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our country. That is why this issue is
S0 important.

The reimportation legislation we
have introduced is again a broad bipar-
tisan agreement between Republicans
and Democrats, one we intend to push
to a vote. We believe it is finally time
that we have a vote in the House and
the Senate and get a bill to the Presi-
dent. We understand the President has
not supported this. We understand the
Food and Drug Administration has
been very strong and assertive in say-
ing there are safety issues with this
legislation.

That, of course, is patently absurd.
We have had testimony before the U.S.
Congress that in Europe, for 20 years,
they have done reimportation. In Eu-
rope, they call it ‘‘parallel trading,”
where if you are from France and want
to buy a prescription drug from Ger-
many, that is just fine. If you are from
Italy and want to buy a prescription
drug from Spain, that is just fine. Par-
allel trading in pharmaceuticals has
occurred for 20 years, and there has
been no safety issue.

We had a pharmaceutical company
executive named Dr. Peter Rost, the
vice president of marketing for a major
drug company, who said:

The biggest argument against reimporta-
tion is safety. What everyone has conven-
iently forgotten to tell you is that in Eu-
rope, reimportation of drugs has been in
place for 20 years.

This is an executive from the drug in-
dustry itself.

He said something else that is impor-
tant:

During my time responsible for a region in
northern Europe, I never once—not once—
heard the drug industry, regulatory agen-
cies, the government, or anyone else saying
that this practice was unsafe.

He is talking about the practice of
importing drugs between countries. He
goes on to say:

And personally, I think it is outright de-
rogatory to claim that the Americans would
not be able to handle reimportation of drugs,
when the rest of the educated world can do
this.

This is a big issue. This is not a small
issue. The price of prescription drugs is
on the march upward. Too many Amer-
icans cannot afford their medication. It
is unfair to have the American people
charged the highest prices in the world.
We are talking only about importing
FDA-approved drugs made in FDA-ap-
proved plants, in many cases put in
identical bottles, shipped to two dif-
ferent locations. One location is to an
American who will pay the highest
price, and the other location is to other
major countries around the world
whose citizens are charged much lower
prices.

We think that is unfair. We intend to
try to put downward pressure on drug
prices in this country by using trade.
Let the American people benefit from
this kind of trade.
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Finally, if people wonder whether the
price difference is just with respect to
Lipitor, it is not. The unfair price dis-
crepancy is significant for Prevacid,
Zocor, Nexium, Zoloft—the list is very
substantial.

For instance, Nexium is advertised a
great deal on television. In the United
States the price for 90 doses is $409. The
price in Canada is $239. Or Zocor. A
well-known football coach on tele-
vision tells us how important Zocor is.
As an American, he pays $383 for 90
doses; a Canadian pays 46 percent less.
That describes the problem we are try-
ing to correct.

———
SOCIAL SECURITY

Mr. DORGAN. I will mention one ad-
ditional item today. That is the aggres-
sive debate that is occurring and will
continue to occur on the subject of So-
cial Security. There is an array of
issues that face this country—some
big, some small, some of consequence,
some not—and we tend, from time to
time, to treat the serious too lightly
and sometimes the light too seriously.
But this issue of Social Security is a
big issue.

I was reading something the other
day about this from a Knight-Ridder
column:

The promises of Social Security retire-
ment is a hoax. Taxes paid by workers are
wasted by the government rather than pru-
dently invested, and the so-called reserve
fund is no reserve at all because it contains
nothing but government I0U’s.

Was that President Bush speaking? No, no.
That was the Republican presidential can-
didate, Alf Landon, in 1936. In 1936 that was
the message by people who never liked So-
cial Security—those who never liked Social
Security and fought against it when it was
created never really quit.

In 1983, the Cato Institute published
a paper that served as the manifesto
for turning over some of Social Secu-
rity to the private sector. It rec-
ommended the following: Consistent
criticism of Social Security to under-
mine confidence in it. That was part of
the strategy. Consistently criticize So-
cial Security to undermine confidence.
Build a coalition of supporters for pri-
vate accounts, including banks and
other financial institutions that would
benefit from private accounts.

