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officer after another advised him to tell what
he knew and, in his view, guaranteed him
complete immunity if he did. After under-
going the Navy interviews, he was imme-
diately interrogated by DCIS in assembly
line fashion.

In court testimony, Special Agent Mat-
thew A. Walinsky of DCIS attributed the as-
sembly line idea to DCIS Director Mancuso:
‘‘We felt that, or the director [of the] DCIS
felt that, it was one of the ways that we
could have a resolution in the case and be
fair to everybody that was involved in [the]
case, so that they would have a walk-away’’
from any further entanglement in the
Tailhook mess.

The U.S. Court of Military Appeals as-
sailed the arrangement: ‘‘The assembly line
technique in this case that merged and
blurred investigative and justice procedures
is troublesome. At best, it reflects a most cu-
riously careless and amateurish approach to
a very high profile case by experienced mili-
tary lawyers and investigators. At worst, it
raises the possibility of a shadiness in re-
specting the rights of military members
caught up in a criminal investigation that
cannot be condoned.’’

Mancuso, when asked by National Journal
to respond to the court’s denunciation, said:
‘‘The quote [from the decision] was taken
out of context and exhibits a lack of under-
standing of the technique being discussed.
. . . DCIS played a minor role in the ‘assem-
bly line technique’ as described in the opin-
ion. The DCIS investigation of the Tailhook
matter was handled thoroughly and profes-
sionally.’’

But Charles W. Gittins of Middletown, Va.,
a defense attorney in the Tailhook case,
charged in an interview with National Jour-
nal that Mancuso’s DCIS agents ‘‘routinely
violated naval officers’ rights with threats of
retribution for failure to cooperate,’’ Gittins
said that Mancuso’s supervision of his inves-
tigators ‘‘left much to be desired. I would
have concern if Mancuso became IG about
his integrity and commitment to the rule of
law.’’ He added he would welcome the chance
to give such testimony to Congress.

Robert B. Rae of Virginia Beach, Va., an-
other Tailhook defense attorney and a
former U.S. attorney, said that Mancuso
‘‘abused his position [as DCIS director] and
showed a general disregard for laws of mili-
tary justice’’ during the Tailhook investiga-
tion. ‘‘He intentionally failed to comply with
the judge’s order to produce evidence and
documents on several occasions. We need
somebody [as inspector general] who makes
the ethical decision, not the politically cor-
rect one. He [Mancuso] was politically moti-
vated.’’

Mancuso told National Journal that ‘‘while
I don’t remember being directly involved
with either of these defense counsels during
the Tailhook investigation, it is not unusual
for defense counsels to disagree with the gov-
ernment’s investigation techniques. I cat-
egorically deny that I have ever inten-
tionally failed to comply with any judge’s
order.’’ He said that as DCIS director, he
worked to ensure that both sides received all
requested information promptly.

As Pentagon inspector general, Mancuso
would be responsible for supervising 1,228
employees, including 323 criminal investiga-
tors, and for overseeing a budget of $136.8
million annually. He would be paid a salary
of $118,400 a year.

Grassley is particularly vexed about what
Mancuso did—and did not do—about Larry
Joe Hollingsworth, a deputy at DCIS who
was responsible for keeping agents in line,
but who committed a felony that a hearing
judge termed ‘‘bizarre.’’ In 1992, Hollings-
worth found in the records of a Florida li-
brary the obituary of Charles W. Drew, who

died at age 13. Hollingsworth decided to as-
sume the boy’s identity. And by posing as
the deceased boy’s half brother, Hollings-
worth obtained the identification papers he
needed to apply for a passport in Charles’
name. He appended pictures of himself to the
passport application and signed it in such a
muddled way that the State Department in-
vestigated, leading to Hollingsworth’s arrest,
indictment, and confession to one count of
fraud.

