IMMIGRATION FOR NON-IMMIGRANT WORKERS WORKSHOP – 
(Used at a rank and file school and at a conference on immigration)
Handout: Who is an Immigrant?

Opening Remarks—

Objectives of the Session:

To have an honest discussion about the challenges and opportunities faced by union members engaging on .immigration issues.

To be thinking unionists and working people —on this and other issues — to be able to analyze and examine issues from different angles based on solid material.  

Immigration is on every one's minds these days — talked about constantly in the media and as part of political platforms. Positions on the issues cross party lines. Immigration policies need to be thought about carefully; jobs, wages, and other labor issues are important to every one here in the room. We want to develop our own analysis of the relationship between labor and new immigrants and move away from assumptions.

Let's read the resolution on immigration passed by the WSLC in 2007 – (NOTE: This statement is very pro immigrant worker).
1) Go around the room and read the Immigration Resolution passed at the 2007 WSLC convention.

2) Ask: What are your reactions or reactions you've heard to the resolution and to the ideas talked about in the resolutions?  Think about this for 5 minutes and write up your reactions on a piece of paper we'll hand out, Then, put the papers into the bin. (Writers remain anonymous).
3). After the papers are collected, I'll read them out and we'll discuss how to group them on flip charts together.

a). Ones that are grouped with debate sheets and ones that are not part of debate (Leave time at the end to discuss.)

Above should not take more than 20 minutes.

b). Have participants count off (4 to a group).
Now we're going to debate the issues. 

2 to a side—

I've prepared "debate cheat sheets"—and some data I gathered which if it's helpful, use in your arguments. Remember rules for group discussions

Debate questions developed and researched so far are:

Should we have English-only laws? 
Are immigrants taking American jobs? Are they taking the jobs no one wants? 

Are immigrants draining the economy by not paying taxes and burdening public services like welfare or the healthcare system?

Do immigrants bring down wages? What should be done about this?

Read for 5 minutes.

Debate in groups 10 minutes and then discuss with your group both sides of the issues. 

(Above should take about 45 minutes

Afterwards, each group presents to the whole class what they debated on and the strongest argument for each side — or conclusions they drew as a group.

(Remember to stress to the whole class that good intentions can have different outcomes.)
Break

Ask, "What did any one learn that was different? What do you think about this exercise?

Discussion

Show the Enlace slide show (that shows how the Mexican economy was ruined by NAFTA and Wall St Banks, resulting in mass migrations (and how workers in the US economy are being affected by the same institutions). (Note: This slide show is uploaded separately.)
Discuss Due Process Issue. –When one group of people loses their civil rights—we all suffer. Ex. Real ID Act, Inaccuracy of Social Security Database, Geocorp a for profit owns the NW Detention Center etc.
Detainees should be protected under the 5th amendment and most have violated a civil law, not a criminal one. 
Other examples of due process being disregarded from the ICED workbook can be used.

Discuss Globalization

 (Use picture)  Introducing NAFTA handout
Explain Neoliberalism, (which means unregulated markets, cutting of government  spending for social services, privatization of public goods and services, low taxes, and no restrictions of the movement of goods or capital across borders, --free trade. It leads to a race to the bottom where corporation move production to where its wage, tax and environmental costs are minimized; and the threat to move gives them a lot of power.  It claims to be anti-government but certain parts of government are strengthened—military, police. 

Some of the conclusions to be drawn include: (below are the economic arguments. I also discussed due process, and the fact that there is a long and proud history in the US of civil disobedience. If people had never acted illegally, we would not have an 8 hour day.

   Effects of workers in U.S. workers here are small, possibly a little bit negative but that can be easily changed.  Immigrants are being scape-goated; disguises the real causes of  growing corporate power growing corporate globalization, and hostility to organizing workers.  
Corporations and government are cutting benefits, social programs –easy to blame the “other”, similarly happened in the 1930’s, when ½ million Mexicans were deported, many legal, and many more left under threat of deportation. This had no impact on unemployment in the United States which was still at depression levels in 1939. . 

Solutions—

1. Not a guest worker  program, which should be opposed. They are good for employers but not for workers—it creates a permanent second class of people who are totally controlled by their employer. It hurts U.S. workers as it gives employers incentive to replace domestic workers by guest workers—bad morally and bad economically, 

2. a. Make it easier to organize-strengthen NLRB. Stronger unions would help all workers—making it easier to organize and win is one important step. 

   b. Unions aggressively organizing all workers, seeing immigrants particularly immigrant women as leaders in organizing drives, e.g., in restaurants, hotels, retail trade, 

Unions must demand full rights for immigrants, so employers cannot play off immigrants against native born, need to organize inclusively—some big and positive changes in the labor movement since 1986 when many unions and AFL-CIO not sympathetic to immigrants; positive changes in Unite-Here, SEIU, UFCW--- a ways  to go 

3a.  Raise minimum wages—organize for a living wage;  this prevents any negative effect of a growing supply of low wage workers—gaining a wage of $12 an hour would benefit immigrants and low paid U.S. workers, so would universal health care. 

 b. What about jobs  lost because of immigrants or because of higher wages (3a) —very small effect—also push for full employment policies—not a zero sum game—Govt. as employer of last resort—need large and unified and militant social movements  to make this happen 

 c. Push for stronger affirmative action and anti-discrimination policies—in govt policy and at the workplace—The union, Unite-Here has done this in contracts. This prevents employers to play off blacks against immigrants. 

5. Globally—As long as wages are many times in the U.S. than they are in Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala, Nicaragua—and 50% or more of the people in these countries are poor;  people are going to come here—more jobs and higher wages. It is also reasonable to assume that most people prefer to stay in their own country if their needs can be met — that if people can make ends meet where they are most are not going to emigrate to the United States. . 

Mexico has been following these neoliberal policies under pressure from the U.S. for over  20 years. Their wages have fallen even faster than U.S. wages. Agricultural production of corn has been devastated by imports of corn from the U.S. and millions have come to the United States.

Capital and goods are free to move across borders but labor is controlled. 

 We usually think of neoliberalism as what is going on in Latin America, Africa but it is also occurring here at home.--under language like flexible labor, the ownership society, anti-tax propaganda, law and order.  

Another part of solution is to work against CAFTA, NAFTA—free trade agreements, push for debt cancellation of loans to countries in the global south that force them to accept these policies as a condition of being extended new loans. By challenging neoliberalism or corporate globalization, we can build links across borders to improve wages and working conditions in all countries. This may reduce immigration as wages are harmonized upwards rather than the race to the bottom. Immigrant  rights should be a part of the global justice movement and of the labor movement. 

