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met with the Sandy Hook people on 
several occasions. They are not asking 
for anything that is outrageous. Their 
first step is to say that someone who is 
crazy—I am sorry, that is not a good 
term of art—someone who has extreme 
mental problems should not be able to 
buy a gun. Someone who is a criminal 
should not be able to buy a gun. That 
is all we want. We will settle for that. 
The people of Sandy Hook will settle 
for that. 

I admire what the Presiding Officer 
has done and what Senator 
BLUMENTHAL has done. We cannot let 
these terrible things that happened in 
Aurora, CO—someone walks in with a 
weapon that has a magazine of 100 bul-
lets. He would have killed a lot more, 
but the gun jammed. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

Mr. REID. I ask the Chair to an-
nounce the business of the day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, leadership time is 
reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business until 5 
o’clock p.m., with Senators permitted 
to speak therein for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IMMIGRATION 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, to-
morrow we will continue the markup 
on the Gang of 8 immigration bill. 
They have been meeting with 
businesspeople and special interest 
groups trying to craft a piece of legis-
lation they can agree to, that they 
think is good. They didn’t have any-
body representing mainstream Amer-
ica. They didn’t have anyone rep-
resenting the law enforcement commu-
nity who would explain how this sys-
tem ought to work. As a result, their 
bill doesn’t have any kind of improve-
ments in our law enforcement that 
would be effective. 

I wanted to talk today, because we 
will be going into it tomorrow, about 
the fundamental question on the na-
ture of our immigration; how much 
this country would be able to sustain 

in a healthy way for immigrants, as 
well as American workers. 

I have been concerned for some time 
that the numbers are just too large. We 
are not able to effectively assimilate 
people in these large numbers. Signifi-
cantly, we don’t have sufficient jobs to 
allow us to employ them. As the bill 
stands now, it would have only a nega-
tive impact on American workers. 

People say: You need to be positive, 
Sessions. We are growth oriented. We 
are just going to grow this economy, 
and there will be plenty of jobs out 
there. Be like Ronald Reagan, would 
you? Be sunny all the time. Don’t talk 
negatively. Don’t worry about this. 

I am looking at some numbers, and I 
think it is wise for America to be pru-
dent, smart, and careful, before we es-
tablish policies we can’t sustain, before 
we establish policies that create more 
unemployment in America and damage 
our economy. That could happen. 

I asked one of the sponsors of the 
bill, Senator SCHUMER, how many peo-
ple would be admitted under the bill. 
Well, he wouldn’t say. 

I said: It looks like it might be 30 
million; is that correct? 

He said: No. 
I said: Well, how many is it, Senator 

SCHUMER? 
He didn’t say. They have yet to say 

how many people would be admitted 
under the biggest change in immigra-
tion we have had since at least 1986, 
and really it is larger in its impact 
than 1986. 

This is an odd thing. Frankly, we 
ought not to proceed another day in 
the Judiciary Committee until the 
sponsors of the bill—and their great ad-
visers who have been meeting for 
months, aided by the administration 
and all the staffs they have in Home-
land Security and the Department of 
Justice—can tell us how many people 
would be admitted. They don’t do that, 
I think, fundamentally because they 
don’t want us to know. They really 
don’t want to acknowledge what a huge 
alteration in our policies this will have 
in terms of economics and so forth. 

Let’s think about it. Here are some 
of the things we know: We know 11 mil-
lion people are here illegally—some say 
12 million—and they would all be given 
a legal status. Virtually all would be 
given a legal status immediately. 

They would then immediately be al-
lowed to pursue any job they would 
like to take. They could go down and 
apply for the county government, the 
city government, trucking firms, coal 
mining companies, oil companies, any 
good job out there they would like to 
apply for. That is not happening now 
because many of them have no identi-
fication and aren’t able to take any-
thing other than jobs off the books. 
Some have estimated—supporters of 
the bill—that at least half of the people 
here illegally are working off the books 
in some form or fashion. These num-
bers are big. We have those numbers. 

In addition, there is a plan over the 
next years to legalize 4.5 million addi-

tional individuals in the so-called 
backlog. They are really not back-
logged in the sense the immigration 
service isn’t processing their papers 
fast enough, they are backlogged be-
cause we had caps on how many in 
these categories could come in and peo-
ple apply until they reach the number. 
Well, they would remove the caps on 
those. That would be another 4.5 mil-
lion that would come in. 

