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(Mr. LAZIO) and that would give him
unfair publicity in a very tough Sen-
atorial contest.

Seemed like the White House had no
problems finding a picture of the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) and
Mr. Arafat at a common reception
when a delegation went to visit Israel
and Palestine and areas of that nature
in order to talk to the people to bring
about peace. They can find a photo, but
they cannot make time for a bill sign-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, one other critical mat-
ter coming before the Congress, and I
can assure you it will get done, and
that is the Everglades. Thanks to the
Speaker today and others who have
urged our leadership to move forward
on the Everglades, we are going to see
a bill before this session of Congress
ends, not in lame duck but in this ses-
sion, before Friday. If the other Mem-
bers of the minority think it is too im-
portant to go home and campaign, well
how about it, because you are missing
anyway.

We are going to stay here and make
certain the principles of the democracy
are upheld, that we fight the good fight
on behalf of our constituents. Our con-
stituents are as important as theirs
are, but I urge every Member to stop
the rhetoric and nastiness and asper-
sions and start focusing on why we are
here.

I think we have made some tremen-
dous successes, and I compliment the
other side of the aisle on a number of
them but I suggest that in this day and
era we need goodwill, not a poisonous
atmosphere. It is time to put people be-
fore politics.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair reminds Members that it is not
in order in debate to characterize Sen-
ate action or, except as provided in
rule XVII, to refer to Senators.
f

ARMY DIVISIONS WERE DE-
CREASED, NOT INCREASED,
UNDER DEMOCRAT ADMINISTRA-
TION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUNTER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, we have
some very serious issues on the table
during this national campaign, one
that involves truly all the Members of
the House of Representatives, many
members of the Senate and, of course,
the Presidential candidates. In the last
debate between Vice President GORE
and Governor Bush, Vice President
GORE said that he had increased a num-
ber of Army divisions.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important
for the American people to know that
is not the case. When the Clinton-Gore
administration took over in January of
1993, we had 14 Army divisions.
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Today, we only have 10. So under

President or Vice President GORE’s
leadership, along with that of Presi-
dent Clinton, we have actually cut the
Army to 10 divisions; we have not in-
creased it. So somewhere along the line
he inadvertently invented four U.S.
Army divisions.

Mr. Speaker, along with slashing the
size of the Army, this administration
has, I think, cut the Navy to 316 ships
from 546 ships. That is a cut of almost
40 percent. They have cut the Air Force
from 24 active fighter airwings to only
13. It is time to rebuild national secu-
rity.

The interesting thing about these
massive cuts in force structure, mean-
ing we have about 60 percent of the
military that we had when this admin-
istration took over, is that generally
speaking, one would expect, when we
cut a sports organization or we cut a
business organization, we would think
that when we cut it down in size, the
half that one has left, if one cuts it in
half, is going to be better prepared,
better equipped and better trained than
the big operation that one had earlier.
That core should be a good, highly-effi-
cient, highly-prepared operating core,
whether it is in sports or in business or
in the military world.

Well, the sad thing about this cut in
our military force structure, cutting
the Army from 18 to 10 division, cut-
ting our fighter airwings from 24 to 13,
and cutting our Navy from 546 ships to
only 316 ships, the tragedy is, the small
military we have today after these
slashes is not as prepared as the big
military that we had during Desert
Storm. The chief of staff of the Army
has told us that we are now some $3 bil-
lion short on ammunition for the
Army. The Marine Corps has told us
that they are $200 million short on am-
munition. The Air Force chief of staff
has told us that we are roughly 50 per-
cent short on precision munitions.
Those are the munitions that we have,
where instead of carpet-bombing a
bridge, one can fly in and put one pre-
cision munition, very, very accurate,
on one strut of that bridge and knock
the bridge down. It is a highly-efficient
way to project American power.

So the Air Force told us they have
cut those munitions down to the point
where they only have 50 percent of
what they need. The Navy has in-
formed us that they only have 50 per-
cent of their requirement for Toma-
hawk cruise missiles. Those cruise mis-
siles are what we use to go into an area
that is heavily defended, where if we
send pilots in to drop bombs out of
planes, we might lose some of those pi-
lots. So those cruise missiles, those
Tomahawks are very valuable; but
today we only have 50 percent, accord-
ing to the Navy, of what we need.

Now, along with that, we see the mis-
sion capability rate of our frontline
fighter aircraft just dropping off the
cliff. Mission capability rate is how
many of our aircraft work. If I ask my

neighbor, what is your mission capa-
bility rate of your cars and he said, a
minute and I will tell you, and he went
outside and he tried to start them, and
he had two cars and only one started,
he would come back in and say, it is 50
percent, only one of the two cars
starts.