WHO ARE U.S. IMMIGRANTS AND WHERE DO THEY COME FROM?

As of March 2005, more than 35 million people, a little over 10 percent of the total US population, were foreign born. 

· About 23 million were either naturalized citizens or had legal permission to be here.

· About 12 million immigrants are undocumented (without legal status) as of 2006; this is an estimate.

*About 1/3 of all foreign-born individuals (documented and undocumented) came from Mexico, the largest source of immigrants. 

*Over 1/2 came from Latin America and the Caribbean as a whole (including Mexico). 

*Another 18% came from East Asia. 

*The top ten sending countries were Mexico (10.8 million); China (1.8 million); the Philippines (1.5 million); India (1.4 million); El Salvador (1.1 million); Vietnam (996,000); Cuba (948,000); the Dominican Republic (695,000); Canada (674,000); and Korea (672,000). (Source: Pew Hispanic Center and Center for Immigration Studies.)

During the 1990s, the number of immigrants increased rapidly. In 1990, only 19.8 million people reported foreign birth. In 2000, the figure was 31.1 million.  (These figures do not include the 3.4 million Puerto Ricans who lived in the continental United States according to the 2000 census.  They are US citizens, although they are also Latin Americans.)  Although one wouldn't guess it from the increasing anti-immigrant sentiment in the 2000s, immigration actually slowed significantly after the end of the 1990s. (Source: They Take Our Jobs, by Aviva Chomsky.)

The current influx of immigrants is often compared to the last large immigration wave that occurred between 1860 and 1920, when the rate of foreign-born persons in the population ranged from 13 to 15 percent. (Because the total population was smaller then, this higher percentage represented a smaller number of people.)  Prior to the 1980s, the highest year for the foreign born was 1930, when 14.2 million people reported foreign birth.  Most of these immigrants came from southern and eastern Europe.

How Do Undocumented Workers Get Here?
According to U.S. government estimates, about 60 percent of undocumented immigrants came here without permission ("enter without inspection," in immigration jargon) — they slip across the Mexican or Canadian border in secret, take a boat from a Caribbean island, or enter via other means with false papers.  But 40 percent or two out of five, enter with permission and then fail to leave when their visas expire — they become "overstays."

What Jobs Do Undocumented Workers Do?

About 75% of undocumented workers are employed in the formal economy; the rest work "off the books."  Contrary to stereotypes, relatively few undocumented workers do farm work — about 4.2%, as of 2000 — although many did in the past, and undocumented workers still made up about 24% of the fewer than one million agricultural workers in the United States. 
In 2005: 

· 20% of undocumented workers were employed in manufacturing.

· 16% were employed in leisure or hospitality.
· 13% were employed in construction.
· 11.5% were employed as managers or professionals.
In 2005, workers without papers make up 12 to 14% of the total workforce in construction, food manufacturing, food services, and textiles.  Unauthorized workers were 36% of all insulation workers and 29% of all roofers and drywall or installers and about 21% of private household workers.
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WA State Labor Council Resolution for 2007: 
RESOLUTION ON IMMIGRANT RIGHTS (Resolution #5)
Every year, delegates to the Washington State Labor Council (WSLC) convention discuss, deliberate and act on resolutions submitted by the affiliated union locals and councils. These resolutions establish policy, programs and action for the WSLC. The resolution on immigrant rights was passed at the WSLC's 2007 Convention, held August 16-18 in SeaTac, WA.
RESOLVED, that the WSLC demand the billions of dollars being spent on the apprehension, detention, deportation and other immigrant enforcement activities be diverted to create living wage jobs and expand social programs in the U.S. and in other countries negatively impacted by “free trade” policies, thereby lessening the reasons for immigration; and, be it further
RESOLVED, that the Washington State Labor Council, AFL-CIO, go on record supporting the four principles of comprehensive immigration reform as articulated during the Immigrant Worker Freedom Ride that calls for a pathway to citizenship for undocumented immigrant workers, an immigration policy that upholds family reunification, equal protection of workers’ rights regardless of immigration status, and full civil liberty protections for immigrant workers; and be it further
RESOLVED, that the WSLC demand the Bush Administration drop all charges against humanitarian workers for providing aid to immigrants; and, be it further
RESOLVED, that the WSLC shall call for an end to all ICE raids and deportations, including those based on Social Security no-match letters, and take the following actions; 1) work with immigrant rights groups to expose and stop ICE raids; 2) condemn ICE raids as racist and union-busting, and help organize protests to demand that immigrants are not punished, exploited or denied labor protections as a result of their undocumented status; and, be it further
RESOLVED, that the WSLC shall forward this resolution to the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) for adoption and ask that our labor halls will be a sanctuary for immigrant workers facing persecution from ICE; and, be it further
RESOLVED, that the Washington State Labor Council, AFL-CIO, convey the above statement of principles to the President of the United States, the Governor of Washington State, and to Washington State’s Congressional Delegation; and, be it finally
RESOLVED, that the WSLC begin networking with immigrant and community organizations to support and help build this growing workers’ movement and to expand and initiate campaigns to organize immigrant workers into unions
Should we have English-only laws? 
(Yes position)

· Of course we should. English is the national language and if people want to live here they should learn it. 

· Today’s immigrants don’t bother to learn English. If we’re not careful, we’re going to wake up one day and Spanish will be the new national language and all the English speakers will be out of luck.

· Government and businesses shouldn’t have to spend money translating things. People should just learn English.
Some food for thought ……

In 1906, President Theodore Roosevelt said, "We have room for but one language in this country and that is the English language, for we intend to see that the crucible turns our people out as Americans, of American nationality, and not as dwellers in a polyglot boarding house."

Former U.S. Republican presidential candidate and Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole echoed the unification theme stating, "If we are to return this country to greatness, we must do more than restore America's defenses. We must return as a people to the original concept of what it means to be American. For example, English must be recognized as America's official language…. Lacking the centuries-old, primal bonds of other nations, we have used our language, our history and our code of values to make the American experiment work…. These are the forces that have held us together—allowing us to … absorb untold millions of immigrants while coming the closest any country ever has to the classless, upwardly mobile society of our ideals."

U.S. English, Inc. is an American political advocacy group for "official English," founded in 1983 by Senator S. I. Hayakawa and Dr. John Tanton to advocate the adoption of the English language as the official language of the United States of America. They summarize their belief as, "the passage of English as the official language will help to expand opportunities for immigrants to learn and speak English, the single greatest empowering tool that immigrants must have to succeed." In the view of U.S. English's members, making English the official language of the U.S. would mean that all government business must be conducted in English, "with commonsense exceptions" of necessity, for example using other languages in such places as hospitals, emergency rooms, police stations, and tourist sites. 

