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requires sponsors of immigrants to
take greater responsibility for those
they bring into the United States by
making the affidavit of support which
they sign a legally binding document.

The bill also counts the sponsor’s in-
come as part of the immigrant’s in-
come for purposes of determining eligi-
bility for public assistance, a process
known as deeming for an expanded
range of public assistance programs. I
believe this provision is in line with
immigrants’ pledge of self-sufficiency
and that they will not become a public
charge. By expanding the number of
programs that require deeming, we are
holding immigrants to their commit-
ment and requiring their sponsors, not
the Government, take responsibility
for them. I supported a Simon amend-
ment that would have eliminated ret-
roactive deeming requirements in the
bill. I believe in deeming requirements
to assure that sponsors and the legal
immigrants that they sponsor meet the
responsibilities they have promised to
meet, but I think it’s unfair to apply
new rules after the fact to those who
are already here. Unfortunately, that
amendment was defeated.

I voted for a Kennedy amendment
that would have excluded pregnant
women, children and veterans from
deeming requirements for Medicaid.
Unfortunately, that amendment was
also defeated.

Under the bill, illegal immigrants,
who have broken U.S. laws and have no
legal right to be here, are prohibited
from using any Federal, State, or local
benefit, with minor exceptions related
to public health interests.

Mr. President, in conclusion, it is
time we dealt firmly and directly with
illegal immigration. This bill, while
not perfect, makes a good effort to put
in place the procedures and resources
necessary to reduce illegal immigra-
tion. ∑
f

CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, on Thurs-
day of last week, the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee reported favor-
ably, by a 13 to 5 vote, the resolution of
ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention [CWC]. I applaud the com-
mittee’s action and the leadership of
Senators LUGAR, PELL, KASSEBAUM,
KERRY, and BIDEN, not to mention the
hard work of the committee staff, to
advance this major arms control trea-
ty. I hope that floor consideration can
be scheduled as early as possible. While
I realize that there may be difficulties
on the floor, this treaty is of such im-
portance that it would be an abroga-
tion of our responsibility, when it is
out of committee and ready to go, not
to provide advice and consent before
the end of this Congress.

I note that Majority Leader DOLE
stated on December 7 of last year that
it was his intention that the Senate
would consider the Convention in a
reasonable time period once the Con-
vention is on the Executive Calendar.

Well, the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion is now on the calendar, and the
reasonable time clock is ticking.

As all major arms control treaties
must be, the CWC is a bipartisan meas-
ure. It was negotiated during the
Reagan administration, signed by
President Bush, and submitted to the
Senate by President Clinton. It was ap-
proved by a strong bipartisan majority
of the Foreign Relations Committee. It
is endorsed by arms control advocates
and the Chemical Manufacturers Asso-
ciation. Some critics of the CWC have
sought to blame the Democrats for fail-
ing to ratify the Convention when they
controlled the Senate. Yes, the Senate
should have acted on the CWC in 1994,
but that fact does not provide a reason
not to act in 1996. The sooner we can
ratify the Convention, the sooner we
can eliminate these horrible weapons.

While U.S. accession to the treaty is
not a legal requirement for the treaty
to enter into force, it has become a
practical requirement. The case of the
CWC is yet another example of the con-
tinued primacy of U.S. leadership in
international politics. Ratification by
65 countries is necessary for the CWC
to enter into force. Currently, only 49
have done so, and it has become clear
that many are waiting for U.S. ratifi-
cation. Why? For one, because the
United States maintains one of the two
largest stockpiles of chemical weapons.
But more fundamentally, because na-
tions continue to look to the United
States for leadership in matters of
great international import. President
George Bush wrote in 1994: ‘‘United
States leadership is required once
again to bring this historic agreement
into force.’’ This remains true today.
Prompt action is our responsibility.

Critics of the CWC, and there appear
to be few, argue that U.S. security is
harmed by our approval of a treaty
that binds us to destroy a class of
weapons we currently possess, while
citing that certain ‘‘rogue’’ states have
not signed the treaty and raising ques-
tions over Russian compliance. They
argue that, by proceeding to eliminate
its chemical weapons stockpile under
the CWC, the United States is depriv-
ing itself of a deterrent capability
against any state that maintains some
CW capacity. However, deterrence is
based on the ability to respond in kind,
and that assumes that chemical weap-
ons are a legitimate instrument of war-
fare for the U.S. military.

