues. They are that the
system is basically inflexible, it’s nepotistic, it’s mechanistic, it’s le-
galistic, and it is largely unenforceable. I'd like to talk about how
this bill addresses these issues.

Certainly the new bill reduces the level of immigration arbitrar-
ily. It still has an inflexible number. My personal view has always
been that the number ought to be set administratively rather than
legislatively. Congress could set a ceiling, but let somebody have
some discretion, like the Secretary of Labor, to set the annual level.
For example, in 1991, we raised immigration to the highest levels
in American history since we have regulated immigration, only to
fall into deep recession. Things can unexpectedly happen.

I think a 5-year review is good. That gives some flexibility over
what is not flexible, but one can’t be sure Congress will actually
address it. I mean, will Congress actually follow through and actu-
ally decide about its responsiveness to changing conditions. I would
rather see more flexibility for shortrun conditions.

_As for nepotism, this system certainly reduces some of the nepo-
tism by reducing several of the existing entry categories. I support
the elimination of both of them, the adult brothers and sisters, and
unmarried adult children of immigrants. I think these changes are
long overdue. Nothing stops these relatives from seeking to be ad-
Imtte(cil based on their own merits. But their privileged status is re-
moved.

If an adult voluntarily seeks to leave his or her homeland to emi-
Brate to the United States, it is he or she who is making the deci-
Sion with respect to breaking the family ties, not U.S. immigration
Policy. There is no reason why U.S. policy should be obligated to
admit extended family members or other adult children who the
Immigrant alone has decided to leave behind when he or she made

e decision to leave.
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So this bill at least deemphasizes some of the nepotism. It is still
nepotistic, but I don’t think anybody is going to object to people
bringing their spouses or minor children with them. So I certainly
agree with that. So it’s less nepotistic. That is to its merits.

It emphasizes employment. It does away with unskilled immigra-
tion which I think is long overdue as an eligible category. There is
absolutely no shortage of unskilled workers in this country, and no
prospect on the horizon of there being one. It raises the qualifica-
tions of those who do come in. I think that’s a very desirable point.

The only category 1 disagree with has been one I have opposed
for many years, since it came up in 1991. It is the investor-immi-
grant category. 1 have never supported this. I think it’s wrong to
make wealth itself a category for priority entry. The only group
that benefits from this category is the immigration bar, which has
been its greatest supporter. I also believe this category is very dif-
ficult to administer, preventing fraud or monitoring of actual job
creation promises.

I am also glad to see the diversity-immigrant group eliminated.
I think that was a mistake. It raised the specter of national origin
from out of the Nation’s immigration past. I think the use of a lot-
tery cheapens the immigration process.

As for being mechanistic and legalistic, it’s still both of those.
With respect to enhanced enforcement, I think all the points of em-
phasis in the bill are correct. The only thing I worry about, and 1
didn’t put in my testimony, pertains to verification. 1 think the
weakest element in the bill is the verification issue. I think what
is a bill full of strong tiger teeth, still has one baby tooth and that
pertains to the issue of verification. I think the telephone call-in
system is good, but I still think that is a very weak enforcement
Ineasure.

Everything else—well, I support the increased border manage-
ment, the fair labor standards enforcement, the employer sanctions
enforcement, the stronger physical barriers. All of those things are
steps in the right direction. So by and large, I enthusiastically sup-
port this bill, subject to those minor things.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Briggs follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF VERNON M. BRIGGS, JR., PROFESSOR OF LABOR
EcoNOMICS, CORNELL UNIVERSITY

It is past time for siguificant reforms in the nation's existing immigration policy m be
initiated. Characterized in 1981 by the Select Commission on Impugration and Refugee
Policy as being “out of control,” little ha§ changed in the interim despite several previous
legistagve efforts 1o do so. In fact, conditions have deteriprated. Immigration Jevels (from
ol sources) have saared far beyond the needs of the econoty; the composition of the
immigrant inflow, with respect to its human capita! characteristics, are &1 significant veriance
with the emerging employment needs of the Jabor market, and the poals of existing
jmmigretion and Iefugee sysiems have been undermined by the continuation of mass abuse of
their provision by illegal immigration. These are the manifestations of the problem. The
causes for the existing incongruence believes the natipnal interest and the nation's extant
immigration policy rest with it key features. These are: it it inflexible; it i nepotistic; it iz
mechanistic; it is legalistic; and it is largely unenforceable. I wish lo appraisc H.R. 1915 as
it relates W each of these concerms.