They have done pretty well. This
manifesto going back to Alf Landon,
going to the Cato Institute in 1983—
constantly criticize Social Security,
undermine it, build a coalition of sup-
porters, banks, and others who would
benefit from it. They have done pretty
well because they now have an admin-
istration that says Social Security is
in crisis.

It is not, of course. Social Security is
a program that has lifted tens of mil-
lions of senior citizens out of poverty
over many decades.

People are living longer and better
lives, so we will have to make some ad-
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justments. It does not require major
surgery.

We will have to make some adjust-
ments in Social Security if we do not
get the kind of economic growth we
had in the last 75 years. If we do get
the kind of growth we had in the econ-
omy in the last 75 years, Social Secu-
rity is fine for the next 75 years with
no adjustments needed. But if we get
only 1.9 percent economic growth, as
the Social Security actuaries predict,
we will have to make some adjust-
ments—but not major adjustments and
not major surgery.

The President and others are using
terms such as ‘‘broke,” ‘‘bankrupt,”
“flat busted,” in order to demonstrate
that something has to be done with So-
cial Security. Yet he is offering noth-
ing that would address the solvency of
Social Security. Nothing. He is pro-
posing, instead, the creation of private
accounts using a portion of the Social
Security money. Unfortunately, this
would increase the problem in Social
Security.

We need to have and will have a very
aggressive debate about this issue. My
feeling is that we ought to do two
things: One, we ought to preserve and
protect Social Security. It is a program
that has worked, and it continues to
work well. It is the bedrock social in-
surance that the elderly rely upon
when they reach retirement age. When
they reach this point at which they are
no longer working and have diminished
income, Social Security is what they
can depend on to keep them out of pov-
erty.

Some say: Let’s decide to put some of
that money in the stock market. Well,
I am all for private accounts, but not
in the Social Security system. We have
401(k)s, IRAs, pension programs, and
Keogh programs. We have done a lot to
incentivize private accounts. We now
provide about $140 billion per year in
tax incentives to encourage the use of
these retirement accounts.

We ought to continue providing these
incentives, and even increase them, but
not in Social Security. Social Security
is not an investment account; it is an
insurance account. It has always been
an insurance account.

A leading spokesperson on the far
right said the following a couple of
weeks ago: Social Security is the soft
underbelly of the welfare state. Well, if
you believe that, then I understand
why you do not want Social Security,
why you do not like Social Security,
why you would like to take it apart. I
understand that. I respect that view,
even if it is dreadfully wrong. We need
to respect different viewpoints. There
is no reason for all of us to think the
same thing all the time.

Someone once said: When everyone is
thinking the same thing, no one is
thinking very much. So I understand
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and respect people with different view-
points. If you never liked Social Secu-
rity, if you believe it is part of the wel-
fare state as opposed to an enormously
successful social insurance program
that has worked for 70 years to lift the
elderly out of poverty, if you really be-
lieve it is unworthy and you want to
take it apart, I understand that. But I
do not agree. I believe we need to fight
as hard as we can to oppose those who
would dismantle Social Security.

It is safe to say that none of the peo-
ple I have ever heard speak against So-
cial Security will ever need it. None of
them will ever need it. Almost all of
them speak from a position of financial
solvency. In most cases, they have the
gift of a very solid financial back-
ground. Well, good for them.

But maybe they should understand
there are a lot of folks in this country
who reach those declining income
years and do not have very much. They
worked hard and led good lives, but
they end up with not very much.

Their aspiration was not to make as
much money as they could; it was to
serve their community. But they did
not end up with very much. The same
is true with a lot of people. They live a
good life, do good things, help other
people, but they do not end up with a
lot.

A friend of mine died about 2 months
ago. He was an older man. He was close
to 90 years old. He had a great life. He
was a wonderful man.