The fundamental basis behind the
CWC, however, is that chemical weap-
ons are not legitimate for war-fighting.
This consensus goes back to World War
I, where the invidious use of mustard
gas prompted the 1925 Geneva Protocol
to prohibit the use of chemical warfare
agents. More recently, the Iraqi at-
tacks on the Kurds in 1988 and the
Sarin gas attack on the Tokyo subway
last year have reminded the inter-
national community of the terror of
chemical weapons. Try as we might to
stigmatize chemical weapons through
other means, there can be no sub-

stitute for, in the words of President
Bush’s National Security Advisor Gen.
Brent Scowcroft, ‘‘the clear inter-
national norms against chemical weap-
ons, the legal framework, and the chal-
lenge inspections embodied in the
Chemical Weapons Convention.’’

A chemical weapons deterrent capa-
bility for the United States is not only
unnecessary, it is inconceivable. If U.S.
troops or territory were subject to a
chemical attack, our military has
ample means to respond in conven-
tional ways, if a military response were
deemed appropriate. Defense Secretary
William Perry testified last month to
the Foreign Relations Committee that
‘‘we have an effective range of capabili-
ties to protect against, to deter, or to
retaliate against the use of chemical
weapons * * *’’ JCS Chairman Gen.
John Shalikashvili testified in 1994
that ‘‘while forgoing the ability to re-
taliate in kind, the U.S. military re-
tains the wherewithal to deter and de-
fend against a chemical attack.’’ Addi-
tionally, I doubt that many Americans
would feel comfortable with having a
military that is prepared to wage gas
attacks on foreign populations. In es-
sence, how could we ask the world to
make illegal these weapons, if we re-
serve the right to their legitimate use?

There are a number of other criti-
cisms of the CWC to address, and I hope
to do so at a later time. Simply put,
the CWC will improve our national se-
curity by establishing the legal basis,
the timetable and the verification re-
gime necessary to ban chemical weap-
ons. I am pleased that the Foreign Re-
lations Committee has finally reported
out the Convention, and I hope that we
can proceed to give our advice and con-
sent as soon as possible.∑
f

THE VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION
BUDGET

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, just to fol-
low up very briefly on what the major-
ity leader said, the Wall Street Journal
earlier this week pointed out that the
tax increases in 1993 had the effect of
costing jobs and economic growth in
this country. Two economists, William
Beach and Scott Hodge, at the Heritage
Foundation, used the very reputable
econometric model, the Washington
University macro model, to try to fig-
ure out what happened as a result of
that 1993 budget deal. They calculated
it reduced private sector jobs by 1.2
million. We lost $208 billion in output,
or the equivalent of $2,100 per family.
What is worse, they found out the tax
increases did not reduce the deficit as
much as predicted because tax in-
creases change behavior and not all the
taxes were generated. Only about 56
cents of additional deficit reduction
came for every $1 of new taxes. So that
did not work very well.

Now the majority leader has talked
about how we need to get the budget in
balance by cutting spending. I wanted
to share very briefly today with my
colleagues something that went on in



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4685May 3, 1996
our appropriations subcommittee for
VA and HUD today. We had before us
the Secretary of the agency, Secretary
Brown. We showed him the budget pro-
jections. This chart shows what the
Congress’ budget projection was last
year. This green line shows a flat line
across here.

Actually, we raised that to this level.
Last year the Secretary said holding
the Veterans’ Administration budget
flat through 2002 would be devastating;
hospitals would be closed, veterans
would not be served, there would be
tremendous hardship, the system could
not operate. He said the system could
not operate with flat appropriations,
even though the number of veterans is
declining.

So I asked him what would happen,
because this is the Clinton projection.
These are the Clinton administration
numbers for the Veterans’ Administra-
tion budget, going up here in 1997, one
more year, and then just plummeting,
plummeting by more than $3 billion a
year out of just slightly over a $16 bil-
lion budget. This, coming down accord-
ing to the CBO, this would be just
around $13 billion or less for the Veter-
ans’ Administration.

The Secretary said he could not live
with, and the veterans could not be
served by, that budget. So I asked him
if he were going to send out the e-mail
messages and statements in pay stubs
that he had sent to the employees of
the VA last year when we proposed this
budget. He said no. I asked him why
not. He said, because the President has
personally assured him he will nego-
tiate the budget with him and take
care of the veterans.

I asked him, I said, ‘‘Are you con-
cerned that the President is going to
live with that budget number that
shows the budget plummeting for VA?’’
He indicated to me that he had no con-
cern whatsoever that the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration budget would fall like
that, because the President promised
to negotiate with him.