Then they have a future flow that we 
are working hard on to analyze with 
my staff. I don’t have the entire immi-
gration service. I don’t have the immi-
gration lawyers association. I don’t 
have the chamber of commerce or 
Richard Trumka to come in and do all 
the work for me, but we think there 
will be quite a number of immigrants 
coming in the future. 

The Los Angeles Times—and I will 
use their number; it seems to be the 
number others have come up with and 
may be in the ballpark—they have in-
creased the annual flow by 50 percent. 
That would be a 50-percent increase. 
We are supposed to be at about 1 mil-
lion a year now, and this would in-
crease the legal flow by 50 percent. It 
could be considerably more. So we esti-
mate that something like 30 million 
people will be given legal status in the 
next 10 years, when, if the law were 
faithfully applied, there would be about 
10 or 11 million over the next 10 years 
given legal status. Yes, of that 30 mil-
lion, about 10 or so—10-plus—will be 
those who are already here, but many 
of those are really not effectively com-
peting for jobs with the American 
worker, who by a large degree is out of 
work and needing a job. 

First and foremost we are a nation of 
immigrants. We have always had a gen-
erous immigration policy. A million 
immigrants a year exceeds that of any 
other country in the world ever, and we 
are about to absorb a huge number of 
new people—15 million—and then we 
are going to increase the flow by 50 
percent. So I am asking, can we handle 
this? That is all I am asking at this 
point on this subject, and we really 
should think about that. Don’t we owe 
it to our workers to ask those ques-
tions? 

Professor Borjas, at Harvard—him-
self an immigrant and the most serious 
student of immigration and wages and 
jobs in America, and he wrote a book 
on it a number of years ago and still 
writes papers in contributing to the de-
bate—has demonstrated absolutely, 
through intense, high-level economic 
studies, that increases in workers pro-
duces reduced wages. Surprise—more 
workers reduces wages. It allows a 
business to find a worker without hav-
ing to pay more money. They would be 
able to get more people to work for 
less, and they like that. That is great— 
for them. 

My Democratic colleagues have been 
pointing out for a long time—and, 
sadly, there is too much truth in their 
complaints—that the average wage of 
the American worker since at least 
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2000—and some say as far back as 1970— 
has not kept up with inflation. 

Profit is going pretty well for a lot of 
companies, but workers’ salaries 
haven’t even kept up with inflation, 
and our unemployment rate is exceed-
ingly high today. That is a fact. Pro-
fessor Borjas attributes a good bit of 
that to the immigration we have had 
over these years, which is at a level 
that, he said some years ago—and I re-
member when he wrote this—was high-
er than the country really ought to 
have then. 

What is our current situation? Well, 
we looked at the analysis of the Con-
gressional Budget Office in the budget 
study they present to Congress every 
year. And they work hard at this. No-
body knows the answers to all of these 
questions, but CBO’s is as good and ob-
jective a number as one normally gets, 
and this is what they predict. They are 
predicting that what experts are saying 
is correct; that is, the economic growth 
in mature economies, such as the 
United States, Europe, and Japan, is 
not going to reach the peaks of growth 
we have had in some of the go-go eras 
of the past. Bill Gross, head of one of 
the biggest bond firms in the world— 
PIMCO—has called it a new normal. We 
are going to have lower growth. It will 
be steady, hopefully, but it is going to 
be lower and it will create fewer jobs. 
That is what the projections are for the 
future. 

In February of this year, the CBO 
projected that job growth per month— 
the number of jobs employers expect to 
add to their workforce—in the second 5 
years of their 10-year budget analysis, 
years 2019 through 2023, would average 
only 75,000 a month. Isn’t that some-
thing? Hopefully we can do something 
better than that. This is a 10-year-plus 
plan of immigration policy from this 
Gang of 8. Have they talked to Mr. El-
mendorf? Have they talked to anybody 
about how many jobs we are actually 
going to need, other than some of the 
Silicon Valley gurus, the chamber of 
commerce, some of the big agricultural 
industries, and some of those folks? Is 
that all the people they are talking to? 