Well, the mission capability rate for
our frontline fighters, the F–15E and
the F–16, has dropped into the 70 per-
cent rate. That means that it has
dropped about 10 points from the 83
percent-or-so mission capability rate
to an average of about 72, 73 percent.
That means out of 100 aircraft, 30 of
them cannot get off the ground and
cannot go do their job. So now there is
this shortage of fighter airwings, these
13 fighter airwings we have, are only
about 70 percent ready to go. That
means we really only have about nine
airwings that really are ready to go
out and engage the enemy.

So Mr. GORE has not presided over a
resurrection of the U.S. military; he
has presided over a decline.

Mr. Speaker, I think that help is on
the way.

f

BREAST CANCER DRUGS: INTER-
NATIONAL PRICE COMPARISON

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
now, most Americans are aware that
prescription drug prices are higher in
the United States than any other in-
dustrialized country; 2, 3, even 4 times
higher. It is difficult to believe that
drug manufacturers manipulate prices
even when a drug is used to treat a life-
threatening illness like cancer. Unfor-
tunately, that is exactly what the drug
makers are doing.

A study I released yesterday looks at
the prices charged for drugs used to
treat breast cancer. Mr. Speaker, 8,600
women in Ohio will be diagnosed with
breast cancer this year; and 1,900 will
die from this disease. In the counties I
serve as a Congressman, women with
breast cancer pay 21⁄2 times more for
the 5 most commonly used breast can-
cer drugs than women in Canada pay,
in France pay, in England pay and in
Italy pay. Tamoxifen, the most widely
used cancer drug, has the highest-
priced differential. A monthly supply
of Tamoxifen costs an uninsured
woman in my district $114. In Canada,
it costs $12; in France, it costs $10.20.
We are talking about price differentials
in the 850 percent to 1,000 percent
range. It is unbelievable and it is un-
conscionable. A woman diagnosed with
breast cancer needs to devote all of her
energy to fighting that cancer. The
toughest battle should be surviving the
cancer, not finding ways to pay for
medications. Prescription drug prices
are priced unreasonably, unjustifiably,
and outrageously high in the United
States.
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Drug prices are two and three and

four times higher here than in other in-
dustrialized countries. Why? Because
the prescription drug industry can get
away with it. We do not negotiate
prices because this Republican-led Con-
gress will not do that. We do not de-
mand that drug manufacturers reduce
their prices to reflect the taxpayer-
funded portion, almost half, the tax-
payer-funded portion of the research
and development. Why? Because this
Congress will not do that. We do noth-
ing to help the 44 million Americans
under 65 and the 11 million over 65 who
lack insurance for prescription drugs,
again because this Congress has failed
to enact Medicare coverage for pre-
scription drugs.

The U.S. is the wealthiest Nation in
the world. Our tax dollars finance a
significant portion, almost half, of the
research and development underlying
new prescription drugs. Why do we tol-
erate congressional inaction? The pre-
scription drug industry has a huge
stake in the status quo and spends lav-
ishly to preserve it. They pour money
into political campaigns, $11 million in
this year alone, $9 million of it going
to majority Republicans. They pour
money into high-pressure lobbying,
they pour money into front groups that
pose as consumer organizations like
Citizens for Better Medicare. They try
to scare Americans into believing that
if we do not let drug manufacturers
charge obscenely high prices, then they
will not do research and development
anymore; yet drug companies could af-
ford to spend $13 billion promoting
their products last year.

Drug companies’ profits outpace
those of any other industries by 5 per-
centage points at least. The drug in-
dustry consistently leads other indus-
tries in return on investment, return
on assets, return on equity. Thanks to
huge tax breaks, the drug industries’
effective tax rate is 65 percent lower
than the average in other U.S. indus-
tries. Why? Because this Congress will
not do anything about it. It doesn’t
matter whether we could take steps to
make prescription drugs more afford-
able in this country; the only thing
that matters is this country has failed
to take steps to do that.

