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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. KEN LUCAS

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, be-
cause of unexpected storms, my airplane was
delayed and | was unable to make the first
two rolicall votes on Monday, July 10.

Had | been present, | would have voted
“aye” on rollcall vote number 373 and “nay”
on rollcall vote number 374.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. JOHN S. TANNER

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, last night my
plane, Northwest Flight #858, was delayed in
Memphis and | missed Rollcall votes 373-378.
If 1 had been present, | would have voted as
follows: Coburn—Roll Call Vote 373—No;
Royce—Roll Call Vote 374—No; Crowley—
Roll Call Vote 375—Yes; Royce—Roll Call
Vote 376—No; Coburn—Roll Call Vote 377—
Yes; and Sanford—Roll Call Vote 378—No.

PERSONNAL EXPLANATION
HON. BARBARA LEE

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall no. 373,
Coburn amendment—no; 374, Royce amend-
ment—no; 375, Crowley amendment—yes;
376, Chabot amendment—no; 377, Coburn
amendment—yes; and 378, Sanford amend-
ment—no.

———

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 10, 2000

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4461) making ap-
propriations for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes:

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Brown-Waxman-Slaugh-
ter amendment. My generation remembers all
too clearly the scourge of infectious diseases.
When we were children, surviving to adoles-
cence could be a major challenge. Children
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ran a gauntlet of potentially fatal diseases
against which doctors had few, if any, effective
weapons—influenza, pneumonia, measles,
and tuberculosis, to name just a few. For
some of us, we relived those fears again with
our children. | know that with my three daugh-
ters, | breathed a sigh of relief when each
summer ended and they had again escaped
contracting polio.

With the discovery of antibiotics, the world
of health and medicine was transformed. Anti-
biotics were nothing short of a miracle. Just a
few doses could banish these terrifying dis-
eases from our and our children’s lives, allow-
ing the nation to become dramatically healthier
in the space of scarcely a decade. Modern
medicine had triumphed over disease, rel-
egating these terrors to the medical history
books.

Or so we thought. Today we know dif-
ferently. Infectious disease microorganisms
have evolved over millennia, and they can be
ingenious in ensuring their own survival. The
advent of antibiotics dealt them a setback, but
only a temporary one. After only a few dec-
ades these microbes are showing us just how
quickly they can adapt and render themselves
impervious to some or all of the antibiotics in
our health care arsenal.

As a former microbiologist, | am keenly
aware of the critical challenge posed by anti-
microbial resistance. In fact, | wrote my mas-
ter's thesis on the misuse of penicillin. Many
factors are currently contributing to anti-
microbial resistance: overprescription of anti-
biotics, individuals’ failure to take all their
medication, lack of handwashing and proper
hygiene, and the increased ability of people—
and therefore microbes—to travel around the
globe quickly. Just as this problem is multi-fac-
eted, so must any solution be.

This amendment seeks to address one crit-
ical component of that problem: the use of
antibiotics to boost livestock growth and pro-
duction. Decades ago, farmers discovered that
the use of antibiotics at very low levels caused
animals to grow faster and bigger. The
amount of antibiotics used were too low to
have any value in killing off infections in the
animals. Over time, the practice of feeding
antibiotics to livestock at “subtherapeutic” lev-
els has become a common tool in the agri-
culture industry.

Unfortunately, this practice appears to be
having an insidious side effect. Preliminary
studies indicate that the bacteria in livestock
may be developing an immunity to certain
antibiotics as they are consistently exposed to
these drugs at low levels. As the old saying
goes, that which does not kill them makes
them stronger.

This amendment would shift a very modest
amount of funds within the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration budget to the FDA’s Center for
Veterinary Medicine. With this funding, the
Center could move more quickly on its top pri-
ority, assessing and preventing the growth of
antimicrobial resistance related to livestock
husbandry practices.

We must take action if we expect antibiotics
to continue being effective in treating human
ailments. None of us want to return to a day
when a bout of pneumonia could easily mean
a death sentence for one’s child or parent. |
urge my colleagues to support the Brown-
Waxman-Slaughter amendment.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. WILLIAM L. JENKINS

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, as a result of
inclement weather delaying my arrival to
Washington, | was not present for rollcall
votes 373, 374, and 375. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye” on No. 373, “no” on
No. 374, and “aye” on No. 375.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. VITO FOSSELLA

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, | am not re-
corded on rollcall numbers 373, 375, 376, 377,
and 378. | was unavoidably detained due to
inclement weather, and therefore, was not
present to vote. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yes” on 373, “yes” on 375, “no”
on 376, “yes” on 377, and “no” on 378.

—————

IMF LOANS TO RUSSIA: WHAT
HAVE THEY REALLY SUPPORTED?

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | would like to
bring to the attention of my colleagues an op-
ed article published in the “Wall Street Journal
Europe” on June 8th by Mr. Boris Fedorov, a
former Finance Minister in the government of
the Russian Federation.