After his funeral, his wife sent me a
note. She said, very simply: Oscar al-
ways helped his neighbors, and he al-
ways looked out for those who were not
so well off. That is all she said.

I thought, what a wonderful thing to
say about someone’s life. He always
helped his neighbors and always looked
out for those who were not so well off.
What a great life. He did not make a
lot of money, he did not die with a
huge estate, but he had a great life.

So does Social Security—the social
insurance program that he and others
know will be there when they reach re-
tirement—enrich their lives, make
their lives better, allow them to depend
on something that will be there? You
bet it does. It is important.

I find it interesting that the chant
and the mantra in this town, from the
White House, yes, and from some of our
colleagues, is that the most important
thing for us to do is to eliminate the
tax on inherited wealth. They say you
have to eliminate what they call the
death tax. But there is no death tax.
That is just something a pollster came
up with.

My colleague Phil Gramm from
Texas was on the floor once, and I ex-
plained to him, were he to die, his wife
would own his entire estate, with no
tax. So he must be exempt. The fact is,
there is no death tax. When one spouse
dies, the other spouse has a 100-percent
exemption, and they own all those as-
sets.
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There is, however, a tax not on death
but on inherited wealth, in certain cir-
cumstances. So what we have is a pro-
posal to eliminate the tax on inherited
wealth, which would largely benefit the
folks who have accumulated the most
wealth in this country.

We have about half of the world’s bil-
lionaires living in the United States,
and good for us, and good for them.
Most of that money accumulated by
billionaires is a result of appreciation
in stocks, and has never been subjected
to a tax.

Our colleagues have created this
wonderful little description of the es-
tate tax or the tax on inherited wealth.
They have now described it as a death
tax. And they are on the floor of the
Senate saying that when Donald
Trump, for example, passes on and
moves to another life, his estate should
not be taxed. I would not normally use
a name, but Donald Trump is a wonder-
ful and very successful businessman.
He likes to have people use his name,
so I am sure he will not mind if I use
his name.

I think the fight to repeal the tax on
inherited wealth is an interesting one.
At the very same time, the administra-
tion says: We think we are desperately
short of money to help pay for the
basic Social Security benefits for the
low-income elderly who have reached
retirement age.

Oh, we have plenty of energy to re-
peal the tax on inherited wealth for the
richest Americans, but we do not have
the will to make sure that Social Secu-
rity will be there when you retire. I be-
lieve it is a matter of values, a matter
of choice, and a matter of priorities.

Some will say: Well, if all you are
doing is supporting Social Security,
you are just old-fashioned. There are
some timeless truths in life. It seems
to me that standing up for something
that has so dramatically improved life
in this country is a timeless truth. And
it’s one that I would like to be a part
of.

Before Social Security was enacted,
one-half of the elderly in America were
poor. They were living in poverty.
Today that figure is less than 10 per-
cent. This program is often the only
support for those who reach retirement
age.

I cannot tell you how many times I
have been to meetings when someone
has come up to me, at the end of a
meeting in North Dakota, very often in
a small town—very often a woman liv-
ing alone—who talks about how impor-
tant that Social Security check is.
They tell me that it determines wheth-
er they can buy groceries or pay the
rent and have the opportunity to con-
tinue to live alone. It is so important
and has been such a benefit for so
many lives.

Now, I am for change when change
advances our interests and lifts our
country. I am for private accounts if
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they are outside of Social Security. I
encourage people to provide more for
their retirement security by investing
more in IRAs and 401(k)s. But I am not
for anyone who wants to take apart the
basic Social Security program.

One of my colleagues calls this an
“‘evidence-free zone’’ here in Wash-
ington, DC, that despite the evidence,
people use whatever rhetoric they want
to use. Well the evidence is pretty
clear. The President says that if you
could take a part of Social Security,
invest it in private accounts, you will
have this wonderful nirvana with dra-
matic returns in private accounts, and
you will all end up with a lot of money.

