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The numbers all point to the same
thing—an ill-trained, underequipped,
and demoralized U.S. military force.

It is time to restore America’s mili-
tary strength and readiness. Obviously,
Congress needs to look at increased
funding for the military. But it also
has to take a look at U.S. defense pol-
icy and how those dollars are spent.
Congress needs to look at priorities, on
how it is spent, on what weapons, and
where we want this country to be 20
years from now, and we need to force
the administration to stick to those
policies.

The administration needs to examine
the number and level of military com-
mitments that U.S. forces undertake.
The U.S. Armed Forces right now must
have the necessary funds to fulfill the
missions that they have been given.

The problem is funds that should be
used for readiness have been diverted.
That GAO study cites that between fis-
cal 1990 and 1993, $10.4 billion out of the
defense budget was used for such ac-
tivities as World Cup Soccer and the
Summer Olympics. In the fiscal years
1990 to 1994, total defense spending fell
25 percent, while nondefense spending
rose 361 percent. So it is time to put
some of the priorities on how we spend
those dollars back into the budget.

Just as alarming is the new trend of
raiding the Defense Department’s
budget for ‘‘operations other than
war.” U.S. troops involvement in U.N.
peacekeeping missions around the
world put an immense strain on the al-
ready tight defense budget.

President Clinton proposed spending
$246 billion for defense for fiscal year
1996. It is now up to the Congress to
take a serious look at the U.S. defense
policy and come up with a realistic de-
fense budget.

After years of cuts in the defense
budget and a drawdown of forces, we
have to look at where we are, where we
should be, and where we want to be.

So the Defense Department budget
has fallen steadily for 10 years since
1985. The procurement amount has fall-
en 65 percent over the same period. The
reduction of U.S. Armed Forces gen-
erally has been too deep and, yes, too
fast.

Over the last 10 years, infrastructure
has only been cut 15 percent. That is
compared to draconian cuts in weapons
and equipment procurement, research
and development, and force structure.

If the United States had maintained
a realistic defense budget, we would
not be looking at another round of base
closings and realignments. We would
have a fully ready and well-equipped
military force ready to handle any
eventuality.

The defense budget has been
stretched too thin and now it is our
bases that will pay the price. Bases
around the country, bases instru-
mental to our national defense, will be
scrutinized and possibly closed and
given new missions.

Malmstrom Air Force Base, in my
home State of Montana, is one of those
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bases that will be looked at in this
round of BRAC. Malmstrom is an im-
portant cog in the base structure and is
an integral part of the city of Great
Falls, MT, and to the rest of the State.

It is too bad that we get mixed up in
our priorities regarding this defense
budget, and bases such as Malmstrom
could be lost in the shuffle.

Mr. President, with a great deal of
concern that I ask my colleagues to
look closely at our defense policy and
where our priorities lie for the Defense
Department and the U.S. Armed Forces
in this coming fiscal year.

Yes, we sit here and debate a bal-
anced budget amendment and we have
heard all of the-sky-is-falling fears
that has come out of this debate. It
will still make us set our priorities and
reevaluate the mission of government
and what the role of government really
should be, especially at the Federal
level.

I happen to believe the protection of
our shores and a strong national de-
fense is very important to the security
of this country and, yes, those children
of the future

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NICKLES). The Senator from Wyoming.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] is
recognized to speak for up to 20 min-
utes.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Chair.

THE IMMIGRANT CONTROL AND
FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1995

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I re-
turn here to a familiar refrain, a theme
revisited, not, as has my good friend
from Montana, with regard to the bal-
anced budget amendment or base clos-
ing. Those are critical issues we will
face in these next weeks. But there is
one that we will face that is rather
awesome in nature, too, and that is the
issue of illegal immigration.

Mr. President, on January 24 I intro-
duced S. 269, the Immigrant Control
and Financial Responsibility Act of
1995. At that time I presented to my
colleagues and to the American people
a rather general overview of the bill.

Today I wish to describe in greater
detail one particular part of this legis-
lation—the requirement for a new sys-
tem to verify eligibility to work in the
United States and to receive benefits
under certain government-funded pro-
grams of public assistance.