In total, 30 states have passed laws that recognize English as their official language; a few have passed laws embracing another language alongside English, such as Hawaiian in the state of Hawaii. Many of the laws are largely symbolic and lack an enforcement mechanism. In addition, the English-only laws that have passed apply primarily to government programs. However, such laws can also affect private businesses. For example, several Southern California cities have passed ordinances that forbid or restrict the use of foreign languages on private business signs. English-only advocates have opposed a telephone company's use of multilingual operators and multilingual directories, FCC licensing of Spanish-language radio stations, and bilingual menus at fast food restaurants.

Some versions that have been proposed for an English Language Amendment would void almost all state and federal laws that require the government to provide services in languages other than English. The services affected would include health, education and social welfare services, job training, translation assistance to crime victims and witnesses in court and administrative proceedings; voting assistance and ballots, drivers' licensing exams, and AIDS-prevention education. 

(From Steve Sailer [www.iSteve.com], columnist for VDARE.com and film critic for The American Conservative:) Canada offers an interesting comparison. It accepts more immigrants per capita than the U.S., but it's pickier about whom it lets in. While the U.S. admits the great majority of new permanent residents solely because they are related to some previous immigrant, Canada offers a website where anybody in the world can see whether they have the right stuff to win admission. Canada awards points for the ability to speak English or French, education, occupation, age and the like. You can gauge your own desirability at http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/immigrate/index.asp. 
(Also from Sailor:) Do Americans who immigrate to Mexico have a civil right to take the local driver's test in English? Of course, Mexico accepts extremely few immigrants, other than wealthy retirees. If you are planning to spend your golden years in, say, the American community at Lake Chapala outside Guadalajara, you must take your driver's test in Spanish. This bias against other languages reflects Mexico's long struggle for cultural unity. With Mexico's vicious regional and racial wars of the 19th and early 20th centuries always in mind, the Mexican government has long emphasized Spanish as the glue that culturally bonds Mexico's white ruling class and its mixed race working class. On the other hand, this institutionalized lack of respect for alternative languages helps hold back Mexico's sizable underclass of Indians who speak only indigenous tongues like Mayan.

Software entrepreneur Ron Unz, who sponsored Proposition 227 outlawing bilingual education in California, advocates a pragmatic rather than a legalistic view. "I believe such issues don't lend themselves to overly broad constitutional issues, but should be decided based on practicality of the given circumstances. For example, where there are substantial numbers of individuals and/or the government cost and effort is relatively insignificant, services should be provided in other languages. If the cost is great and the benefit is low, they shouldn't be provided."

Mark Krikorian of the Center for Immigration Studies states [when it has been said that "English-only" laws violate the federal Civil Rights Act, under which discrimination is illegal based on national origin], "The discrimination claim is patently absurd. Racial or ethnic discrimination by the State is unacceptable because American citizenship is not contingent on such distinctions. But that same citizenship does presuppose a common language, with which we, the people, conduct our deliberations over self-government and pass on our culture and historical memory to our posterity." He goes on to say, "The real issue, though, is immigration -- without mass immigration, now spilling over to the South and Midwest, there would be little pressure, or even opportunity, for such measures. With continued immigration, we will always be fighting to prevent the spread of state-sanctioned multilingualism."

Group question:
Should we have English-only laws? What is your position? 
(No position)
· It’s a myth that immigrants today don’t learn English. Today’s immigrants learn English at the same rates as earlier immigrants, because they have the same urgent reasons to learn it – to succeed at work, school, and other situations. No law could give people more motivation than the common sense need to speak the dominant language.

· Taking away the government’s ability to use languages other than English will cause serious problems. For example, in a natural disaster or a medical setting, people need to understand exactly what is being said in the fastest way possible. Why tie the hands of emergency providers?

· One of our greatest strengths as a nation is our diversity. We are a global power, and we need to be able to communicate with people all over the world. Of course immigrants to the US will learn English. We should be spending our energy making sure people learn languages other than English to help us in our global roles, instead of emphasizing English-only.

Some food for thought ……

In 1751 Benjamin Franklin warned that German immigration would destroy the English language in Pennsylvania. "In a few years," he wrote, "Pennsylvania would become a German colony; instead of their learning our language we must learn theirs, or live in a foreign country."

According to the 2000 U.S. Census, about 65 percent of the foreign–born over the age of five, speak English "very well" or "well;" 23 percent speak English "not well," and 12 percent speak English "not at all." 

In a story that aired on NPR August 2, 2007, reported by Bianca Vazquez Toness, a new poll says 62 percent of Americans think immigrants don't even try to learn English within a reasonable amount of time. At the same time, a Washington think tank released a study that concluded that teaching English to immigrants is one the most neglected public policy issues in the country. In Massachusetts where this story originated, the demand for English language classes is so great that there's a three-year waiting list, and state spending to teach English to adults hasn't increased since 2000. More than 200,000 new immigrants have arrived since then. 

Waiting lists for low-cost ESL classes in Phoenix Arizona averaged 18 months in 2006. New York City programs had waiting lists of up to several years (from Guskin and Wilson's The Politics of Immigration). 
Currently, naturalization for U.S. citizenship does not require English literacy for people over 50, nor for those who have been in the U.S. for 20 years or more. Thus, there are many elderly immigrant citizens whose ability to read English is limited, and who cannot exercise their right to vote without bilingual ballots and other voter materials. Moreover advocates maintain that bilingual campaign materials and ballots foster a more informed electorate by increasing the information that is available to people who lack English proficiency.

Should there exist a civil right to [take tests] in one's own language? In phone and email interviews, experts clash. Radio commentator Raoul Lowery Contreras argues that this right is implicit in the Constitution, especially for driver's license tests. "Any impingement based on language, or in this case, "national origin" seems to bump up against the right of any person to travel in interstate commerce and any individual's 14th Amendment rights of equal protection."
In the view of many supporters of English-only advocacy groups, the move to make English the only official language would encourage immigrants to learn English quickly and thereby reap greater economic and political benefits; and is not merely a form of legalized discrimination.

Opponents of the goals of the English as the official language organizations object that "English only" would express a bias against immigrants who have not yet learned English. They argue that English-only laws are a hostile reaction to the ongoing influx of immigrants to the United States. In a September 1995 address to the Congressional Hispanic Caucus, then President Bill Clinton attacked the English-only movement, stating, "Of course English is the language of the United States… . That is not the issue. The issue is whether children who come here, while they are learning English, should also be able to learn other things. The issue is whether American citizens who work hard and pay taxes and who haven't been able to master English yet should be able to vote like other citizens" (source: http://law.jrank.org/pages/6488/English-Only-Laws.html).