What about the Blue Chip forecast? 
This is a forecast that is watched very 
closely. They make forecasts on a lot 
of different issues. It is the average of 
55 private economic forecasters. So 
what do the Blue Chippers say the 
growth will be? They say that there 
will be 2.8 percent growth between 2016 
and 2019 and that will drop to only 2.5 
percent between 2020 and 2024. In short, 
they agree with CBO that economic 
growth will slow down over the next 10 
years and not really pick up from the 
slow growth we are in now to any sig-
nificant degree. 

A number of academic economists— 
Robert Gordon at Northwestern Uni-
versity and Tyler Cowen at George 
Mason—argue that the U.S. economy 
has entered a long period of slower eco-
nomic growth that is not likely to im-
prove dramatically anytime soon. 

Today the Wall Street Journal pub-
lished its latest survey of 52 econo-

mists, who predict steady but slow eco-
nomic growth in the near term. Slow 
growth means slow job creation. It 
means job caution. 

Here is what the Brookings Institu-
tion says: 

Adjust for population growth, and it will 
take 9 more years to return to the prereces-
sion level of unemployment at the current 
rate of growth. 

That is a liberal think tank, and they 
are saying it is going to take 9 more 
years just to get the unemployment we 
have now down to a more normal his-
toric level in the United States. At the 
same time, job participation, labor 
force participation is at a record low. 
Not since the 1970s, when not many 
women were working, have we gone 
that low. People are giving up on look-
ing for work. 

It was 2 months ago that we had 
88,000 jobs created in this country in 1 
month—88,000 people got employment— 
while 486,000 left the workforce. Imag-
ine that. In 1 month we only created 
88,000 jobs, while 486,000 left the work-
force. We checked those numbers, and 
about one-fifth of those were retire-
ments—I am sure some early, or at 
least earlier than they wanted, and 
they started drawing Social Security 
earlier than they intended to draw it 
because they couldn’t find work—but a 
little less than 400,000, one-fifth, 
dropped out, gave up, couldn’t find 
work. So that is troubling, and it is 
pulling down wages of American citi-
zens who have lost their jobs and can’t 
find good work. 

The Labor Department reported ear-
lier this month that 4.4 million Ameri-
cans have been out of work for more 
than 27 weeks and that the broadest 
measure of unemployment—that in-
cludes part-time employment and 
other things—stands at 13.9 percent, 
which is very high. 

So first, I would say, do we want to 
tell somebody to come to America, but 
we don’t have a job for them or it will 
only be temporary, and then they will 
be laid off? We can’t expect to be able 
to maintain a workforce. 

There is no doubt that those who 
want large and ready supplies of labor 
and who don’t want to have to pay 
more money or provide more benefits 
to get that labor are happy with the 
steady, large flow coming into the 
country. It might even make them 
have a little better profit. But Pro-
fessor Borjas at Harvard makes clear 
that by maybe $1,600 a year—low-in-
come people making $20,000 or so a year 
will have their wages brought down 
that much as a result of an influx of 
large amounts of low-skilled labor. 

So it is not helpful to immigrants 
who came lawfully and who are looking 
for work and having their wages pulled 
down, and it is not helpful for our na-
tive born who are looking for work and 
can’t get on that ladder of success 
where someone starts working as a car-
penter’s helper and one day ends up as 
a carpenter and then a foreman, and 
they have saved a little money and 

have a retirement plan and health care 
for their family. That is what we would 
like to see happen in America. So I am 
worried about those numbers. 

Mr. President, we had a hearing— 
kind of hard to keep up with this, but 
I believe this was the hearing on high- 
tech workers—and I would like to high-
light the testimony of Professor Ron 
Hira. He has written for the Economic 
Policy Institute, which is a liberal 
think tank. He has done an op-ed at 
BusinessWeek and has presented at the 
Brookings Institution and printed aca-
demic papers on this subject. He testi-
fied before our committee that he has 
been studying our high-skilled immi-
gration policy for more than a decade. 

Most of the people entering the coun-
try under the Gang of 8 bill will not be 
highly skilled. Most of them will not 
enter through the more merit-based 
point system we have heard about. It 
looks pretty clear that those entering 
on the point-based system, where there 
is some sort of competitive process—al-
though an individual gets extra points 
if they have family connections—rep-
resent less than 10 percent of those who 
would be admitted under the legisla-
tion. 

