
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5094 July 23, 2002
through a group called United Seniors
Association, but paid by the drug in-
dustry, spent $3 million on an ad cam-
paign thanking those Republican Mem-
bers for passing it and thanking them
for their concern for America’s seniors.
So the drug industry wrote the bill, the
Republicans passed the bill, the drug
industry gave money to the Repub-
licans while the bill was being passed,
and then the drug industry ran TV ads
thanking the Republican Members and
congratulating them on a job well
done.

The Bush administration then, no
surprise here, followed suit by claiming
that seniors’ best hope for drug cov-
erage is the Republican bill.

Now, why is this? Why should the
drug industry have this kind of influ-
ence here? Well, over the last 12 years,
the drug industry’s lobbying expendi-
tures have increased 800 percent. In the
2000 election cycle, the drug industry
contributed $26 million to candidates
running for office, the overwhelming
majority of which to Republicans. The
industry contributed $625,000 to the
Bush-Cheney inaugural. So far in this
election cycle, the drug industry has
contributed $14.6 million in political
donations, the vast majority of which
to Republicans.

This may explain, Mr. Speaker, why
the administration is working so hard
for the drug industry, but it begs the
question: Is what is good for the drug
industry in the best interests of the
American people?
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY, WHO NEEDS IT?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. PAUL) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, who needs
it? Mr. Speaker, everyone agrees the 9–
11 tragedy confirmed a problem that
exists in our domestic security and
dramatized our vulnerability to outside
attacks. Most agree that the existing
bureaucracy was inept. The CIA, the
FBI, the INS, and Customs failed to
protect us.

It was not a lack of information that
caused this failure; they had plenty.
But they filed to analyze, commu-
nicate, and use the information to our
advantage.

The flawed foreign policy of interven-
tionism that we have followed for dec-
ades significantly contributed to the
attacks. Warnings had been sounded by
the more astute that our meddling in
the affairs of others would come to no
good. This resulted in our inability to
defend our own cities, while spending
hundreds of billions of dollars pro-
viding more defense for others than for
ourselves. In the aftermath, we were
even forced to ask other countries to
patrol our airways to provide security
for us.

A clear understanding of private
property and an owner’s responsibility

to protect it has been seriously under-
mined. This was especially true for the
airline industry. The benefit of gun
ownership and second amendment pro-
tections were prohibited. The govern-
ment was given the responsibility for
airline safety through FAA rules and
regulations, and it failed miserably.

The solution now being proposed is a
giant new Federal department, and it
is the only solution we are being of-
fered, and one which I am certain will
lead to tens of billions of dollars of new
spending.

What is being done about the lack of
emphasis on private property owner-
ship? The security services are federal-
ized. The airlines are bailed out and
given guaranteed insurance against all
threats. We have made the airline in-
dustry a public utility that gets to
keep its profits and pass on its losses
to the taxpayers, like Amtrak and the
post office. Instead of more ownership
responsibility, we get more govern-
ment controls.

Is the first amendment revitalized,
and are owners permitted to defend
their property, their passengers, and
personnel? No, no hint of it, unless you
are El Al airlines, which enjoys this
right, while no others do.

Has anything been done to limit im-
migration from countries placed on the
terrorist list? Hardly. Have we done
anything to slow up immigration of in-
dividuals with Saudi passports? No, oil
is too important to offend the Saudis.

Yet, we have done plenty to under-
mine the liberties and privacy of all
Americans through legislation such as
the PATRIOT Act. A program is being
planned to use millions of Americans
to spy on their neighbors, an idea ap-
propriate for a totalitarian society. Re-
gardless of any assurances, we all know
that the national ID card will soon be
instituted.

Who believes for a moment that the
military will not be used to enforce
civil law in the near future? Posse com-
itatus will be repealed by executive
order or by law, and liberty, the Con-
stitution, and the Republic will suffer
another major setback.

Unfortunately, foreign policy will
not change, and those who suggest that
it be strictly designed for American se-
curity will be shouted down for their
lack of patriotism. Instead, war fever
will build until the warmongers get
their wish and we march on Baghdad,
making us even a greater target of
those who despise us for our bellicose
control of the world.

A new department is hardly what we
need. That is more of the same, and
will surely not solve our problems. It
will, however, further undermine our
liberties and hasten the day of our na-
tional bankruptcy.

A common sense improvement to
homeland security would allow the
DOD to provide protection, not a huge,
new, militarized domestic department.
We need to bring our troops home, in-
cluding our Coast Guard; close down
the base in Saudi Arabia; stop expand-

ing our presence in the Muslim portion
of the former Soviet Union; and stop
taking sides in the long, ongoing war
in the Middle East.

If we did these few things, we would
provide a lot more security and protect
our liberties a lot better than any new
department ever will, and it will cost a
lot less.
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THE INFLUENCE OF THE DRUG IN-
DUSTRY ON THE WHITE HOUSE
AND ON CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, more
information comes out every day about
the influence of the drug industry, both
on the White House and on Congress, in
terms of what kind of prescription drug
plan we pass here in the House and in
the other body, which is currently de-
bating the bill.

I do not bring up the information
about the links between the prescrip-
tion drug industry because of any de-
sire to defame them, but only because
I am very concerned that their amount
of influence that they exert here basi-
cally skews the dialogue and what we
pass in a way that is not beneficial to
the average Americans.

The bottom line is that Democrats in
the House a few weeks ago, when the
Republicans passed the prescription
drug bill, were very critical of the Re-
publican bill because it was basically
giving money to private insurers in the
hope that they would offer drug-only
policies to senior citizens.

There was nothing in the Republican
prescription drug bill that passed the
House that would guarantee a prescrip-
tion drug benefit for seniors. There was
no guarantee, and there was no abso-
lutely effort on the Republican part to
address the issue of price, which is the
main problem most Americans face
now, that the price of drug continues
to rise.

What Democrats said then and con-
tinue to say is that we need a prescrip-
tion drug benefit under Medicare that
guarantees the plan a benefit, a gen-
erous benefit, 80 percent of the cost
paid for by the Federal Government,
that guarantees that benefit to every
American, or to every senior, I should
say, to everyone who is eligible for
Medicare, and that is basically under
Medicare, an expansion of Medicare,
and that addresses the issue of price by
saying that the Secretary of Health
and Human Services will basically ne-
gotiate for the 30 or 40 million Ameri-
cans who are under Medicare to reduce
price maybe 30 or 40 percent.

Now, the reason that the Democratic
bill did not get a chance, and the rea-
son the Republican bill, which is pri-
vate subsidies for insurance companies,
passed, is not only because the Repub-
licans are in the majority, but because
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