Studies detail "a growing body of evidence indicating that…bilingual options are not only effective but necessary for adult ESL students with limited literacy or schooling and that use of students' linguistic resources can be beneficial at all levels of ESL" (source: Elsa Roberts Auerbach, TESOL Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 1, Spring 1993).

Are immigrants taking American jobs? Are they taking the jobs no one wants? 
(Yes position)

Immigrants are taking American jobs. We need to dramatically reduce the number of legal and illegal immigrant workers in order to assist millions of vulnerable American working families whose jobs they are taking.

· I keep hearing that we need more immigrants to take the jobs Americans don’t want, but I don’t know what those jobs are.  I know a lot of people who would love the chance to get a job in construction but can’t get one, but immigrants are being brought in to take those jobs.  Those construction jobs pay really well.  

· If we kicked all the immigrants out, employers would have to start paying a real wage for those jobs, and people who were born here would be better off.  I say we should stop immigration, not increase it.

Food for thought ……

A former student, who I’ll call Miguel, stopped by last week to share some good news. He told me he had just gotten a job on a construction crew earning $22 an hour. Miguel receives full benefits, too. If it weren’t for the fact that Miguel entered the U.S. illegally, I wouldn’t have one bad thing to say about him.

With the country knee deep in pink slips, no one can convince me that Miguel’s job isn’t coveted. All across America, illegal immigrants are doing jobs once held by Americans. 

My student, Miguel, has a job once done by an American. For decades, hotel, restaurant and janitorial jobs were entry-level jobs held by black Americans. And while some might discount the significance of a janitorial job, such positions were eagerly pursued as recently as the early 1980s. In his book, The Case Against Immigration, Roy Beck wrote that in the period from 1945 to 1980, janitors earned excellent wages because of their strong union. But in the early 1980s, when an abundant supply of immigrant workers became available, non-union firms hired them at half the going wage. Now, you rarely see a black hotel or restaurant worker.

Meatpacking is another job that Americans supposedly "won’t do." But author Eric Schlosser, whose recent book, Fast Food Nation [that sold a lot of copies] wrote that 20 years ago, jobs in packing plants were among the most well-paid and highest skilled in America.

What happened? In an interview Schlosser said, "Until the late 1970s, meatpacking was one of the highest paid industrial jobs in the United States. And then the Reagan and Bush administrations stood aside and allowed the meatpacking industry to bust unions, to hire strike breakers and scabs, to not only hire illegal immigrants but to transport them here from Mexico in company buses. "The result said Schlosser is that “meatpacking is now one of the country’s lowest paying and most dangerous jobs. " [VDARE.COM NOTE: The Centers for Disease Control has been forced to provide Spanish translations of all its worker safety posters, since there is no longer a reasonable expectation that workers can read and write English.]

If the AFL-CIO embraces amnesty, it can only mean disaster for America’s blue-collar wage earners. As we saw in the late 1980s, amnesty begets more immigration. And new waves of immigrants will always be willing to work for less money.

As long as the job market has an inexhaustible supply of cheap labor, wages will remain stagnant. And the low-skilled native workers who are replaced by immigrants with equally limited skills have few places to turn. An unprecedented coalition of labor and business has joined the rising chorus of voices across America who want to regularize millions of undocumented workers. These workers, who do jobs Americans refuse to do, are a vital cog in our economic machine.
Labor, desperate for new members, has added itself to a growing list of institutions across America that support amnesty for illegal aliens for its own narrow interests. The list includes but is not limited to craven politicians, greedy businesses big and small, universities and the mainstream media. Such an amnesty would insure the never-ending flow of low-skilled, poorly educated workers. Through the laws of supply and demand, these new workers will continue to replace American workers. 

Union membership has been steadily declining over the last decade. The union share of the American work force fell to 13.5% last year, the lowest in more than a quarter of a century. The unions need members to survive. What better pool of prospective new members than the millions of illegal aliens who have come to the U.S. during the last decade? 
(Source: Joe Guzzardi is an English instructor at the Lodi Adult School; he has been writing a weekly column since 1988 that currently appears in the Lodi News-Sentinel, www.vdare.com.)

Low-paid American workers have borne the heaviest impact of immigration. This is largely because of the educational profile of the bulk of today’s immigrants. Nine percent of adult native-born Americans (ages 18 to 64) were high school dropouts in 2006, while 34 percent of recent adult immigrants had not completed high school (the rate was 60 percent for undocumented immigrants).

Common sense, economic theory, and a fair reading of the research on this question indicate that allowing in so many immigrants (legal and illegal) with relatively little education reduces the wages and job prospects for Americans with little education. These are the Americans who are already the poorest workers. Between 2000 and 2005, the number of jobless natives (age 18 to 64) with no education beyond a high school degree increased by over two million, to 23 million, according to the Current Population Survey. During the same period, the number of less-educated immigrants (legal and illegal) holding a job grew by 1.5 million.

Of greater concern, the percentage of employed, native-born workers without a high school degree fell from 53 to 48 percent in the last five years. African-Americans have particularly been affected. A September 2006 National Bureau of Economic Research paper found that immigration accounted for about 1/3 of the employment rate decline for the least-educated African-American men (over the last few decades).

The disproportionate flow of under-educated immigrants to the U.S. has also depressed wages for native-born workers on the lower rungs of the economic ladder. In the last two-and-a-half decades, average hourly wages for male workers with less than a high school education declined more than 20 percent relative to inflation. For those with only a high school degree they are down almost 10 percent.

Typically, pro-immigration voices argue that immigration is essential because there are not enough Americans to fill all the low-wage jobs. But if this were so, then the wages and employment rates of such workers should be rising as employers try desperately to retain and attract workers. Yet quantitative evidence for such a phenomenon doesn’t exist. The only evidence of a labor shortage comes from the employers (source: Steven Camarota, Director of Research at the Center for Immigration Studies).

Andrew Sum, director of the Center for Labor Market Studies at Northeastern University says, "Between 1990 and 2000, immigrant workers did not take jobs away from American workers "because the strong economy was creating enough jobs to employ everyone who was looking for work." But in the past five years, a subset of the workforce — native-born men age 16 to 24 with high-school diplomas — have in fact been displaced by immigrants." We argue that immigrant labor has changed the nature of work in a very negative way," Sum said.

Are immigrants taking American jobs? Are they taking the jobs no one wants?

(No position)
· Immigrants are creating jobs and contributing to the health of the U.S, economy.