Let me speak first about the urgent
need for effective enforcement of the
current law against knowingly employ-
ing aliens in U.S. jobs for which they
are not authorized, and about the sim-
ple fact that such law cannot ever ef-
fectively be enforced without a more
reliable system to verify work author-
ization. After explaining clearly why a
new system is needed, I will describe to
you the provisions of S. 269 which will
require—no, demand—the implementa-
tion of such a system.

February 24, 1995

NEED FOR EMPLOYER SANCTIONS

Mr. President, it has been recognized
for so many years—I would hunch for
as long as there has been interest in
the issue, and that is quite a time—
that the primary magnet for most ille-
gal immigrants is the availability of
jobs that pay so much better than what
is available in their home countries. It
is also widely recognized that satisfac-
tory prevention of illegal border entry
is most unlikely to be achieved solely
by patrolling the very long U.S. border.
That border of the United States is
over 7,000 miles on land and 12,000 miles
along what is technically called
‘“‘coastline.” Furthermore—and heed
this or hear it—the real sea border con-
sists of over 80,000 miles of what the ex-
perts at the Nautical Charting Division
of the National Ocean Service call
“‘shoreline,” including the shoreline of
the outer coast, offshore islands,
sounds, bays, and other major inlets.
And patrol of the border is, of course,
totally inadequate to deal with foreign
nationals who enter the United States
legally—for example, as tourists or stu-
dents—and then choose openly, bla-
tantly to violate the terms of their
visa, by not leaving when their visa ex-
pires or by working at jobs for which
they are not authorized.

Therefore, every authoritative study
I have seen has recommended a provi-
sion such as that in the 1986 immaigra-
tion reform law, making it unlawful to
employ illegal aliens—those who en-
tered the United States illegally and
those violating the terms of their visa.
These studies include that of the Select
Commission on Immigration and Ref-
ugee Policy, on which I served over 10
years ago, and the Commission on Im-
migration Reform, now doing such fine
and consistent work. They are doing
beautiful work under the able chair-
man, former Congresswoman Barbara
Jordan.

Such studies also recognize that an
employer sanctions law cannot pos-
sibly be effective without a reliable
and easy-to-use methods for employers
to verify work authorization.

Accordingly, the 1986 law instituted
an interim verification system. This
system was designed to use documents
which were then available, even though
most of them were not resistant to
tampering or counterfeiting. Not only
that, but it is surprisingly easy and to-
tally simple to obtain genuine docu-
ments, including a birth certificate.
Thus, we believed then that the system
would most likely need to be signifi-
cantly improved. In fact, the law called
for ‘‘studies’ of telephone verification
systems and counterfeit-resistant So-
cial Security cards.

Unfortunately, the interim system is
still in place today, over 8 years later.
This is true even though—as many of
us feared and which certainly came to
pass—there is widespread fraud in its
use.
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As a result, the employer sanctions
law has not been as effective in deter-
ring illegal immigration as it could
be—and should be. In the fiscal year
that ended about a month before the
1986 law passed, apprehensions of ille-
gal aliens had reached the highest level
ever—1.8 million. After the law passed,
there was a decline for 3 years to just
over 900,000. But then the level began
to rise again. The latest figure avail-
able is for the fiscal year that ended in
September—1.3 million.

It is most assuredly disgraceful that,
over 8 years after a law was enacted
making it unlawful to knowingly em-
ploy illegal aliens, so many are still
able to find work, thus still having
that powerful incentive to violate
America’s immigration laws in doing
S0.
We must do better. An improved sys-
tem to verify eligibility to work in this
country must be implemented—in
order that the enforcement tool with
the greatest potential to deter illegal
entry and visa abuse can produce the
benefit that is required.

Mr. President, as I said in my intro-
ductory statement on the 24th, “We
must be able to assure the American
people that whatever other goals our
immigration policy may pursue, its
overriding goal is to serve the long-
term interest of the majority of our
citizens.” It is our paramount duty as
legislators to serve that singular inter-
est, and that is precisely what the goal
of our immigration laws should be.