The problem is this: The President
believes the Social Security system is
in crisis because the actuaries in the
Social Security program predict that
rather than the 3.4-percent economic
growth we have had for the past 75
years, we will only have 1.9-percent
economic growth in the next 75 years.
If you have 1.9-percent economic
growth for 75 years, you are not going
to get the kind of corporate profits
that lift the stock market and provides
returns in private accounts.

You cannot have it both ways. Either
you have an economy that is robust
and growing, in which case you do not
have a Social Security funding issue,
or you have 1.9-percent economic
growth, dramatically below what we
have previously experienced, and you
cannot possibly get an adequate return
in private accounts. You cannot have it
both ways. Yet the administration and
others continue to argue both sides of
that issue.

This is a big issue and important
issue. There is plenty of room for dis-
agreement. I believe passionately and
strongly in this issue. I believe the So-
cial Security program is not, as those
on the far right would say, the soft un-
derbelly of the welfare state. I don’t be-
lieve that at all.

This is something that has allowed
all Americans to contribute from their
paychecks something called FICA. The
“I” stands for insurance, because this
is an insurance program. I believe this
has worked well for over 7 decades. And
it can and will work well for 10 and 20
decades from now if we have the will
and the nerve and the strength to stand
up for the foundation of this nation’s
retirement security system.

We will have aggressive debates in
the coming days and weeks. I come
from a state that has a lot at stake in
this Social Security debate. We have a
higher percentage of people aged 85
years and older than any other state. I
have previously mentioned my uncle
who has been running foot races, has 43
gold medals, running in the Senior
Olympics all over the country, who dis-
covered when he was 72 that he could
run faster than anybody his age. His
experience illustrates the fact that
people are living longer, and good for
them.
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Part of what has enriched their lives
is being able to retire knowing that So-
cial Security will be there for them. It
is the guarantee and the promise this
country has kept and will continue to
keep in the future.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHAFEE). The Senator from Delaware.

——
BIPARTISANSHIP

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I have
just returned to the Senate Chamber
from a press conference that took place
one floor above us in the press gallery.
There Democratic and Republican Sen-
ators, some of our staff, and a number
of reporters discussed the passage of
the class action reform bill by a 72-to-
26 margin a few moments ago. That
was a strong bipartisan vote. I was hop-
ing that we might get 70, maybe even
75 votes, and we ended up right in that
neighborhood.

A lot of people deserve credit for the
success of the vote: Democratic and
Republican Senators who crafted the
legislation, debated it in committee,
and who improved it over the last 7
years since the first bill was intro-
duced. The key to getting the legisla-
tion passed—and it is a fair com-
promise—was figuring out how to set
aside our partisanship, saying that we
are not interested in gridlock, and for
us to reach across the aisle, Democrats
and Republicans and Republicans and
Democrats, to figure out how we can
reconcile our differences and resolve
what has been a very divisive issue for
the past 7 years and even before that.

I said at the press conference—I say
here today—my thanks to our leader. I
thanked Senator FRIST, the Republican
leader. I express my thanks to Senator
HARRY REID for his willingness to allow
this vote to go forward. The class ac-
tion bill was not legislation that he en-
dorsed, but he was willing to allow the
debate to begin and for those who had
amendments to the bill to offer the
amendments, that we would have plen-
ty of time to debate them and to decide
the amendments, and then without any
kind of delaying tactics the Senate
would go to final passage and take up
the bill. I thank him for the very con-
structive and positive role he played in
allowing this legislation to be passed
today.

The House of Representatives has
agreed to accept without change the
bill we have passed. The President has
agreed to sign that legislation.

