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application. Now, with another advi-
sory panel in the works, we face an-
other uphill battle to ensure that deci-
sions are based on science alone, rather 
than tainted by conflicts of interest. 

Like device approval, the FDA ap-
proval process for pharmaceuticals no 
longer reflects public’s use of these 
products. Whereas the FDA approval 
process is based on clinical trials with 
small samples and short durations, the 
drug industry is now geared to treating 
chronic conditions, such as high cho-
lesterol and arthritis, that affect mil-
lions of Americans for decades at a 
time. 

In a rush to get these drugs to mar-
ket, the FDA relies on preliminary 
studies with little insight into long- 
term risk, telling manufacturers they 
will get conditional approval as long as 
they conduct post-market studies. The 
problem is, the FDA has no enforce-
ment authority to mandate these stud-
ies. With the drugs on the market and 
the profits rolling in, the manufactur-
ers have nothing to gain from con-
ducting the post-market studies. 

The statistics paint a crystal clear 
picture. As of September 2003, drug 
manufacturers agreed to perform 1,338 
post-market studies. The FDA has re-
ported, however, that two-thirds of 
them have not even begun that agree-
ment from September of 2003. All the 
while, manufacturers can either mar-
ket these products to physicians or di-
rectly to the public, who equate the 
FDA stamp of approval with safety. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to give the 
FDA the tools to hold drug manufac-
turers to their agreement to do the 
post-market studies. If they are fined 
for non-compliance or barred from di-
rect advertising until the studies are 
completed, maybe the manufacturers 
would have an incentive to get moving 
on these studies. 

The FDA’s regulatory authority 
needs some teeth. Creating this Drug 
Safety Oversight Board takes us in the 
opposite direction by simply rear-
ranging the deck chairs on a sinking 
ship. If this is how the FDA intends to 
get back to business, then business as 
usual is simply not good enough. 
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CHINA CONSIDERING IMPOSITION 
OF ANTI-SECESSION LAW ON 
TAIWAN 

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

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to bring an important 
bit of business to the House floor this 
evening and to Members of the U.S. 
House, and that is China’s consider-
ation of the anti-secession law that 
they are about to impose on Taiwan. 

The anti-secession law is a slap in 
the face to the recent progress that has 
been made across the strait in rela-
tions with Taiwan and is a bold move 
to threaten U.S. interests in the re-
gion. 

Last month, the two sides agreed on 
the very first nonstop commercial 
flight between China and Taiwan in 
more than 50 years. Now China appears 
to be laying the legal groundwork to 
legitimize material action against Tai-
wan. 

China is expected to adopt this pro-
posed anti-secession law within this 
month. However, as Beijing does not 
allow its citizens or its media objective 
involvement in their government, the 
exact nature and time frame of this 
legislation is known only by a few 
within the Communist party leadership 
as China thought it could seek to ap-
prove this law under the radar of inter-
national scrutiny. 

As the United States begins to voice 
its concern over China’s proposed anti- 
secession law, curiously enough, North 
Korea announces it has a nuclear weap-
ons program. I do not view these two 
events as coincidental, given U.S. reli-
ance on China to engage in diplomacy 
on North Korea’s nuclear weapons. 

In recent history, there were two im-
pediments to China taking over Taiwan 
militarily, the legality of the takeover 
and the technological ability to defeat 
Taiwan and its allies’ defensive capa-
bilities. The anti-secession law covers 
the first obstacle and China’s effort to 
end the European Union’s arms embar-
go would cover the second. This body 
has overwhelmingly approved a resolu-
tion condemning a lift of the arms em-
bargo, which essentially would amount 
to a technology transfer. 

This, Mr. Speaker, is a serious issue, 
and Beijing should make no mistake 
that the United States Congress is pay-
ing attention. We are paying attention 
on the anti-secession law, we are pay-
ing attention on their military buildup 
and modernization, and we are paying 
attention to their economic growth, 
built on currency manipulation and the 
violation of intellectual property 
rights. 

b 1945 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for this House 
and this body to stand tall and reach 
across the ocean and tell the Chinese 
we will be their friends, but they must 
be friends and participate in the rules 
of the rest of the Western world. 
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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Monahan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed 
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following 
title: 

H. Con. Res. 79. Concurrent resolution per-
mitting the use of the rotunda of the Capitol 
for a ceremony to award a Congressional 
gold medal to Jackie Robinson (post-
humously), in recognition of his many con-
tributions to the Nation. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 2761 of title 22, 
United States Code, as amended, the 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 

tempore, and upon the recommenda-
tion of the Majority Leader, appoints 
the following Senator as Chairman of 
the Senate Delegation to the British- 
American Interparliamentary Group 
conference during the One Hundred 
Ninth Congress: 

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN). 
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SOCIAL SECURITY AND NO CHILD 
LEFT BEHIND 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONAWAY). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to cover three 
topics this evening with my colleagues 
and frame them in a way that suggest 
that we are lacking in our focus on a 
domestic policy. 

So many of us have just returned 
from our districts and had the oppor-
tunity to interface with our constitu-
ents. What has to be a driving issue 
across America is, of course, the pres-
ervation, the saving of Social Security. 
But allow me to take you down mem-
ory lane just for a moment because 
maybe in this debate as we listen to 
economists, the Congressional Budget 
Office, the various committees of the 
House and various spokespersons and 
the administration about Social Secu-
rity, we fail to understand its origins. 

In 1929 we know that there was a 
market crash, Wall Street crash. We 
look at our history books. We know 
that a number of individuals of great 
wealth committed suicide. During the 
course of a very large depression, 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 
who was elected on the concept of re-
storing our economy, began to think 
about the whole idea of investment in 
our domestic policies. The WPA was 
formed, educational policies were en-
hanced, opportunities for work were 
provided, and, yes, Social Security. 

At that time, if we look at our statis-
tics, we will find that seniors then were 
in their forties and fifties and were 
dying because they were destitute after 
long years of work. There were no op-
portunities to be able to protect them-
selves, provide for their daily needs, 
and certainly there was no opportunity 
for children to take care of their par-
ents at that time. The resources were 
meager. So Social Security became 
that kind of umbrella, that kind of re-
source, and it lasted and it was steady 
through the 1940s, 1950s, 1960s, and 
1970s. Then President Reagan and Tip 
O’Neill came together in the early 1980s 
and found a way to shore up Social Se-
curity for another 50 years. 

We find ourselves now in 2005 in what 
I call the ‘‘generational divide,’’ an un-
fortunate approach to dividing Amer-
ica over this umbrella for a rainy day. 
Let me first of all say that Social Se-
curity is what it is. It is in fact a re-
tirement benefit, but it is also a sur-
vivor benefit for those who lost their 
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