Why would a 46-year-old, $92,926-a-year
Pentagon executive with more than 20 years’
experience investigating other people’s
crimes commit one himself? ‘‘In the last few
years,’’ Hollingsworth wrote right after his
arrest, ‘‘I have seen repeated news stories
about how easy it would be’’ to assume
someone else’s identity. ‘‘I decided to see if
it was true. This was a Walter Mitty fantasy,
however, for excitement and not to hurt any-
one.’’

Special Agent Sean O’Brien of the State
Department told investigators with Grass-
ley’s Senate Judiciary Administrative Over-
sight and the Courts Subcommittee that
‘‘there were at least 12 overt acts of fraud
perpetrated by Mr. Hollingsworth over the
course of one year.’’ O’Brien told the inves-
tigators that ‘‘passport fraud is always com-
mitted in furtherance of a more serious
crime . . .’’

On April 29, 1996, Mancuso wrote, on assist-
ant inspector general stationery, to federal
Judge T.S. Ellis III of the U.S. District Court
in Alexandria, VA., while the jurist was
weighing what penalty to impose on Hol-
lingsworth. ‘‘To this day,’’ he wrote, ‘‘there
is no evidence that Mr. Hollingsworth has
ever done anything improper relating to his
duties and responsibilities as a DCIS agent
and manager. . . . It is our intention to con-
sider removal action against him after the
conclusion of the criminal charges. . . . I
would ask that you also consider the sever-
ity of these administrative actions as you
pronounce sentencing.’’

Grassley accused Mancuso of showing poor
judgment in writing what the Senator con-
sidered a plea for leniency. Grassley also
criticized Mancuso for letting Hollingsworth
retire at 50 in 1996 with full pay, 12 years
ahead of schedule—a decision that cost the
taxpayers an extra $750,000, Grassley said.

Mancuso denied asking for leniency. He
told National Journal that that ‘‘my intent
in writing the letter was to advise the judge
of SA [Special Agent] Hollingsworth’s past
job performance while assigned to DCIS, not
to ask for leniency. In fact, nowhere in my
letter is the term ‘leniency’ used.’’

Hollingsworth, after pleading guilty, was
sentenced in June 1996 to supervised proba-
tion for two years and was fined $5,000, plus
$195.30 a month to pay for the cost of super-
vising him while on probation. He also had
to serve 30 days of jail time on weekends,
perform 200 hours of community service, and
pay a $50 special assessment.

The majority staff of Grassley’s sub-
committee on Nov. 2 filed a 64-page report
highly critical of Mancuso’s conduct. Cohen
responded to Grassley on Dec. 28 that his
staff had found nothing in the subcommit-
tee’s report to shake his ‘‘complete con-
fidence in Mr. Mancuso’s abilities and integ-
rity. Nothing I have seen has caused me to
doubt Mr. Mancuso’s ability to ably, fairly,
and honestly lead the Office of the Inspector
General.’’

‘‘Bill,’’ Grassley wrote back to Cohen on
Jan. 7, ‘‘you and I have known each other for
many years, I know, if given an accurate re-
port on the facts in the case, you would not
defend the integrity of the acting IG.’’

Since vote-counters have apparently con-
cluded that Grassley does not have enough
Senate allies to defeat the nomination, the

White House intends to nominate Mancuso
when Congress reconvenes. Will the stubborn
Iowan resort to a filibuster, or will he place
a simple hold on the nomination, in light of
Tailhook and other charges? ‘‘I don’t know
yet,’’ Grassley replied.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be allowed to
speak as if in morning business for 15
minutes.

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

A PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFIT
FOR MEDICARE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I would
like to speak for a few moments today
about the call in the State of the Union
Address for a prescription drug benefit
to be added to the Medicare program.

In all of the discussions about the
State of the Union and what is hap-
pening to the health of the American
people, one of the underlying issues is
that people are living longer and better
lives. When people live longer and bet-
ter lives, it means we have more strain
on Medicare and on Social Security.
But, of course, all of that is born of
good news: People are living longer. At
the start of the last century, citizens of
the United States were expected to
live, on average, to about 48 years of
age. One hundred years later, in the
year 2000, you are expected to live to be
about 78 years of age—a 30-year in-
crease in life expectancy. That is really
quite remarkable.