I had to ask the question, and I ask
it again. Who is the President fooling?
Is he fooling the taxpayers and Con-
gress when he proposes a budget like
that that purports to cut it and cut the
budget for the Veterans’ Administra-
tion a total of $13 billion in this period?
Or is he fooling the veterans by telling
them, do not worry, we will keep
spending up however high it needs to
go? Whichever way it goes, it has to
call into question whether the Presi-
dent is serious about these budget ne-
gotiations. He said that he wants to
balance the budget.

We have the President on record and
we have OMB on record as saying they
want to balance the budget. How are
they going to do it? Well, they have
some very draconian cuts in their ap-
propriated spending accounts. This red
line shows how sharply those cuts are
going to be made. This is the Presi-
dent’s entire budget, and he hopes to
get to a balance in 2002 by cutting it
like that.

Part of those cuts are reflected in
this precipitous cut in the VA budget,
showing this for the Veterans’ Admin-
istration only. But he is telling the
people, the constituents of the Veter-
ans’ Administration, or they believe he
is saying, ‘‘Don’t worry, we’ll negotiate
with you a good budget and take care
of you.’’

We have the promise, on the one
hand, of OMB that this is a meaningful
budget that shows a reduction of ap-
propriated spending sufficient to bal-
ance the budget in the year 2002 under
President Clinton’s plan. On the other
hand, we have the assurance, the con-
fidence of one of the agency adminis-
trators whose budget is going to be
slashed that it will not be slashed.
That is the best of both possible
worlds.

For the vast majority of American
citizens who want to see a balanced
budget, you have these numbers in a
budget, but it is really a no pain-no
gain situation, because you tell the
people who will be directly affected,
‘‘Don’t worry because we don’t mean
this; don’t worry, the budget’s not
going to come down like that.’’

Mr. President, what they must be
telling us is it is all for show. It sounds
good to tell the American people we
are going to balance the budget, but we
can sure get out and get the word to all
of the people who depend upon those
particular agencies, ‘‘Don’t worry,
your agency is not being cut; your
agency is not going to suffer any reduc-
tions.’’

Mr. President, I think the issue of
credibility and character are going to
be very important in this fall’s elec-
tion, and I think this budget flimflam
tells a lot. I think it raises questions
about the honesty of the plan that we
are being presented on behalf of the
Clinton administration by OMB. They
would like us to think the budget is
going to be balanced, but they assure
the people in the area, plan for the
cuts, that that $13 billion will not be
cut out of the VA budget. Is it going to
be cut someplace else? I doubt they
will be willing to say someplace else
will be cut even more.

I thank the Chair. I note several col-
leagues wishing to speak. I yield the
floor.

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine.
f

AMENDMENT TO THE HISTORIC
CHATTAHOOCHEE COMPACT

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 345, H.R. 2064.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2064) to grant consent of Con-
gress to an amendment of the Historic Chat-
tahoochee Compact between the States of
Alabama and Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
deemed read a third time, passed, the
motion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, and that any statements relating
to the bill be placed at the appropriate
place in the RECORD.

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

The bill (H.R. 2064) was deemed read
the third time and passed.

f

THE CALENDAR

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 366, H.R. 1743,
Calendar No. 367, H.R. 2243, and Cal-
endar No. 375, S. 811, en bloc; further, I
ask unanimous consent that reported
amendments to the text, as may ap-
pear, be agreed to, the bills be deemed
read a third time, passed, the motions
to reconsider be laid upon the table, en
bloc, and that any statements relating
to these measures be placed at the ap-
propriate place in the RECORD.

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

f

THE WATER RESOURCES RE-
SEARCH ACT OF 1984 AMEND-
MENT ACT OF 1996

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 1743) to amend the Water Re-
sources Research Act of 1984 to extend
the authorizations of appropriations
through fiscal year 2000, and for other
purposes, which had been reported from
the Committee on Environment and
Public Works, with an amendment to
strike all after the enacting clause and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

Section 102 of the Water Resources Research
Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10301) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, produc-
tivity of natural resources and agricultural sys-
tems,’’ after ‘‘environmental quality’’;

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(3) in paragraph (7), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(8) long-term planning and policy develop-

ment are essential to ensure the availability of
an abundant supply of high quality water for
domestic and other use; and

‘‘(9) the States must have the research and
problem-solving capacity necessary to effectively
manage their water resources.’’.
SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

Section 103 of the Water Resources Research
Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 10302) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (5)—
(A) by striking ‘‘to’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end;
(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period at

the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) encourage long-term planning and re-

search to meet future water management, qual-
ity, and supply challenges.’’.
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