Inflexibility. ‘The existing legislatior writes into stone an tmmigration level (675,000
immigrants a year since 1995). There is no provision for altering this level should
waexpected conditions arise (s they slwayr do). The annual Jevel imposed by the
Inmigration Act of 1990 way too high when it was enacted and it remains too high today. It
1ok effect in 1991 just as the naton't economy slipped nto ¢eép recession. Unemployment
tpday remains very high for what is supposed to be a period of prospenty but immigration
Jevels remain at or near record annual levels (the decade of the 1990s should see the largest
immigration inflow in all of U.S. history). Given the fact the labar farce is growing due to
the demogrephic positioning of the "baby boom generation” and the continuing growth in
fabor force participation of womea, the nation is not sustaining a shortage of labor per se.
H.R. 1915 provides for a significant reduction in immigration levels to 535,000 immigrants a
year and it calls for re-evaluation of this number every five years by Congress. Both of
these are steps in the right direction. Personally, ] would prefer that the level be set
administratively rather than legislativaly so that the annual flow could be more clogely
modulated to changes in the domestic economic environment. I see no magic in any specific
pumber — cspecially with regard to the employment-based immigrants. I would prefer wo see
Coaogress set a celling of, say the 135,000 employment-based immigrants specified in the
bill, but give the Secretary of Labor the right to lower the 1zve! for any partcular year if it is
deemed necessary. H.R. 1915 is z step in the right direction by requiring a S year review
but that interval may be too long, given the dynamics of the current labor market conditions,
and one cannot be sure that economic considerations, rather than political factors wAll shape,
the review futlre processes,
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Nepotiam.  The current system is highly discriminstory in its sdmission provisions,
Family reunification sccount for 480,000 of the available visas cach year, Asa
consequence, the vast proporton (71%) of the legal immigrants entering each year are
admitted on the basis of family ties rather than any human capital characteristics they may
possess. H.R. 1915, 1o its credit, eliminates the existing categories of the admission of adult
. <sters and adult unmarried and aduli marmied p of immigrants. Nothing
stops these relatives from secking 1o be adminad on their own merits but their privileged
entry status is remmoved. If an adult vo,untarily seeks to leave his or her homeland o
immigrate Inio the United States, it is he or she who is making the personal deciston with
respect to breaking fies W their families. There is certainly no reason why U.S, policy
should be obligaied 1o admit extended family members or other aduli children who the
mmigran: alone has decided to leave behind. This change is long overdue.

It is true that the proportion of total annual immigraton will still be dominaied by
v family reunification under H.R. 1915 (62 percent) but no one can object to legal immigrants
bringing their spouses and minor children with them. But with reduced numbets of family
immigraats, it is less likely that mmxgr.-mon levels as a whole will confinue to be so far out
of step with labor market needs. Nepotism is at Jeast reduced.

By the same Ioken, employmeni-based immigration is more emphasized by H.R. 1915

than is presently the case. Under existing legislation, employment-based immigration
_ accounts for 20 percent of all admissions; under HLR. 1915, the percentage mises to 25

pescent. In the process, immigration of unskilled immj is ended and, in genaral the
qualifications for the remaining entries under this category are raised over what currently
exists. 1 support both of these changes. There is absolutcly no shortage of unskilled
workers in the United STies and there is no prospect of one on the horizon, Whether there
are shortages of skilled warkers, in light of massive layoffs in defense industries and
downsizing of middle management across corporate America, is also 2 debatable point. This
is why I would prefer more flexibility on these admissions but H.R. 1915 certainly moves in
the right direction in this area of admission priorities.

The only employment-based category that I disagree with pertains to the retention of
the investor immigrants at a leve! of 10,000 a year. I have never supporied this catagory and
1 still do not. I think it is wrong to make wealth itself a category for phority entry for
immigrants. The only group that can benefit from this category is the immigration bar which
bas been its greatest supporter. I also believe that this category is very difficult to administer
in 1erms of preventing fraud or monitoring acnal job-creation promises. I would delete it

J 1 am also glad to see that the category of “diversity immigrants® is eliminated from
the admission system under H.R. 1915, This catagory does not assure any cangroence with
buman capital needs of the nation with the immigranis it admits and it also resurrects the
specter of national origin from out of the pation’s past immigration experiences. It is past
time to end this experiment in social engingsring, I am also opposed 1o its reliance on a
Jotiery system to select immigrants. It cheapens the admissions process.
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Mechanistic. While under B.R. 1915 the U.S. immigration system remains highly
mechanistic, there are ar least frwer admisvian categaries and there ix at Jeast some provision
for 2 § year review of immigrution levels. This is an improvement over the existing system.

Legaligic. 'While the immigration svstem will still be highly legalistic in its terms
and operations, there are at least some overwres o reduce appesl levels for asylum
applicants, to reduce the number of documents required to prove eligibility to work, anc to
expedite removals for stowaways, fulse refuges claimants, and alies tesrorists among
numerous other faarures that seem, at least or their face & non-lawyer, to be positive staps
o reduce the costly and protracted procedures associated with efforts to enforce the nation's
immigraton policies.

Enhanced Fnforcement. H.E. 1915 15 also of merit for its efforts to address the
massive abuse that currently makes & mockery of the nation’s effarts to have an iramigration
system that s worthy of public support. Stronger border management in terms of funds for
more border patrol officers and suppont personnel, for improved physical barriers; and for
the acquisition of advanced echnology are long overdue. The expenditure of funds is the
real test of the commitment of Congress to make whatever immigration policy it adopts bave
true meaning. I applaud the provision of imposing cvil fines or. illegal immigrants found in
the Urited States although I doubt it will be possible to enforce except where illegal
immigrants are found to be employed and salaries could possibly be garnisheed. T have
never undersiood why this has not been done alreacy. 1 also enthusiastically support the
recognition of the need to increase the number of workplace officials of government
empowered o enforce both employer sanctions against the hiring illegal immigrants and fair
1abor standards with respect to wage and hour laws and child labar laws. The growth of
*sweatshops,” fueled by the hiring of illegal immigrants, is an on-going blemish to
contemporary Amernican life. I only bope these proposals are for *real® increases in numbery
of enforcement officials and are not simply replacing people who Lave lost their jobs due
arbitrary budget cutbacks that arc now so much in vogue bere in Washington.

Concluding Observations
RB.R. 1915 identifies the critical areas that must be addressed if immigration policy is
to be restored to its rightful posidon as representiag 2 positive and unique feature of
American life. Currently, immigration policy 1S at odds with the national interest. This bill
can ggnificantly change that situation.