What are the reasons for that? There
are a lot of reasons: Better nutrition,
new medical technologies, and life-sav-
ing prescription medicines that have
been developed to extend life. There
are a lot of reasons for the increased
longevity.

In 1965, we created a Medicare pro-
gram that has contributed substan-
tially to the increase in longevity in
this country. Prior to that time, 50 per-
cent of senior citizens had no health
care coverage at all—none. Medicare
provided health care coverage to all
senior citizens, and now 99 percent of
older Americans in this country have
basic health care protection through
Medicare. That clearly has extended
life and has allowed people to live
longer and better lives. But in 1965
when Medicare was created, many of
the prescription drugs that now exist
for extending life simply weren’t avail-
able. There was not, therefore, a need
for a prescription drug benefit in Medi-
care.

The call now by the President and by
Members of Congress, myself included,
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Democrats and Republicans alike, is
for a prescription drug benefit for the
Medicare program. Why? Because sen-
ior citizens in this country comprise 12
percent of our population and consume
33 percent of the prescription drugs in
our country.

Let me repeat that because it is im-
portant.

Twelve percent of our population are
senior citizens, but yet they consume
one-third of the prescription drugs.

The cost of prescription drugs last
year increased nearly 16 percent—last
year alone. Part of the reason for that
increase was price inflation, and part
of it was a dramatic increase in utiliza-
tion. But we should, it seems to me, be
especially concerned about senior citi-
zens having access to the prescription
drugs they need to extend and improve
their lives.

As chairman of the Democratic Pol-
icy Committee, I have been holding
hearings in various parts of the coun-
try on this very subject. For instance,
I held a hearing with Senator SCHUMER
in Westchester, NY, and a hearing re-
cently with Senator DURBIN in Chicago.
I guess I have held perhaps six or eight
hearings on this subject.

It is heartbreaking sometimes to
hear the stories told at these hearings.
An oncologist came to a hearing I held.
He told of one of his patients who was
a senior citizen, a woman who had
breast cancer. And he said: There is a
medicine she needs to take following
her surgery, chemotherapy, and radi-
ation that will reduce the chances that
she will have a recurrence of breast
cancer. When I described this medicine
to her, she said: What does it cost? The
doctor told her what it cost. And she
said: There isn’t any way I can afford
that medicine. I will just have to take
my chances. I will just have to take my
chances of the breast cancer recurring
because I can’t afford the medicine.

It breaks your heart to hear that.
Or to hear a senior citizen who said:

When I go into the grocery store where
I purchase my medications, the first
stop for me must be the pharmacy
counter because I must get my pre-
scriptions filled, so then I will know
how much money I have left for food.
Only then will I know how much food I
can buy.

Senior citizens will find in some cir-
cumstances that they take 4, 6, or 8,
and in some cases 10 and 12, different
kinds of medicines at the same time.
Some of them are horribly expensive.
Yet most older Americans have very
little prescription drug coverage.

I would like to show some charts
that describe these circumstances
graphically, especially for senior citi-
zens.

This chart shows that nearly a third
of senior citizens spend $1,500 a year on
prescription drugs. These are people
who are living on fixed incomes, and 70
percent of them have incomes of $15,000
or less.

This chart shows that nearly 75 per-
cent of Medicare beneficiaries have in-

adequate prescription drug coverage. In
fact, 34 percent have no drug coverage
at all—none, zero. So they must go to
the drugstore to buy their prescription
drugs, living on a fixed income, trying
to balance the need to pay heat and
light and rent and food, and then try to
figure out how to pay for increasingly
expensive prescription drugs. Many of
them find they can’t do it.