Drug industry lobbying convinced
the Republican leadership to weaken a
bill that would have allowed Americans
to buy larger quantities of prescription
drugs from Canada and other countries
where drugs are priced lower. Whether
we build on the progress of at least
some legislation depends on which
party controls the White House and
which party controls Congress. Repub-
licans and Democrats should be united,
Mr. Speaker, in their determination to
address the prescription drug issue. Un-
fortunately, that is not the case. The
Republican majority has consistently
bucked every attempt to seriously ad-
dress prescription drug coverage under
Medicare and to seriously address pre-
scription drug pricing. I urge my col-
leagues to check the record. It will
bear me out.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to
waste another minute, much less an-
other session of Congress pretending to
address the prescription drug industry
with watered-down legislation and un-
workable Medicare prescription drug
proposals. The public should demand
policymakers to deliver a strategy that
prevents the drug industry from rob-
bing us blind. We should not leave here
before the election until this Congress
passes prescription drug coverage
under Medicare and does something
about the outrageously high prices
that prescription drug companies
charge American citizens.
f

CONGRESS HAS NOT DONE
AMERICA’S BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I was
not planning on talking about this this
evening, but I heard what my colleague
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) said about
where we are tonight and the possi-
bility of adjournment; and I have to re-
spond to it, because I think it was very
unfair to the minority side and to the
Democratic side here.

The gentleman from Florida sug-
gested that somehow the Democrats
wanted to go home and that the Repub-
licans were the ones that were keeping
us here. I find it rather ironic. He
talked about the fact that the other
body, the other body passed a 2-week
continuing resolution so that we could
go home for the election and not come
back for 2 weeks, and we know who is
in the majority, both in the other body
as well as in the House of Representa-
tives, and that is the Republicans.

The motion in the other body to ad-
journ for 2 weeks came from the Re-
publican leadership, not from the
Democrats. The same is true here. As
Democrats, if the Republican leader-
ship in this House wants to take up
that resolution that came up from the
other body, I assure my colleagues that
most, if not all, Democrats will vote
no. We have made it quite clear as
Democrats in the House of Representa-
tives that we have no intention of
going home, and that we are not in
favor of a continuing resolution that
would take us out of here for 2 weeks,
and any suggestion to the contrary is
not based on the facts, because we are
not in the majority. How would we pos-
sibly be in a position in either House of
the Congress to make a decision to ad-
journ for any period of time when we
are not in the majority? It simply
makes no sense.

I have to take offense to the fact that
somehow he was suggesting that the
Democratic leadership wanted to go
home. It was the Republican leadership
in the other body that brought up the
resolution, and if anything is done with
that resolution, it will have to be the

Republican leadership that brings it
up.

There is absolutely no question that
the Democrats want to stay here and
work, and we have made the point over
and over again; and I certainly have
myself, along with some of the Mem-
bers that are joining me here tonight,
particularly on the health care issues,
that we do not want to go home until
we pass HMO reform and the Patients’
Bill of Rights, until we pass a Medicare
prescription drug benefit plan for our
seniors. We have been very critical of
the fact that the Republican leadership
refuses to bring these major issues and
major policy concerns up to be ad-
dressed here in the House of Represent-
atives. At the same time, it is abun-
dantly clear that the Republican lead-
ership does not want to even get its
basic work done by passing the budget,
the appropriations bills. A good per-
centage, I think 5 or 6, of the appro-
priation bills are still pending, and
every effort on our part to try to re-
solve those and say that we should be
meeting to resolve them continues to
be met, but with the other side saying,
well, we need more time, or we cannot
accept your proposals, or we do not
want to meet on common ground.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to highlight
an editorial that was in today’s New
York Times that talked about how in-
effectual this Republican Congress has
been. I think, with the concurrence of
my colleagues here, maybe I will just,
I will put this up for my colleagues and
others to see. This was in today’s New
York Times, and it is entitled, as my
colleagues can see, ‘‘An Ineffectual
Congress.’’ If my colleagues do not be-
lieve me and my characterization of
the Republican leadership’s efforts of
basically being ineffectual, well, then
just take some sections from this edi-
torial from the New York Times today.
I just want to read a few of the parts of
it that I think are particularly rel-
evant.

It says, ‘‘The 106th Congress, with lit-
tle to show for its 2 years of existence,
has all but vanished from public dis-
course. In past Presidential campaigns,
Congress has at least been an issue, but
nobody, least of all the presidential
candidates, is talking about this par-
ticular Congress and the reason is
plain. On almost every matter of im-
portance, gun control, Patients’ Bill of
Rights, energy deregulation, Social Se-
curity, Congress has done little or
nothing, failing to produce a record
worthy of either celebration or con-
demnation, nor has it been able to
complete even the most basic business,
the appropriations bills that keep the
government functioning. Three have
been vetoed,’’ and it says, ‘‘Absent a
burst of statesmanship in the next few
days, it is possible that Congress will
have to come back after Election Day
to complete work on the Federal
budget.’’
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I think that is almost certain at this

point. The other body has actually left.
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