So this is what Mr. Hira says about 
the way our high-skilled immigration 
policy is being operated. He says the 
U.S. policy, as currently designed and 
administered, does more harm than 
good. To meet the needs of the U.S. 
economy and U.S. workers, our guest 
worker and permanent resident pro-
grams need immediate and substantial 
overhaul, and we don’t have that kind 
of reform in this legislation. The prin-
cipal goal of these programs is to bring 
in foreign workers who are supposed to 
complement American workers, mak-
ing American workers more effective. 
But loopholes have made it too easy to 
bring in cheaper, foreign workers with 
ordinary skills who directly substitute 
rather than complement workers al-
ready in America. 

We have all heard of this complemen-
tary idea—that we bring in foreign 
labor, and that helps American work-
ers be more efficient and it will make 
everybody better. But according to Mr. 
Hira, the workers who are being 
brought in under the H–1B and similar 
programs—J–1, L–1—are not doing 
that. They are bringing in people 
through a loophole where they actually 
compete with Americans for jobs. He 
says many of these individuals have or-
dinary skills, and they substitute for 
American workers. 

He also said that loopholes in these 
programs provide an unfair competi-
tive advantage to companies that are 
specializing in offshore outsourcing, 
speeding up the process of shipping 
high-wage, high-tech American jobs 
overseas, which has disadvantaged 
companies in the United States that 
hire mainly American workers. 

Essentially, as I understood his testi-
mony, people would come from a for-
eign country. They live here and train 
and work here. Then they go back to 
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their foreign country and set up a 
plant or business and the company, 
U.S. company, outsources the work, 
costing American jobs. He has done 
studies on this. This is not just a the-
ory he came up with. 

He further testified that the actual 
H–1B and L–1 visa use has become anti-
thetical to policymakers’ goals due to 
four fundamental flaws: The work per-
mits are held by the employer, so basi-
cally these individuals come as inden-
tured servants and are able to be con-
trolled in a way that gives the em-
ployer the advantage over an American 
worker. No. 2, he says that the visa pe-
riod is far too long for them to come 
and, in addition to the inherent design 
flaws, there is little oversight or en-
forcement on these programs. Nobody 
is watching them. According to Pro-
fessor Hira, by closing H–1B and L–1 
loopholes, Congress would create and 
retain tens of thousands of high-wage 
American jobs and ensure our labor 
market works fairly for American and 
foreign workers alike. 

I am summarizing now. In his opin-
ion, the following needs to be done: in-
stitute an effective labor market test— 
make sure we actually need these 
workers, pay workers true market 
wages—he asserts they are not being 
paid true market wages; limit the visa 
to a maximum of 3 years—for a lot of 
reasons I suggest that is very impor-
tant—with no renewal. If they come for 
longer periods of time and they can 
renew and renew, then we end up with 
somebody who is married here, their 
children are in junior high school, 
maybe they are American citizens by 
now—and we are going to ask them to 
leave even though the law says for 
them to leave? It is not likely. 

That is how 40 percent of the people 
here illegally have come to America. 
They have come legally but overstayed 
the visa they had. 

We should eliminate access to addi-
tional H–1B and L–1 visas for any de-
pendent firm. Those that are dependent 
on these programs to maintain their 
basic workforce, those are the ones 
who should get their numbers reduced, 
rather than getting more visas. We 
should shine a light on the process, in-
stitute sensible oversight, establish a 
clear single objective for the programs. 
Also other programs, he notes, are 
badly in need of an overhaul and are 
being used to circumvent the annual 
numerical limit on H–1Bs and the regu-
latory controls on the L–1 program. 

Given the widespread use of H–1B and 
L–1 visas by offshore outsourcing 
firms—people who are truly moving 
jobs out of the United States—Congress 
should take affirmative steps to make 
clear that most guest worker programs 
and permanent residents are immigra-
tion issues, not trade and policy issues. 

Finally, we heard over and over again 
from our good friends in Silicon Valley 
all the great things they have done. We 
are proud of them and they have been 
great for America. He talks about some 
of that. He contested the assertion by 

Mr. Brad Smith of Microsoft. Microsoft 
has been aggressive in pushing this 
program. He pushes back and contests 
the assertion that the United States 
does not have enough high-skilled 
workers. We have heard we don’t have 
enough high-skilled workers. He says 
no. He studied it. According to Pro-
fessor Hira, the unemployment rate for 
STEM graduates—science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics—is 
higher than that of regular college 
graduates. 