They tell me at these hearings some
of the measures they are forced to
take: I have heart trouble, or I have di-
abetes, they tell me, and what I do is
buy the prescription drugs that the
doctor says I must have, and cut the
pills in half and take half the dose so it
lasts twice as long. And they hope
somehow that they will avoid medical
problems by doing it. It breaks your
heart to hear someone 85 years of age
who knows he has to take medicine to
deal with his heart disease and diabe-
tes, but who says: I can’t afford it so I
don’t take the medicine.

As this chart shows, this is especially
a problem for older women. As you can
see, the majority of women have no
prescription drug coverage at all. That
is a very serious problem.

This chart illustrates that rural
beneficiaries are less likely to have
prescription drug coverage across all
income groups. I represent a rural
State and the many hearings I have
held in North Dakota confirm this fact.

We are going to be confronted in this
Congress with the question of whether
we should add a prescription drug ben-
efit to the Medicare program. When I
was in New York with Senator SCHU-
MER, Connie Pennucci, 77 years old,
said she has no prescription drug bene-
fits and pays $200 a month out of pock-
et for the medications she needs to
treat her arthritis and osteoporosis.

In Illinois about 2 weeks ago, a
woman named Anita Milton told Sen-
ator DURBIN and I that she had a dou-
ble lung transplant. Because of the way
Medicaid works, she gets help to pay
for her prescription drugs one month,
but then the next month she has no
drug benefits at all. I think she told us
that her prescription drugs to prevent
the rejection of her new lungs cost
$2,500 a month. Think of that, $2,500 a
month.

At that same hearing, this wonderful
woman who had a double lung trans-
plant was joined by two people who had
heart transplants. They told us the
cost of their prescription drugs that
are necessary to prevent rejection of
their transplanted hearts. Is all of this
miracle medicine? Of course it is. But
it is only miraculous if you can afford
the prescription drugs that must be
taken on a daily basis to ward off the
rejection of the transplanted organ.

There is an urgent requirement, in
my judgment, for all of us in Congress
to join together to find a way to add a
prescription drug benefit to Medicare.
We should do it in a way that is vol-
untary for senior citizens. We should
do it in a way that doesn’t break the
Treasury, and pharmaceutical prices

should be affordable. But we can do
that. I hope Republicans and Demo-
crats together will recognize the ur-
gent need to do this.

I would like to address one other
issue, and that is the issue of the price
of prescription drugs. Why do prescrip-
tion drugs cost so much, and what can
we do about it? Let me say at the out-
set, I want the pharmaceutical indus-
try to be successful. I want the drug
companies to be successful. I want
them to be profitable. I want them to
continue to invest in new research and
development to help discover new life-
saving medicines and drugs. As you
know, the federal government provides
a substantial investment in pharma-
ceutical research and development
through the National Institutes of
Health and tax credits. A substantial
amount of research and development
for new medicines is publicly funded.
But the pharmaceutical industry does
private research and development.

I want them to be successful. But I
also want them to price pharma-
ceutical drugs fairly for all of the
American people. In virtually every
other country in which you purchase a
prescription drug made by a pharma-
ceutical company in a plant inspected
by the Food and Drug Administration,
the same pill in the same bottle made
by the same company costs double,
sometimes triple the amount in the
United States than in virtually any
other country in the world. I will give
you some examples.

Let me go back to some of the medi-
cations most frequently used by older
Americans who consume a third of the
prescription drugs in our country. If
they take Zocor, a cholesterol-reducing
drug, the same drug in the same dosage
and quantity costs $106 in the United
States, and only $43 in Canada, $47 in
Mexico. These prices have been con-
verted to U.S. dollars.

Or Prilosec, a drug for ulcers costs
$105 in the U.S., $53 in Canada, and $29
in Mexico.

Zoloft, a drug for depression, costs
$195 in America, $124 in Canada, and
$155 in Mexico. The list goes on.