· Illegal immigrants do take some jobs that Americans don’t want — at the going wage now offered by employers. Everyone working in this country should make a living wage, should be safe at work, and should be treated with respect.  Isn’t that what we have all been working for?  We just disagree about how to get there and who should be a part of that future.
· Immigrants are getting paid terrible wages, getting poisoned by pesticides at work, and putting up with discrimination and abuse because they are undocumented and can’t fight back.  If we all had worker protections, we could work together for things like living wages, universal health care, and other rights.

Food for thought…….

This is one of the few immigration questions that most economists can agree on.  In 1994, the conservative Alex de Tocqueville institution concluded that the "evidence suggests that immigrants create at least as many jobs as they take, and that their presence should not be feared by US workers." 

The largest wave of immigration to the U.S. since the early 1900s coincided with our lowest national unemployment rate and fastest economic growth. Immigrant entrepreneurs create jobs for U.S. and foreign workers, and foreign-born students allow many U.S. graduate programs to keep their doors open. While there has been no comprehensive study done of immigrant-owned businesses, we have countless examples: in Silicon Valley, companies begun by Chinese and Indian immigrants generated more than $19.5 billion in sales and nearly 73,000 jobs in 2000 (source: Brookings Institution)

High levels of immigration in the past 15 years do not appear to have hurt employment opportunities for American workers, according to The Pew Hispanic Center’s 2006 report, that analyzes immigration state-by-state using U.S. Census data, evaluating it against unemployment levels. No clear correlation between the two could be found.

Other factors, such as economic growth, have likely played a larger role in influencing the American job market, said Rakesh Kochhar, principal author of the report and an economist at the Pew Hispanic Center.

"We are simply looking for a pattern across 50 states, and we did not find one," Kochhar said. "We cannot say with certainty that growth in the foreign population has hurt or helped American jobs."

In the 10 states with the top employment rates from 2000 to 2004, for example, five states showed a high influx of immigrants while the other five showed little growth in the foreign-born population. "Even in relatively slow economic times, a relationship fails to reveal itself," Kochhar said.

The Pew Hispanic Center is one of several research groups funded by the Pew Charitable Trusts to develop and distribute unbiased information on controversial topics, such as climate change and genetic engineering. The Pew Hispanic Center has published respected polls and reports on the role of Hispanics in the United States. The study used Census Bureau data to compare the influx of immigrants and unemployment rates in each state between 1990 and 2000, a period of robust economic growth, and between 2000 and 2004, a period of slower growth.

Cities with high immigration, e.g., Los Angeles, Chicago, Houston, and New York don’t have higher unemployment rates than cities with less immigration — such as Cleveland, and Philadelphia. Unemployment is caused by larger factors: capital flight and disinvestment and Government’s macroeconomic policies (source: Center for Economics and Policy Research, www.cepr.net).

Thousands of immigrants take jobs but they also buy goods and services, creating more jobs. In fact, immigrants probably generate more jobs than many older residents. Immigrants are younger and more likely to have children at home, so they spend much more of their income in goods like clothes and food, which involve labor-intensive production.  Older and richer people are much more likely to put their money into luxuries and speculative investments, which generate relatively few jobs.

Don't they just take jobs we don't want?

The fact that immigrants create as many jobs as they take doesn't mean that immigrants don't compete with native-born workers for specific jobs, or that employers replace native-born workers with immigrants who accept lower wages.  Employers and some immigrant rights advocates argue that immigrants generally get the jobs the native-born won’t do.  James S. Holt, an economist for a management labor law firm, took that position in testimony to Congress in 1995.  Agricultural jobs, "entail physical labor under adverse environmental conditions of heat, cold, sun, rain, etc.," he said.  "It is work that many Americans would be physically incapable of doing on a sustained basis, and that most of the rest would prefer not to do if there are better alternatives available."

In reality, the jobs immigrants do, including undocumented workers, are jobs that native-born workers traditionally have done and continue to do.  The native-born remain a majority in these occupations, which include construction, food manufacturing, food services, and textiles.  Workers without papers made up 12 to 14% of the workforce in these areas in 2005. 36% of all insulation workers, 29% of all roofers and drywallers and 21% of private household workers were undocumented.

According to the conservative economist George Borges, (who is an immigrant to the United States from Cuba), the reason that employers prefer immigrants for these jobs is probably just that immigrants will work for less money. There is no evidence he says, "that natives would refuse to work in these jobs if the immigrants had never arrived and employers were forced to raise wages to fill the position."  Immigrants "take jobs that natives do not want at the going wage."

Are immigrants draining the economy by not paying taxes and burdening public services like welfare or the healthcare system?

(Yes Position)
· Immigrants don’t pay taxes.

· Immigrants come here to take welfare. Also, everyone knows that undocumented immigrants are draining our health care system by taking public benefits like Medicaid, and going to emergency rooms and then not paying the bill. We can’t afford to cover immigrants, and they should just go home if they need social services. We should worry about people who were born here first, then other people after. Why should immigrants get any care when people who were born here don’t get health care?

Food for thought ……….
On Taxes: [NT: To date, I haven’t found any sources or studies to support the argument that undocumented workers don't pay any taxes; but here's what I did find below:]

Policy analyst Marti Dinerstein says that immigration and revenue authorities should get on the same page when it comes to illegal immigrants. Dinerstein is a fellow with the Center for Immigration Studies, a Washington, D.C. think tank that favors stricter limits on immigration. She says that individual undocumented workers are probably harmless and just want to work. But the fact that the IRS has made it easy for them to file their taxes "institutionalizes" illegal immigration. (Undocumented workers can file tax returns using the Individual Tax Identification Number created by the IRS in 1996.)
"The IRS has created an absurd situation, where it is working against the goals of the Social Security Administration and the Department of Homeland Security," Dinerstein says. "It likes the tax revenue. But by refusing to cooperate with the Social Security Administration and Department of Homeland Security by sharing knowledge, it is really aiding and abetting illegal immigration in the United States."

(The following is from Immigration: Many Questions, A Few Answers by Texan Republican Lamar Smith, House representative for the 21st district, published by the Heritage Foundation, October 3, 2007.) 
Some say the taxes illegal immigrants pay offset the costs of providing them education, health care, and government benefits. But, at their low wages, most illegal immigrants don't even pay taxes. And when they do, their taxes don't cover other government services, like maintaining highways, providing for our national defense, and taking care of the needy and elderly.

Also, at their wages, if illegal immigrants participate in Social Security, they will get back $100,000 more than they pay in, further bankrupting the system for everyone else. The cost of illegal immigration is staggering. And it is growing by the minute.

(The following is from: Bacon's Rebellion, http://baconsrebellion.blogspot.com/2008/02/illegal-immigrants-pay-taxes-too.html:) 
With all the consternation about how much illegal immigrants cost the taxpayers of Virginia, argue Michael Cassidy and Sara Okos with the Commonwealth Institute for Fiscal Analysis, it's important to remember that they pay taxes, too.