I was saddened last night to be read-
ing through my mail and to come
across a 29-page document that I be-
lieve has been distributed by the Re-
publican National Committee. There is
a picture of Senator HARRY REID on the
cover, along with our former leader,
Senator Tom Daschle. The caption
under the picture says: “Who is Harry
Reid?” And below that we read: ‘‘Sen.
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Minority Leader determined to ob-
struct President Bush’s agenda.” For
the next 28, 29 pages, this document is
an attempt to identify HARRY REID or
to try to define who he is and where he
is from, his values. I think it is 29
pages of something more akin to
venom.

If we are interested in building on
the bipartisanship that characterized
this week’s debate and today’s vote on
class action reform, those goals are not
enhanced or strengthened by this kind
of tactic.

I say to my Republican friends—and I
don’t believe this came from anybody
in this Chamber, but it is from some-
one our Republicans know and work
with, people who work for the Presi-
dent or indirectly—if you want Demo-
crats to work with you and find com-
mon ground on issues such as class ac-
tion or energy or asbestos or other dif-
ficult issues, bankruptcy, this is not
the way to do it. If you want to make
sure that we have obstructionism, that
we have a lack of bipartisanship, if you
want to ensure that the climate of the
last several years where we got so lit-
tle done returns, this is the way to do
it.

Whoever is responsible for this, let
me just say: Shame on you. Repub-
licans can do better than this. And to
the extent that Democrats are respon-
sible for this kind of behavior on our
side, shame on us.

I came here 4 years ago from Dela-
ware, which is a little State, such as
the State of the Presiding Officer. In
our State we have a history of Demo-
crats and Republicans working across
the aisle, trying to find common
ground and, more often than not, suc-
ceeding. This sort of thing would not
be tolerated in my State by either
Democrats or Republicans. This is not
the way we do business. One of the rea-
sons Delaware is so successful is be-
cause of that bipartisan tradition that
is part of our fiber.

I hope that we won’t see this kind of
attack on our leader, and I certainly
hope we don’t see it on the Republican
leader. The Republicans are better
than this. So are the Democrats.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CRAIG. 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 remarks of Mr. CRAIG pertaining
to the introduction of S. 359 are located
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements
on Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.”)
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LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2005

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak about the need for hate
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate
crimes legislation that would add new
categories to current hate crimes law,
sending a signal that violence of any
kind is unacceptable in our society.
Likewise, each Congress I have come to
the floor to highlight a separate hate
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try.

On July 17, 2004, Donald Brockman,
Darren Gay, Shawn Regan and an un-
identified 16-year-old boy accompanied
another man home after leaving a bar
in Austin, TX. After arriving, the four
men allegedly punched and kicked the
victim as well as forced him to violate
himself because they believed he was
gay. The four attackers described
themselves as Aryan Nazis and later
bragged about ‘‘beating up a gay man.”

I believe that the Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. I believe that by
passing this legislation and changing
current law, we can change hearts and
minds as well.

——
FAREWELL TO JOE F. COLVIN
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

would like to recognize the significant
achievements of Joe F. Colvin, who is
retiring as president and chief execu-
tive officer of the Nuclear Energy In-
stitute, and acknowledge his many
noteworthy contributions in building a
strong future for nuclear energy,
America’s largest emission-free elec-
tricity source.

As chairman of the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee, it
has been my distinct pleasure to work
closely with Mr. Colvin and his organi-
zation. I can personally attest to his
leadership in guiding the nuclear en-
ergy industry through a period of ex-
traordinary renaissance.

Mr. Colvin has provided more than 40
years of service to our Nation, first as
a submarine office in the U.S. Navy
and later in the commercial nuclear
energy industry.

When he took the helm at NEI in
1996, conventional thinking was that
the industry was stagnant and nuclear
power had no future in America’s en-
ergy mix. He rejected that view and
tirelessly worked to advance nuclear
energy’s true capabilities—its proven
safety, its contribution to our environ-
ment and its affordability.

After more than 20 years of debate,
Congress passed legislation in 2002 des-
ignating Yucca Mountain as the site of
Nation’s used fuel repository giving
our Nation clear direction for our used
fuel management program.
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