This chart shows it better. How much
do we pay for prescription drugs? For
every $1 that American consumers pay
for a prescription drug, that same drug
would cost much less in other nations.
For every dollar Americans spend for
prescription medications, Canadian
consumers pay 64 cents, the English
pay 65 cents, the Swedes pay $68 cents,
and the Italians pay 51 cents.

Why do U.S. consumers pay the high-
est prices in the world for prescription
drugs? The answer is because the phar-
maceutical industry can charge as
much as they want if they choose to do
so —and they do.

I took a small group of senior citi-
zens to Emerson, Canada, recently.
They purchased prescription drugs at
the pharmacy in Emerson. These are
senior citizens with heart disease,
osteoporosis, diabetes, and other ill-
nesses. Guess what. We went 5 miles

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 01:32 Feb 01, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G31JA6.038 pfrm01 PsN: S31PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES134 January 31, 2000
across the border into Canada and
there they could buy the same pre-
scription drugs at a small percentage
of the price of the prescription drugs in
this country. These are the same pills,
made by the same company, often ac-
tually made in the United States and
then shipped 5 miles north into Can-
ada. Yet, if U.S. consumers were to buy
them in the United States, they are
charged much higher prices.

Is that fair? No. If this is truly a
global economy, then it seems to me
that pharmacists in this country ought
to be able to access those same drugs
in any market in the world and pass
the savings on to their customers. That
would, in my judgment, force the phar-
maceutical industry to reprice their
products in the United States.

As I said when I started, I want the
pharmaceutical industry to make
money. I want them to do good phar-
maceutical. The Wall Street Journal
calls the profits of the pharmaceutical
industry ‘‘the envy of the corporate
world.’’ Why? At least in part, it seems
to me, it is because the U.S. consumer
is charged very, very high prices for
the same drug that is marketed in the
rest of the world at a much lower cost.
I have introduced a piece of legislation,
the International Prescription Drug
Parity Act, that I and a bipartisan
group of cosponsors are going to try to
get passed in this Congress to address
this problem.

These issues of pharmaceutical drug
costs and a prescription drug benefit in
Medicare are very important issues.
Lifesaving medicine is only able to
save lives if people can afford to have
access to that medicine. Too many
Americans find these prices are out of
their reach. Too many senior citizens
living on fixed incomes are finding
they are not able to afford the medi-
cines that are necessary for them to
prolong their lives, to improve their
lives, and to treat their diseases or ill-
ness. We in Congress can do something
about that. But I would say this. Even
as we try to add a prescription drug
benefit to Medicare, we must find a
way to put some downward pressure on
prescription drug prices and provide
some fairness relative to what the rest
of the world pays for the same prescrip-
tion drugs.

Mr. President, I again thank the Sen-
ator from Iowa for the courtesy. I
know the bankruptcy bill is on the
floor.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry: Are we still in
morning business?

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
be appropriate to extend morning busi-
ness. Under the order we are to go to S.
625.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
for up to 15 minutes as in morning
business.

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

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-

taining to the introduction of S. 2015
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

YONGYI SONG

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I want
to say a few words about a distin-
guished Pennsylvanian, the librarian
from Dickinson College in Carlisle, PA,
Mr. Yongyi Song, who was greeted tu-
multuously in Philadelphia on Satur-
day afternoon when he returned from
the People’s Republic of China after
having been held in custody there since
August 7.

Mr. Yongyi Song came to the United
States some 10 years ago and has be-
come a world-renowned scholar on the
Cultural Revolution. In addition to his
regular duties at Dickinson College, he
has published extensively on the Cul-
tural Revolution.

Last August, he and his wife Helen
made a trip to the People’s Republic of
China so that he could continue his re-
search. While there, he was taken into
custody on August 7. Thereafter, his
wife was released, but on Christmas
Eve he was charged with transmitting
state secrets.

A careful analysis of the case raises
very severe questions as to whether
there was ever any substance to the
charges. A campaign was waged by
scholars and academicians and by col-
leges and universities across the land
to obtain his release. Dickinson Col-
lege retained a very distinguished at-
torney, Jerome Cohen, an expert in
Chinese affairs, who took up the cause.