Virginia's undocumented population numbers between 250,000 and 300,000, they guesstimate in a new report, and it pays between $145 million and $174 million in state income taxes, sales and excise taxes, and property taxes. Further, undocumented immigrants working “on the books” pay an additional $114 - $137 million in Social Security and Medicare taxes, a sum that their employers match.

There's a lot of guesswork in those estimates, as the authors readily admit, but the numbers are as reasonable as anyone else's. Let's assume they're accurate. Taking the high end of each set of estimates, that works out to about $580 in state and local taxes per illegal. And that is not enough. 

On Social Services: (Source: Immigration: Many Questions, A Few Answers by Lamar Smith, Heritage Foundation, October 3, 2007.)Communities and taxpayers pay the bills for illegal immigrants' education, health care, and government benefits. Overcrowded classrooms, long waits at hospital emergency rooms, and expensive government services result from a failure to secure our borders.

In California alone, hospitals spend over $1 billion a year on health care for illegal immigrants. The National Research Council has found that an immigrant with less than a high school education will, over his or her lifetime, impose a cost on taxpayers of $89,000. It is unfair to force legal residents and taxpayers to continue to pick up the tab. 

10% of all births in the U.S. are to illegal immigrants. In Los Angeles and Houston and other large cities, two-thirds of all births are to illegal immigrants. These children automatically become citizens and the parents become eligible for taxpayer-funded benefits. Yet nearly every industrialized country in the world requires at least one parent to be a citizen or legal immigrant before the child is automatically considered a citizen. 
In addition to harming the poorest and least educated American workers, our immigration system has created a large burden for taxpayers. The best predictor of poverty and welfare dependence in modern America is education level. Given the low educational levels of most recent immigrants, we would expect them to be a greater drain on public coffers than the immigrants who came before them. Indeed this is the case. In 1997 the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) estimated that immigrant households consumed $20 billion more in public services than they paid in taxes each year. Adjusted for inflation, with the current size of the immigrant population today, this figure would be over $40 billion.
Immigrants from Latin America place an especially heavy burden on American taxpayers. For example, 57 percent of household headed by Dominican immigrants in 2004 used at least one major welfare program; 43 percent of Mexicans took advantage of at least one welfare program; and about a third of the households headed by immigrants from Central America, Cuba and Columbia use the welfare system. In contrast only 18 percent of native households receive welfare assistance.

The biggest problem for taxpayers is not illegal aliens—though they are a drain. The biggest problem is less-educated legal immigrants, who represent the majority of the immigrants from Mexico and Central America. My own research indicates that the net costs (taxes paid minus services used) to the federal government alone would roughly triple if illegal aliens were legalized and began to use services and pay taxes like legal immigrants with the same level of education.
Group question:

Do immigrants bring down wages? What should be done about this?

· Illegal workers flood the market and work for starvation wages; They hurt low-wage native born workers. 

· We need to keep getting tougher on illegal immigrants.

Food for thought ……

A 2004 study from Harvard economist George Borjas and the Center for Immigration Studies examined the economic impact of increases in the number of immigrant workers by their education level and experience in the work force, using U.S. Census data from 1960 through 2000. The findings show that when immigration increases the supply of workers in a skill category, the earnings of native-born workers in that same category fall. The negative effect will occur regardless of whether the immigrant workers are legal or illegal, temporary or permanent.

Additionally, According to the Center for Immigration Studies, low-skilled workers lose an average of $1,800 a year because of competition from illegal immigrants for their jobs. That's a huge economic hit.

The highest unemployment rates among Americans are in the occupations with the highest number of illegal immigrants. Almost one-quarter of all African-Americans and 40 percent of all Hispanics do not have a high school degree. These low-skilled legal workers are the victims of porous borders. (Source: Immigration: Many Questions, A Few Answers by the Honorable Lamar Smith, Heritage Foundation October 3, 2007.)
(Source: The Impact of New Immigrants on Young Native-Born Workers, 2000-2005 September 2006 By Andrew Sum, Paul Harrington, and Ishwar Khatiwada.) Over the 2000-2005 period, immigration levels remained very high and roughly half of new immigrant workers were illegal. This report finds that the arrival of new immigrants (legal and illegal) in a state results in a decline in employment among young native-born workers in that state. Our findings indicate that young native-born workers are being displaced in the labor market by the arrival of new immigrants. 

· Between 2000 and 2005, 4.1 million immigrant workers arrived from abroad, accounting for 86 percent of the net increase in the total number of employed persons (16 and older), the highest share ever recorded in the United States. 

· Of the 4.1 million new immigrant workers, between 1.4 and 2.7 million are estimated to be illegal immigrants. This means that illegal immigrants accounted for up to 56 percent of the net increase in civilian employment in the United States over the past five years. 

· Between 2000 and 2005, the number of young (16 to 34) native-born men who were employed declined by 1.7 million; at the same time, the number of new male immigrant workers increased by 1.9 million. 

· Multivariate statistical analyses show 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. 

· It appears that employers are substituting new immigrant workers for young native-born workers. The estimated sizes of these displacement effects were frequently quite large. 

· The increased hiring of new immigrant workers also has been accompanied by important changes in the structure of labor markets and employer-employee relationships. Fewer new workers, especially private-sector wage and salary workers, are ending up on the formal payrolls of employers, where they would be covered by unemployment insurance, health insurance, and worker protections. 

(Source: Steven Camarota, Director of Research at the Center for Immigration Studies.) The current [legal immigration] system, which allows people into the country if they have a family member here, is simply not sustainable. The goal of reform should be an immigration system that allows in fewer low-skilled immigrants. Actually enforcing current immigration laws would be a good first step. 

Group question:

Do immigrants bring down wages? What should be done about this?

· There is a small effect, where wages drop for low-skilled, legal workers. 

· To counter this effect, we need to strengthen the union movement and organize all workers.

Food for thought ……

Most economists believe that immigrant workers bring wages down for some native-born workers—but not dramatically. (Sources: 1997 National Academy of Sciences study; Guskin and Wilson's The Politics of Immigration, 2007.) For U.S. workers with less than a high school degree, there is a small negative effect — between 2 and 3%--about $.25 an hour, less than $10 a week. 

Most undocumented immigrants from Mexico and Central America have a low level of educational attainment averaging about 5-6 years of schooling. They do compete for jobs with low-wage, native-born workers.  

Employers have replaced U.S. workers at  the low-wage end of the service industry (examples, hotels, restaurant kitchens, janitorial services) with immigrant workers — The solutions?