This article, entitted “No More ‘Help’ for
Russia, Please,” paints a dismal picture of
what has really been accomplished in Russia
after the extension of more than $20 billion in
low-cost loans to the Russian government by
the International Monetary Fund. Average
Russians have been disappointed and an-
gered by what they see as the IMF’'s com-
plicity in the vast corruption that has afflicted
their country over the past decade. The Rus-
sian economy, propped up temporarily by a
devaluation of the currency and the recent rise
in oil prices, is marred by extensive poverty.
Heathcare, education systems, highways dete-
rioration.

What has happened to the $20 billion that
the IMF has lent the Russian government over
the past few years? Why has the Russian
government failed, time and again, to meet its
fiscal obligations to its own people, despite
those IMF loans and the outright assistance
provided to that government by the United
States and other aid donors?

For one thing, the Russian government still
insists on financing a “superpower-sized army
and bureaucracy” that it cannot afford, as Mr.
Fedorov states, and the rampant corruption in
Russian government and industry is another
important cause of the fiscal nightmare in that
country. But Mr. Fedorov also points out the
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most important reason in the following words:
“Indeed, the pattern since Mikhail Gorbachev’s
time is unmistakable: reform talk followed by
loans to underwrite reforms, followed by a col-
lapse of the reform plans, followed by debt re-
structuring, more talk of reforms, more loans
and so on. When lack of reforms is remuner-
ated with new loans and debt write-offs, when
the worst abusers of the current system live
nicely off the spoils of what is effectively thiev-
ery . . one starts having doubts about the
message we get from the democracies of the
West.”

Mr. Speaker, | strongly recommend this im-
portant article to those of our colleagues who
are seeking to better understand just what has
gone wrong in our policy toward Russia over
the past decade. | submit the full text of
Fedorov article be inserted at this point in the
RECORD:

[From the Wall Street Journal Europe, June
8, 2000]
NO MORE ‘““HELP’’ FOR RUSSIA, PLEASE

(By Boris Fedorov, former Finance Minister
of Russia)

For the last 10 years, the debate about
Western assistance to Russia has revolved,
superficially, around the question ‘‘to give or
not to give.” Despite all evidence to the con-
trary, the answer is always ‘‘to give’ be-
cause this is seen as helping Russia. Thus for
a decade, Russia is regularly dispensed a
drug which never cures but keeps the patient
in a vegetative state. And the drug habit is
growing.

Who are the quacks? The list of names is
familiar. The Clinton Treasury, the G-7,
Michel Camdessus’ IMF. Just days ago in
Moscow, President Clinton reiterated his
support for new loans to Russia. And U.S.
Vice President Al Gore claims that Russia is
a foreign policy victory. Why? Apparently
because the current Russian government has
released the country’s umpteenth economic
plan, which is considered to be ‘‘good.”” Other
people are naturally well-intended. Still oth-
ers think that it is worth a billion per year
to keep Russia quiet in military terms.

But the results are dismal. More Russians
are anti-Western today than a decade ago.
Russia is economically weaker than 10 years
ago after all the IMF-sponsored reforms. We
have more corruption and poverty than
under communism, and too many citizens
want to return to a time they see as having
offered them a better life. The questions are,
what have loans done for Russia and does the
country really need new loans now?

The roughly $20 billion pumped into the
Russian budget over the last decade have, in
fact, had no positive effect whatsoever. This
is not surprising, given the black-hole nature
of the Russian budget. Money, being fun-
gible, was misspent and ended up in the
hands of a few well-connected people and in
Western banks. Russian citizens definitely
did not benefit from this ‘‘assistance,” judg-
ing by the pitiful state of healthcare, edu-
cation, public security, roads and nearly
every other public sector sphere.

TRADE SURPLUS

A country rich in natural resources with a
trade surplus of $4 to $5 billion a month (not
counting capital flight of similar propor-
tions) does not really need IMF money. I've
heard some argue that the loans to Russia
were to small to have made much of a dif-
ference in any case. The IMF, they claim,
may have acted cravenly in seeking to cover
its own exposed positions by throwing good
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money after bad, but the loans were at worst
wasteful, not harmful. They are wrong.

This view misses the corrosive impact that
an IMF imprimatur had on government offi-
cials, the formulation of their economic plan
and on international credit markets, which
figured the IMF would assume a lender-of-
last-resort function—in other words, the
moral hazard that was created. An economic
system in which corporate assets are rou-
tinely stolen, investors ripped off and the
creditors deceived has been built with the
help of Mr. Clinton and the IMF. This is a
system that no Western politician would
dare to advocate for his own country. Why
do you impose it on us by underwriting it
with your taxpayers’ money?