A resolution was submitted last
Wednesday by this Senator with quite
a number of cosponsors—Senator
BIDEN, the ranking member on the For-
eign Relations Committee, being the
principal cosponsor; in addition, Sen-
ator SANTORUM and others.

After consultation with Secretary of
State Albright and others in the State
Department, I sought a meeting with
the Chinese Ambassador, which I had
last Friday late in the morning.

Before going to the meeting, I heard
rumors that Yongyi Song might be re-
leased. While I met with the Chinese
Ambassador, I was delighted to find
that he handed me a piece of paper an-
nouncing Mr. Song’s release, and gave
me the word that Mr. Song would soon
be on a Northwest airliner headed for
Detroit, and ultimately for Philadel-
phia.

We thank the People’s Republic of
China and we thank the Chinese Am-
bassador for Mr. Yongyi Song’s release.
We regret that he ever was taken into
custody. But when he returned and
commented to the news media, on a
galaxy of cameras—both television and
still cameras—and to many newspaper
reporters, Mr. Song commented that he
was not physically abused. He said he

was subjected to a good bit of mental
torture. He disputed the representa-
tions by the People’s Republic of China
that he had confessed or implicated
others. But as Shakespeare would say,
‘‘All’s well that ends well.’’

It has been reported that this is the
first time there has been a release of
anybody who was charged with stealing
state secrets. It is my hope that this is
a significant step forward for the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to recognize
human rights. In an era when the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China is seeking per-
manent most-favored-nation status and
seeking entry into the World Trade Or-
ganization, it is my hope that they will
accept at least minimal norms for due
process, so that if someone is taken
into custody, that person is entitled to
confer with counsel, should be entitled
to notice of the charges, should be enti-
tled to an open trial, and should have
the requirement that evidence be pre-
sented in an open forum before any de-
termination of guilt.

The detention of Mr. Yongyi Song
from August 7 until January 28, in my
judgment, was excessive. But we are
glad to have Yongyi Song back at his
duties at Dickinson College and glad
this has ended favorably. We do hope
this is a first step in a continuing rec-
ognition by the People’s Republic of
China to give appropriate consider-
ation to human rights.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the article entitled
‘‘Scholar Back in U.S. After China De-
tention’’ from The New York Times be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Jan. 30, 2000]
SCHOLAR BACK IN U.S. AFTER CHINA

DETENTION

(By Philip Shenon)
PHILADELPHIA, Jan. 29—An American-based

Chinese scholar who had been jailed in China
for nearly six months returned to the United
States today to say that he had been ‘‘men-
tally tortured’’ by Chinese security agents
who demanded that he confess to espionage
and implicate others.

‘‘They didn’t torture me physically, but I
should say that they mentally tortured me,’’
the scholar, Song Yongyi, a research librar-
ian at Dickinson College in Carlisle, Pa.,
said after he was reunited with his wife in a
tearful scene at Philadelphia’s international
airport. ‘‘It was very ruthless.’’

‘‘When I come back to the United States, I
really feel at home now,’’ said Mr. Song, who
was taken into custody by the Chinese last
summer, only weeks before he had been
scheduled to be sworn in as an American cit-
izen. ‘‘Even though China gave me birth, the
United States gave me spirit.’’

In an airport news conference and in a sep-
arate interview, the 50-year-old librarian, a
specialist in the documents of the murderous
decade from 1966 to 1976 known as the Cul-
tural Revolution, denied a claim by the Chi-
nese government that he was freed after he
confessed to spying.

‘‘I did not confess to anything,’’ he said,
crediting his release to pressure on Beijing
from members of Congress who threatened to
hold up vital trade legislation, and from
Western scholars who campaigned for his
freedom.

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 02:27 Feb 01, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G31JA6.040 pfrm01 PsN: S31PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-20T04:04:04-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