Organize.

Strengthen the National Labor Relations Board. Stronger unions would help all workers — making it easier to organize and vote in a union. 

Unions could be aggressively organizing all workers, seeing immigrants particularly immigrant women as leaders in organizing drives, e.g., in restaurants, hotels, and the retail trade.

If unions were stronger and immigrant workers were organized, employers would not be able to pit immigrants and native-born workers against each other. Unite-HERE, SEIU and the UFCW have been taking this approach. 

Are immigrants draining the economy by not paying taxes and burdening public services like welfare or the healthcare system? What is your position?

(No Position)
· Of course immigrants pay taxes. In fact, many undocumented workers don’t file tax returns so the government actually gets to keep all the taxes that were withheld.

· Immigrants use public services less than non-immigrants, even immigrants who are citizens.

Food for thought………

On Taxes: All immigrants pay taxes, whether income, property, sales, or other. As far as income tax payments go, sources vary in their accounts, but a range of studies find that immigrants pay between $90 and $140 billion a year in federal, state, and local taxes. Undocumented immigrants pay income taxes, as evidenced by the Social Security Administration’s “suspense file” (taxes that cannot be matched to workers’ names and social security numbers), which grew $20 billion between 1990 and 1998. Around 80% of undocumented workers have deductions taken out of their pay for social security and other taxes. (Sources: National Academy of Sciences; Cato Institute; Urban Institute; Social Security Administration.)

Tax time is for everyone, including illegal immigrants. For the millions of people living and working illegally in the United States, filing taxes can be an opportunity to prove their economic contribution and document their residence here. They file using the Individual Tax Identification Number created by the IRS in 1996. The idea originally was to collect taxes from rich foreigners with investments in the United States. The IRS soon realized it could also use the number to tap into the untaxed cash economy where many illegal immigrants work. One 2004 study in showed that nearly 8,000 Minnesota residents used the numbers.

When contacted by Minnesota Public Radio, a spokesman for U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services denied that illegal immigrants could even get a tax-filing number. But, after checking the IRS website, he conceded that the IRS must have changed its policy. He claims it was a recent change. However, illegal immigrants have been filing their taxes with the special filing number for nearly a decade (Source: Bianca Vazquez Toness, Minnesota Public Radio April 10, 2005).

On Social Services: It’s estimated that immigrants use only about $5 billion in public benefits, (Pew Hispanic Institute) so the government makes money off of immigrants — often because undocumented workers are afraid they'll "get caught" if they use public services such as healthcare. 

Undocumented immigrants are not eligible to receive any "welfare" benefits and even legal immigrants are severely restricted in the benefits they can receive. As the Congressional Research Service points out in a 2007 report, undocumented immigrants, who comprise nearly one-third of all immigrants in the country, are not eligible to receive public "welfare" benefits -ever. Legal permanent residents (LPRs) must pay into the Social Security and Medicare systems for approximately 10 years before they are eligible to receive benefits when they retire. In most cases, LPRs can not receive SSI, which is available only to U.S. citizens, and are not eligible for means-tested public benefits until 5 years after receiving their green cards. 

A 2007 analysis of welfare data by researchers at the Urban Institute reveals that less than 1 percent of households headed by undocumented immigrants receive cash assistance for needy families, compared to 5 percent of households headed by native-born U.S. citizens. 

A 2007 analysis of U.S. Census data by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities makes clear that it is the U.S.-born, U.S.-citizen children of undocumented immigrants who are eligible for programs such as Medicaid and the State Children's Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). The analysis found that, between 1995 and 2005, the share of low-income, non-citizen immigrant children (either undocumented or legally present) who received Medicaid or SCHIP dropped from 36 percent to 30 percent. In comparison, there were increases in the Medicaid or SCHIP participation of low-income citizen children, whether they lived in immigrant-headed households or households headed by native-born citizens (rising from 45-47 percent in 1995 to 53-54 percent in 2005). (Source Urban Institute, American Immigration Lawyers Association). 

Introducing NAFTA
By Riley Woodward-Pratt and Tony Zaragoza 
The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was negotiated and signed under President George H.W. Bush, was given approval by the legislature under President Bill Clinton and put into effect on January 1st, 1994, although the final reductions in tariffs were not put into place until 2008. NAFTA was supported and opposed by large sections of both major parties.
NAFTA advocates promised a wide range of benefits. These included lower prices for imported consumer goods and more and better jobs producing for export markets; the US Trade Representative claimed that NAFTA would produce 200,000 more jobs after just one year, and that they would pay 112% of the national average wage. A reduction of the US trade deficit was also predicted. 
· Part 1 gradually eliminates of all tariffs on trade between the three countries. 
· Part 2 limits, but does not eliminate, the right of each country to set standards of quality for imported goods from the other two. 
· Part 3 denies government entities the right to give preference to domestic industries; for example when sourcing products like paper, companies from all three countries must be treated equally. 
· Part 4 contains several different provisions. 
Chapter 11 prohibits government preference to investors based on national origin or criteria such as the amount of materials domestically sourced or amount designated for export. It also creates a new system whereby investors can effectively sue national governments by bringing their dispute before a NAFTA arbitration tribunal. Claims can be brought for any action which causes a loss to the investor, even including reductions in future possible profits by new regulations.These tribunals are not public, do not necessarily follow any system of due process, and have already ruled that they have the power to review and overturn domestic court rulings at any level. 
Chapters 12, 13, and 14 remove barriers to trade, preferential treatment, etc. in services, telecommunications and finance, respectively. 
Chapter 15 calls on each country to enforce anti-monopoly laws, though it allows for state monopolies. 
Chapter 16 gives business people in each country the freedom of movement throughout the NAFTA area, except if they would interfere in a labor dispute or do not meet the country's immigration standards. 
· Part 5 establishes a uniform, base standard of intellectual property. 
· Par t 6 lays down the specific means of publishing relevant law, the administration of NAFTA's provisions and the means of settling disputes. 
· Part 7 provides exceptions from the agreement for taxation, law enforcement, national security and 'cultural industries'. 
In addition, responding to criticism that NAFTA would, in fact, lead to a 'race to the bottom' in workplace and environmental standards, two 'side agreements' were signed. The North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC) led many to claim that NAFTA was the "greenest" free trade agreement ever, which may be true, as no free trade agreement has discussed environmental regulations before. However, the NAAEC makes only mediocre promises of improved environmental protection, and in any case provisions of the Agreement make it unenforceable. The North American Agreement in Labor Cooperation (NAALC) is similarly unambitious and unenforceable. 
While trade in agricultural goods has increased under NAFTA, the growers have not benefitted. Prices paid to farmers for different staple crops have fallen 30-50%. Farm incomes in all three countries have declined, and in Mexico especially, rural poverty has increased, reaching 81%.While prices paid to farmers have fallen, agricultural consumers have seen the price they pay for food increase (for example 50% for corn tortillas in Mexico). However, agribusiness firms like Quaker Oats, Archer Daniels Midland and ConAgra have seen their profits skyrocket, doubling or tripling between 1993 and 2000.