Yet no matter how successful we
might be in crafting a set of immigra-
tion laws that would—in theory, at
least—lead to the most long-term ben-
efit to a majority of U.S. citizens and
their descendants, such benefit will not
actually occur if those laws cannot be
enforced.

Effective enforcement requires effec-
tive employer sanctions, and effective
employer sanctions requires an effec-
tive verification system. It is just that
simple. Nothing more. And S. 269 is in-
tended above all else to lead to a
verification system that has the needed
degree of effectiveness.

S. 269 would require the President to
implement a new verification system—
the word is ‘“‘implement’’—not merely
talk about it; not merely establish
scores of studies to talk about it and
read about it, to do it. And it imposes
an 8-year deadline for the implementa-
tion.

The bill does not require that any
particular form of verification be used,
only that it satisfy certain criteria of
effectiveness and protection for pri-
vacy and civil liberties.

It also authorizes separate 3-year
demonstration projects in five or more
States, so that the design of the final,
nationwide system would be based not
only on theory, but on what has actu-
ally been found to work in practice.

The system must reliably verify first,
that the person who the applicant
claims to be is authorized for the work,
and second, that the applicant actually
is this person.
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If the system requires that a card or
other document be presented it must
be in a form that is resistant to tam-
pering and counterfeiting.

Most importantly, very importantly,
the bill explicitly states that no such
card or other document may be re-
quired by any Government entity as a
“national ID card,” and I have been
through all that.

It is not to be required to be carried
on a person. It is not to be presented
except at the time to verify eligibility
to work or to receive benefits under
Government-funded programs of public
assistance. There is a tremendous fraud
in the receipt of Government-funded
public assistance. We will hold hear-
ings on the issue of SSI fraud, dis-
ability insurance fraud.

With regard to the Social Security
system, people bring their relatives
from another country and say they are
disabled, they do not speak English,
they need the help of our Government,
and we, as Americans, generously re-
spond. But that system needs careful
attention. We found recently one of the
applications for that particular benefit
had been filed overseas, so they have
figured that one out. They are begin-
ning even to file for assistance from a
foreign country, come here, take them
to the agency, and say: Here is this
person; they require assistance; they
do not speak English; they are not
well. And then they are placed in our
social support system, our safety nets,
the ones for our U.S. citizens. This is
not what the safety net is about.

This was part of the reaction of prop-
osition 187 in California. The document
will be used only to enforce certain
criminal statutes related to fraudulent
statements or fraudulent manufacturer
or use of documents.

Let me just share this most fas-
cinating picture ID. I did this several
weeks ago, but it is so dazzling that I
thought I would do it again. Several
months ago, a member of my staff was
contacted by a person in California
who said, ‘“‘Look, just send me SIMPSON
biostatistics, and we will go from
there.”” So he just went down—this is a
dazzling picture of one of the most cer-
tainly attractive Members—oh, no, ex-
cuse me. This gentleman here is a very
astute, wise-looking fellow. This is my
California identification card, which
expires on my birthday, September 2,
in the year 1998. ALAN KOOI SIMPSON.
My address, I have never heard of. I
have never been to Turlock, CA, but
the mayor has contacted me and made
me an honorary citizen. I appreciated
that, and I enjoyed the lovely letter.
There is an address here of 4850 Royal,
Turlock, CA, and included are the cor-
rect vital statistics. This is not my sig-
nature.

All right, that was obtained on a
street corner in Los Angeles, at night,
with $100 bill. It was illegal, of course,
but someone else did it. My father al-
ways taught me, in the practice of law,
“If anyone goes to jail, be sure it is
your client.” Now, it is my Social Se-
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curity card. I did block out two of the
numbers, but here it actually is. This
is not my number. This is a counter-
feit-resistant so-called card. It has the
same material in it, and so I am now in
the Social Security system with some-
body else’s number. I do not know
whose number this is. I am not sharing
with you the entire number.