Goodness. He noted that in the petro-
leum engineering field things have 
gone better. Wages have increased 
prompting an increase in the enroll-
ment in such programs by American 
college students who almost exclu-
sively have filled the petroleum engi-
neering jobs. That is the way the sys-
tem is supposed to work. Wages start 
going up, there is a shortage of petro-
leum engineers and workers, people 
start majoring in that, and they go out 
and find jobs. That is the way the sys-
tem is supposed to work. This example, 
he says, shows that markets do work 
when they are allowed to work. But he 
said H–1B and L–1 programs are inter-
vening in labor markets. With that 
privilege should come accountability. 

I will conclude by saying I urge my 
colleagues, before we rush out and sign 
on to an immigration proposal that has 
all kinds of special interests and polit-
ical interests, somebody has to ques-
tion what it is doing to recent college 
graduates as well as low-skilled work-
ers. The actual statistical data from 
experts indicate these workers are 
struggling today and many are unem-
ployed and in much need of work. 

The Civil Rights Commissioner, Abi-
gail Thernstrom, also wrote a letter to 
the Commission and the Congress that 
said we don’t have a shortage of low- 
skilled workers in America. We have a 
glut of them. We have more low-skilled 
workers looking for jobs than we have 
jobs. But to read the papers, one would 
think just the opposite; that we have 
this crisis with high unemployment, 
high numbers of people dropped out of 
the labor force, and we have to bring in 
more workers to do basic American 
work. 

All I am saying is that immigration 
policy needs to allow the right flow to 
come into America. It needs to be 
faithfully enforced. It needs to serve 
the national interest, not the special 
interest. It needs to remember the du-
tiful workers out there who lawfully 
entered the country through immigra-
tion or native born, and their interests 
need to be protected in this process. I 
do not believe they are being protected 
properly. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KING). The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. MORAN. I ask unanimous con-

sent to address the Senate. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

IRS TARGETING INVESTIGATIONS 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, late last 

week we learned of the apology by the 
Internal Revenue Service official about 
the targeting of certain information 
and applications for 501(c)(4) organiza-
tions in this country. Certainly the in-
dication is that because of certain 
words generally considered to suggest 
that organization has conservative 
leanings, those organizations were tar-
geted for different or additional treat-
ment at the Internal Revenue Service. 
It was indicated there was an apology 
offered. This became a significant topic 
of conversation over the weekend by 
certain elected officials, certainly by 
my colleagues in the Senate but by the 
American people as well. 

Last Wednesday, May 8, before this 
revelation was known, the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee for Financial 
Services was holding its hearing—usu-
ally an annual affair—in which we were 
discussing the appropriations request 
in the President’s budget for the Treas-
ury Department. That gave me the op-
portunity to visit with Secretary Lew. 
Of course, the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice is a component of the Treasury De-
partment. My conversation with Sec-
retary Lew during that hearing dealt 
with a related topic. 

While I have great objection to tar-
geting any group—liberal, conserv-
ative, Republican, Democratic-lean-
ing—certainly the ability for us to ex-
amine an application is important. But 
none of us would expect or consider it 
to be appropriate that the Internal 
Revenue Service would treat one appli-
cation different from another based 
upon its apparent political leanings. 

While that is terrible enough, I also 
want to point out the topic I raised 
with the Secretary, Treasury Secretary 
Jack Lew, last Wednesday. This comes 
from media reports and from com-
plaints by organizations. The reason 
this seems so important is the admis-
sion that conservative groups were 
treated differently or one group was 
treated differently from another within 
the Internal Revenue Service lends 
credibility to press reports and to com-
plaints by organizations across the 
country about their treatment by the 
IRS. 

My questions to Secretary Lew, some 
of them that day but also submitted in 
writing since then, deal with a number 
of instances in which it was reported 
by an organization or a press report 
that the Internal Revenue Service im-
properly disclosed information about 
donors to 501(c)(4) organizations. Last 
April, the IRS apparently improperly 
disclosed schedule B donor lists on the 
form 990 of an organization called Na-
tional Organizations for Marriage. It is 
an a 501(c)(4) group. While the form 990 
is publicly available, tax laws and IRS 
regulations make clear that the sched-
ule B—that is the donor list on the 990 
is not to be released for 501(c)(3)s or 
(c)(4)s. 

The issue was raised. The organiza-
tion complained. It was reported in the 
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