In Mexico wages and the general standard of living have fallen, especially along the US border where the US-owned sweatshops are congregated and in rural areas hardest hit by competition with US agriculture. Emigration from Mexico to the US has risen from under 400,000 a year in the early 90s to nearly 500,000 now, with an immediate jump of 100,000 more migrants per year in 1994, NAFTA's first year in effect. 
In the US, approximately 1 million jobs have been lost or were not created due to trade deficits with Canada and Mexico. Most of these jobs were high paying manufacturing jobs, and the losses in wages paid to US workers amounted to 7.6 billion dollars for just one year (2004). Despite claims to the contrary, NAFTA has worsened the US trade deficit: US exports to Canada and Mexico increased by over 1 billion dollars in the first decade of NAFTA, US imports from these countries increased by over 2 billion dollars in the same time. Canadian workers have suffered similarly. 
The Future of Free Trade Agreements 

US, Canada and Mexico are participating in the Security and Prosperity Partnership (SSP).The plans laid out at these profits include a new guest worker program and a redrawing the freight transportation network to shift to the advantage of major corporations, i.e., away from unionized areas. Part of this plan, the NAFTA Corridors, is already being implemented .The government of the US has denied the construction of a "NAFTA Super Highway". Another organization, the North American Super-Corridor Coalition (NASCO) claims that the Superhighway only refer to I-35 which runs North from Laredo, Texas to Duluth, Minnesota. However, construction has already started on a massive, 1,200 foot wide corridor containing roads, passenger and freight rail and gas and water pipelines in rural Texas under the guise of the "Trans-Texas Corridor". When completed, this corridor will consume massive amounts of farm land and open spaces, divide communities and disrupt ecosystems, all so that freight can be shipped without having to go through costal ports, avoiding and undercutting the powerful Longshore workers' (ILWU) unions. 
Outside NAFTA, the Dominican Republic-Central American Free Trade Agreement (DR-CAFTA or just CAFTA), which is largely a copy of NAFTA, has been sold using the same claims of decreased trade deficits, better working conditions and cheaper goods. All of Central America, except Belize and Panama, and the Dominican Republic have joined. The US has also established similar, bilateral free trade agreements with Colombia, Peru, Chile and other countries around the world. However, the Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA) has had less success. Another extension of the same principals embodied in NAFTA, the FTAA has met with not only popular, but also government resistance ranging from outright rejection by Venezuela and Bolivia, to the more cautious criticism of Brazil and Argentina's governments. Alternatives to a US backed trade bloc have emerged in South America, namely the Mercado Común del Sur (MERCOSUR), which is a more conventional regional trade group and includes most of South America, and the Alternativa Bolivariana para los Pueblos de Nuestra América (ALBA), an economic cooperation agreement aimed at mutual aid and social welfare rather than trade liberalization, which includes Venezuela, Cuba, Nicaragua, Dominica and Bolivia.
“The Three Amigos”--The Security and Prosperity Partnership 

A Short History: The Security and Prosperity Partnership (SPP) was launched in Waco, Texas in March 2005.The heads of state of the three NAFTA countries, other government officials, and business groups have met periodically to hammer out agreements to speed up integration and increase security. This has been done with almost no public input or Congressional oversight. Since the SPP is not a law or a treaty or even a signed agreement, there are no formal mechanisms of accountability built in. It is essentially a "gentleman's agreement" between the executive branches and major corporations in the three nations. This is what has people worried. Largely unknown to the public, the SPP has spawned numerous working groups, reports, and recommendations. In 2006, the private sector was brought in with the formation of the North American Competitiveness Council (NACC).This body is made up of business representatives from industries involved in intercontinental trade and investment, including Wal-Mart, Lockheed Martin, the Mexican Foreign Trade Council, Canada's Suncor Energy, and others. The Council does not include representatives of labor, environmental, or civil society organizations. Government officials have justified the secrecy by stating that the SPP is merely a forum for refining rules and standards for trans-border transactions. However, the little that is known about it reveals that some major issues are on the table. Many of those go way beyond what was passed by North American legislatures under NAFTA.  They include extraterritorial rights over natural resources, extension of the Bush administration's vastly unpopular counter-terrorism agenda to Canada and Mexico, liberalization of financial services, and most likely a billion-dollar counternarcotics aid package to Mexico.” Laura Carlsen, “Extending NAFTA's Reach,” August 24, 2007, Americas Program, Center for International Policy (CIP) 
“Concern about NAFTA from across the political spectrum will be further stoked by a meeting today and Tuesday between the presidents of the United States and Mexico and the prime minister of Canada to discuss the future of North America. The Three Amigos summit agenda will be dominated by a NAFTA-plus strategy dubbed the Security and Prosperity Partnership. Two previous summits devoted to the partnership featured extensive consultations with the North American Competitiveness Council, whose core members include Wal-Mart, Lockheed Martin, Chevron and General Motors - the same corporate interests that have most benefited from NAFTA. Rather than tackle the problems at the root of the NAFTA model --growing income gaps and worker insecurity in all three countries, as well as dramatically accelerated migration from Mexico to the United States -- these leaders and their corporate allies hope to extend its reach. It would be easy to dismiss the summit as just another gathering of heads of state if there wasn't so much at stake. According to the Economic Policy Institute, income disparities between and within the NAFTA partners have grown during the years since its implementation. That damning reality is central to understanding the immigration debate that has gripped the United States this year.” Todd Lewis, :”Three Amigos summit takes up the future of North America” Global Exchange, Aug 20, 2007 
Resources 

Full text of NAFTA, NAACL and NAACE are available at the US Trade Representative's website: www.ustr.gov/Trade_Agreements/Regional/NAFTA/Section_Index.html 
Reporting on the NAFTA Corridor, the FTAA and CAFTA by Richard Vogel, with pictures of the ongoing construction of the Superhighway, can be found at the Monthly Review Zine: www.mrzine.org 
Public Citizen (www.citizen.org), the Economic Policy Institute (www.epi.org) and the Center for Economic Policy Research (www.cepr.org) have put out critical reports on NAFTA's effects. 
Further Reading Bacon, David. The children of NAFTA : labor wars on the U.S./Mexico border. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2004.  
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