Now, that is just a $100 bucker, an
overnighter. This document would en-
able me to seek public assistance in
California. I could go into any public
assistance agency. There is a holo-
graphic card, and this is the correct
one. But if you were not careful and
you were not looking carefully, you
would not notice the holograph in the
true card.

So this little card which is repro-
duced here would enable me to get so-
cial support. It would likely even en-
able me to vote in certain jurisdictions
of California. It would certainly get me
a driver’s license, and it would get me
into the money stream. Now, that is
what is happening in your country.

It is endemic. Within 500 yards of this
building, we can pick up not only
these—these are minor documents,
they will get a person anything—but a
person can pick up passports, pick up
birth certificates. So we have a cottage
industry of fake documents. The docu-
ments then lead into things like Social
Security and workmen’s compensation,
and drain away the systems of the
country.

So this is what we are up to. We are
going to do something with docu-
mentation. We are going to do some-
thing to people who provide these docu-
ments. We are going to see that we
might use the driver’s license system,
the holographic system in the State of
California. But we are going to see that
these documents are not easily forged,
and those who do forge them and
produce fraudulent documents will
serve big time in the big place.

Now, these are the only uses to which
any form of the system might be uti-
lized, including one not even relying on
the presentation of documents—for ex-
ample, a telephone call-in system. We
might look into that. That is part of
the recommendation. The bill also pro-
vides that the privacy and security of
any personal information obtained for
or utilized by the system must be care-
fully protected. It must be treated as
highly confidential information, and
not made available to any person ex-
cept as is necessary to the lawful oper-
ation of the system.

Furthermore, a verification of eligi-
bility to any person may not be with-
held or revoked for any reason other
than that the person is ineligible under
the applicable law or regulation. The
bill explicitly provides all of those pro-
tections.

So, Mr. President, in concluding, I
feel so very strongly that the greatest
contribution this current Congress
could make toward the enforcement of
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our U.S. immigration laws would be to
improve the effectiveness of the cur-
rent law against the knowing employ-
ment of aliens not authorized to work
or even to be present in this country.
The passing of a bill such as S. 269
would be a monumental step toward
making that contribution.

In the coming weeks, I will make ad-
ditional statements to this body, de-
scribing other provisions of S. 269 and
exactly why those provisions are im-
portant. Hearings will begin at the end
of that period in the Senate Sub-
committee on Immigration, which I
chair. And a fine group of Members are
on that subcommittee, Democrat and
Republican alike. I look forward to
working with my ranking member,
Senator KENNEDY. He and I have
worked together on immigration issues
for 17 years.

Hearings will be held. We will con-
sider all other immigration reform leg-
islation from all of my colleagues,
comprehensive, bipartisan, as well as
specific proposals such as this one for
the accuracy of a more fraud-resistant
system for issuing these documents.
We have to look into the one for
issuing of birth certificates and match-
ing records. Can Senators believe we do
not even match birth and death
records?

I sincerely look forward to hearing
the ideas of my fine colleagues on these
issues. Then we will be able to avoid
things that are bringing down the sys-
tem, things that give rise to the power
of the force of proposition 187.

It reminded me of the story of the
child who was at the graveyard in a ju-
risdiction noted for rather shabby elec-
tion processes. Pick your own State, as
you might imagine. The child was cry-
ing, and the person came up and said,
““Son, why are you crying?’ And he
said, ‘I just learned that my dad came
back to vote, and I never even saw
him.”

So we do want to try to avoid that in
the future, because people use these
cards to vote, to vote themselves lar-
gess from the Treasury, to then draw
on our resources that we taxpayers—
legal taxpayers—provide. That must
stop. There is a way to stop it. We pro-
pose that. I would enjoy working and
will enjoy, as I always have, working
with all of my colleagues on this most
serious issue. We are very dedicated to
this process. I intend to spend a great
deal of time and effort in these next
months in doing responsible immigra-
tion reform—not only illegal immigra-
tion, but legal immigration.

Mr. President, 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. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may use
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time from that under Senator
DASCHLE’s control.