We hear often these days about the boom-
ing Russian economy, cited as evidence of
the success of Western policies toward Rus-
sia. The Clinton administration and IMF
speak glowingly about how a new, democrat-
ically elected president has adopted an eco-
nomic program that is much more liberal
than its predecessors, and thus deserves
more support. The new Russian government,
however, is operating under a false sense of
security, which is very much encouraged by
the favorable remarks of Mr. Clinton and
other Western leaders.

On closer examination, however, the new
optimism about the economy is no more
firmly grounded than it has been in the past.
Economic growth is still behind pre-reform
levels, and in large measure is due to higher
commodity prices rather than an increase of
investment and value added in the economy.
Higher tax revenues are also cited as a sign
that wealth is expanding. But revenues are
actually lower in dollar terms. The govern-
ment also cites better budget discipline, but
this too is illusory, since much of the dras-
tically depreciated expenditure was not in-
dexed. There are more U.S. dollars under the
mattresses of our citizens than the overall
ruble money supply of Russia.

Is the Russian economy really reformed? Is
productivity higher and corruption lower?
Are structural reforms in progress? Does
anybody believe that a country with an an-
nual federal budget of $25 billion (less than
America spends on its prisons) can really
maintain a superpower-size army and bu-
reaucracy?

The false sense of achievement and the new
prosperity comes largely from the effects of
the 1998 ruble devaluation combined with a
high oil price. It has very little to do with
economic reform. And still Mr. Clinton is in
a hurry to say that America will support
IMF loans to Russia because the economic
plan of the current government merits that
support.

I am not saying that the Putin govern-
ment’s pronouncements on economic policy
are bad. In fact, I am encouraged by much of
what I hear. But I remember too well how
past economic programs also featured liberal
and enlightened reform plans that were later
shelved in favor of the status quo.

SWEPT UNDER THE CARPET

Indeed, the pattern since Mikhail
Gorbachev’s time is unmistakable; reform
talk followed by loans to underwrite re-
forms, followed by a collapse of the reform
plans, followed by debt restructuring, more
talk of reforms, more loans and so on. When
lack of reforms is remunerated with new
loans and debt write-offs, when the worst
abusers of the current system live nicely off
the spoils of what is effectively thievery—if
not in legal terms since Russian law is inad-
equate—one starts having doubts about the
message we get from the democracies of the
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West. Why reform anything in Russia if an-
other IMF loan shipment is on the way and
past scandals can be swept under the carpet?

I personally think that Mr. Putin should
be given the benefit of the doubt. He cannot
be blamed for past failures. Many of the
ideas he has voiced have much in them. But
only he can really change the course of
events, and so far meaningful actions have
been few. We do not know the full economic
plan of the government. The jury is still out.

Rather than repeat the mistakes of the
past, my recommendations for the West are
simple. First, do not grant Russia conces-
sions, but rather apply the rules as you
would to any country. Western capital
should flow to the private sector, not to the
government. Only this will help to change
the country, create jobs and increase effi-
ciency. Second, money should be spent where
it brings genuine return and where it will
generate the kind of good-will that makes
reform and democracy self-sustaining.

I imagine what might have been if that $20
billion in IMF money been spent on pro-
viding full time education for 200,000 Russian
students in the West. My guess is that we
would be living in a different country today.

———

TRIBUTE TO THE HONORABLE
JOSEPH H. RODRIGUEZ

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | submit the
following proclamation for the RECORD.

CONGRESSIONAL COMMENDATION

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS, U.S. HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, FIRST DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY

Whereas, The Rutgers University School of
Law-Camden, New Jersey and the First Con-
gressional District of New Jersey commend
and honor the Honorable Joseph H.
Rodriguez for 15 years of distinguished serv-
ice on the federal bench; and Whereas,
United States District Court Judge Joseph
H. Rodriguez embarked on his distinguished
legal career immediately after graduating
from Rutgers University School of Law
where he was admitted to practice law and
became a member of the bar of the State of
New Jersey; and Whereas, in 1985, the Presi-
dent of the United States of America, Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan, nominated Judge
Rodriguez to the federal bench in Camden,
New Jersey where he has continued to estab-
lish a standard of excellence in the legal pro-
fession; and Whereas, over his distinguished
legal career, Judge Rodriguez has received
numerous awards recognizing him for his ac-
complishments which include his induction
into the Rutgers University Hall of Distin-
guished Alumni in 1996; and Whereas, this
Member of the 106th Congress recognizes
Judge Rodriguez for his outstanding con-
tributions to the legal profession where ev-
eryday of his legal career he has continued
to render legal decisions fairly and upheld
the law always in the interest of justice; and
Whereas, Judge Rodriguez’s exceptional
achievements and constant efforts to create
a positive difference throughout our commu-
nities serves as an inspiration for the legal
profession and for the citizens of the United
States of America.

Now therefore, Be it Known that the un-
dersigned Member of the United States Con-
gress, the Honorable Robert E. Andrews of
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