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

—————
HEALTH CARE REFORM

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, last year,
Congress spent an enormous amount of
time considering health care reform.
After the debate came to a close, after
all the posturing, speeches, and amend-
ments, we failed to produce a health
care bill. The greatest disappointment
of the 103d Congress was our failure to
enact health care reform. Millions of
Americans are without health care,
millions more are underinsured, and
countless others are only a paycheck
away from losing health care coverage.
The crisis in our health care system
will simply not go away.

Thirty-nine million Americans are
uninsured. Last year, an additional 1
million Americans lost health insur-
ance. If we don’t enact legislation this
Congress, the number of uninsured will
continue to rise. I commend the
Demcratic leader, Senator DASCHLE for
recognizing this dire need and for lead-
ing the U.S. Senate into the crafting of
some form of health insurance for the
people of America.

In Hawaii, we have solved the prob-
lems of affordability and access. Ha-
waii has achieved the American health
care dream—near-universal health care
coverage for its citizens at a cost that
is 256-30 percent below the national av-
erage. For 20 years, Hawaii has main-
tained a model health care system. We
have one of the healthiest populations
in the Nation. A study by the Journal
of the American Medical Association
found that Hawaii has one of the low-
est infant mortality rates. Deaths from
chronic health problems such as can-
cer, heart disease, and lung disease are
also among the lowest in the Nation.

Nearly everyone in Hawaii has some
form of health insurance, so these life
threatening conditions are detected
earlier, which reduces premature death
and shortens hospital visits. Because
our population has ready access to a
primary care physician, we use hos-
pital emergency rooms only half as
often as other States.

There is no reason why the rest of
the Nation should settle for anything
less than what Hawaii enjoys. Ameri-
cans do not want a Band-Aid approach
to health care reform. They do not
want a medisave program or a savings
account approach to health care. They
want real, tangible health care that
gives coverage when they need it. By
developing a bipartisan consensus, we
can take major steps to contain costs,
expand choice, and increase access to
care.

Hawaii has enjoyed its health care
program, and we hope that we can ex-
tend this to the rest of the Nation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New Jersey.

DEFENSE SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
want to take a few minutes this morn-
ing to review and comment on action
taken this week by the House of Rep-
resentatives during consideration of
the defense supplemental.

I am deeply concerned by the legisla-
tion that the House is sending us. It is,
in my view, deficient in at least three
respects.

First, it spends too much money. The
administration asked for a $2.6 billion
in emergency defense spending to pay
for operations already undertaken in
the past in Somalia, Rwanda, Bosnia,
Southwest Asia, Haiti, and Cuba. The
House approved that, but it also added
an extra $680 million that neither the
administration nor the Pentagon re-
quested.

Even Defense Secretary Perry has
said the Pentagon, and I quote him,
““has higher priority bills that should
be funded first,”” and that the Pentagon
would seek to reallocate money from
existing defense funds in the spring to
pay some of the $680 million worth of
bills that the House wants to fund im-
mediately. Since there is no urgent
need for these unrequested funds, I see
no reason to provide them in a supple-
mental.

My first point then, Mr. President, is
simply the additional $680 million
should be stricken out when the Appro-
priations Committee considers this leg-
islation.

Second, I am not yet persuaded—and
I sit on the Defense Subcommittee of
the Appropriations Committee—that
all of the $2.6 billion that the adminis-
tration did ask for ought to be funded
necessarily in the supplemental. A sup-
plemental request is supposed to be re-
served for unexpected and unantici-
pated exigencies. However, at least
some of the administration’s request
appears to be for normal or routine or
expected expenses, like the no-fly zone
over Bosnia and Iraq, which has been
underway for years. If we are to really
reform the budget process, we have to
prevent agencies from low-balling their
initial requests because they believe
they can always come back and ask for
more later in a supplemental. It is kind
of a habit that we have gotten into,
and I do not think it is a particularly
good one. We need to insist that the
military, like every other agency, sub-
mit budget requests sufficient to cover
predictable expenses.

And third, I am concerned about the
offsets the House used to pay for this
supplemental. Now, I agree that we
should offset expenditures whenever
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