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union or being an employee of an insur-
ance company never ever crossed our
minds. But this world has changed, and
doctors are frustrated.

This was not the leadership of the
AMA that came forward with this. This
came from the grass roots, and the rea-
son it came is that as HMOs have
taken over the control of the health
care industry in this country, they and
the patients have lost control.

Now the Republican party gets total
control, and they get total everything
for making this happen because they
would not have a debate on a Patients’
Bill of Rights. The longer they push
and prevent us discussing this issue,
the more they drive the doctors into
the arms of the Democratic party and
the labor unions, and they destroy the
health care system we know.

Bring up health care debate.
f

THE MIRACLE AND GIFT OF
HUMAN LIFE

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, today I
want to draw attention to an amazing
scientific and medical breakthrough
that has received little attention in the
press. It should cause each of us to
pause and ponder the miracle and gift
of human life.

Little Neal Borkowski is still a tiny
baby, yet he differs from most because
he already has undergone brain sur-
gery, not since his birth, but while he
was still in his mother’s womb. It was
discovered as young Neal was only 20
weeks old and in utero that he had a
condition of fluid on the brain.

Without corrective measures he sure-
ly would not have survived, so at such
a critical stage of development doctors
opened Neal’s mother’s uterus, and
brain surgery was performed on this
unborn baby so that fluid could not
collect on his brain.

Mr. Speaker, when will we, as a Na-
tion, begin to see this unborn life as sa-
cred and valuable and protected as it
deserves? Let us bring our children and
grandchildren into the world where
they know that all human life, born
and unborn, is a miracle and gift from
God.

Not a sermon, just a thought.
f

WE MUST PASS AN EFFECTIVE
PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

(Mr. WATT of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, my colleague, the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) has
pointed to the headline in the Wash-
ington Post this morning that says the
AMA Votes To Unionize Doctors, and
that comes at the same time that we
are considering in the Committee on
the Judiciary granting an exemption
for doctors to ban together and not be
subject to antitrust laws.

The question I ask is: How do we pass
those rights to patients? How do we get
them together to assert their rights?
HMOs can do it, doctors will be able to
do it, but who will be speaking for the
patient? Mr. Speaker, that is where the
Patient Bill of Rights comes into play.

We have got to pass an effective Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights in this body so
consumers and patients will have the
rights that are being bargained for by
doctors and already given to HMOs in
the health care system.
f

ACCOUNTABILITY IN EDUCATION

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. STEARNS. I would say to my
colleague from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT) I do not think the doctors
are ever going to run to the Demo-
cratic party because they do not want
to have socialized medicine.

Now when it comes to education, Mr.
Speaker, Republicans and Democrats
have different visions. We differ on our
assumptions, and that leads to very
different policy choices. Democrats
start with the assumption that what
ails public education is more money.
We need much more money.

Republicans do not agree. If money
were the problem, and given that Con-
gress has increased federal spending on
education every single year since 1960,
the schools would long ago have im-
proved. However, both parties agree
smaller class size, better teacher train-
ing, writing, wiring classrooms for the
Internet; that will improve education.

But here is the main point, my col-
leagues. What it needs is more account-
ability for the money that is already
spent and discipline in the classroom.
Democrats believe that competition is
bad and that the public school monopo-
lies are good. Republicans do not agree.
Competition produces excellence and
requires, Mr. Speaker, accountability.

But we do have exactly the same
goal: better schools for our children.
f

LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICIALS
WANT GUN SAFETY LEGISLATION

(Mrs. TAUSCHER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, last
week’s failure by this Republican-led
Congress to deliver commonsense,
practical gun safety legislation dis-
appointed working families and law en-
forcement officials of both parties in
my suburban district in San Fran-
cisco’s East Bay.

I would like to call attention to the
reaction of a Republican law enforce-
ment official in my district. Saying he
had enough, Alameda County Sheriff
Charles Plummer, a life long Repub-
lican, switched his party registration
away from the Republican party. These
are Sheriff Plummer’s words:

I was coming back from a meeting
Friday and listening to a couple of Re-

publicans on the radio talking about
gun rights saying this legislation is not
needed. I went ahead and changed my
registration after being a Republican
for 47 years.

Sheriff Plummer said that gun safe-
ty, and I quote, ‘‘has to be solved
nationally . . . Even in the hunting
country where I was raised, my friends
think if someone needs an AK–47 to kill
a deer they are not much of a sports-
man.’’

Mr. Speaker, I could not have said it
better myself.
f

CLOSING THE LOOPHOLE

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I was going to make some com-
ments on the Republican agenda and
the best program on where we go on
saving Social Security, and our best
defense, our excellence in education
and tax relief, but after the previous
speaker, I want to mention my dis-
appointment that we have not closed
the loophole in a vote by this House on
what happens at gun shows. And for
the information of those that voted
against the loophole closing bill the
other day, I just want to explain what
happens if an individual lies on the
form in the application to buy the gun
and they do not find out that he has
committed a felony until maybe 2 days
later or 3 days later.

What happens is the FBI and the ATF
call local law enforcement because this
individual has now committed two
felonies, one in lying on the applica-
tion; second, taking possession of the
gun. They go after him.
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They do that immediately. They take
him, they prosecute him, they con-
fiscate the weapon.

Additionally, States have the right
to impose restrictions as they see fit. I
am disappointed on that side of the
aisle that we did not move ahead with
closing the loophole.
f

HOUSE SHOULD ALLOW DEBATE
AND VOTE ON DEMOCRATS’ PA-
TIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I joined my Democratic colleagues
in signing a discharge petition to force
the Republican leadership here in the
House to bring the Democrats’ Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights up for debate and
a vote. The Republican leadership re-
fuses to permit debate and a vote on
the Democrats’ Patients’ Bill of
Rights.

The Democrats’ Patients’ Bill of
Rights is based on a revolutionary idea
that managed care should be more
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about managing the health of our loved
ones than managing the profits of the
HMOs.

We need to ensure that treatment de-
cisions are made by a patient’s doctors,
not by an HMO accounting clerk; that
patients can enforce their rights by
taking HMOs to court if the HMO
wrongfully denies surgery, specialists,
hospitalization or other medically nec-
essary care that causes the death or in-
jury to the patients.

Moderates on both sides of the aisle
have endorsed the Democrats’ Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, but the Repub-
lican leadership here in the House of
Representatives refuses to allow us to
debate and vote on it.

I urge my Republican colleagues to
persuade your Republican leadership
here in the House to allow debate and
a vote on the Democrats’ Patients’ Bill
of Rights.
f

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION RE-
QUIRED ON 50 CALIBER ARMOR-
PIERCING AMMUNITION

(Mr. BLAGOJEVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker,
the role of the United States military
is to provide for the national security
of our country. We are grateful for
that. What is not the role of the mili-
tary is to provide armor-piercing am-
munition to the civilian market.

Mr. Speaker, 50-caliber sniper rifles
are among the most powerful and de-
structive weapons available today.
Armor-piercing ammunition that that
weapon uses can destroy aircraft and
armored personnel vehicles. The Gen-
eral Accounting Office reports that,
unbelievably, our military provides
surplus ammunition to a company in
West Virginia that refurbishes the am-
munition and then resells it to the ci-
vilian market.

Adding insult to injury, we, the tax-
payers, pay the company to take the
ammunition. This ammunition is eas-
ily accessible to the general public.
One can buy it by mail order, one can
buy it by the Internet, and one can buy
it in gun stores.

Who would want to buy this ammuni-
tion, one might ask? If one is a hunter
and a sportsman, one does not need
this ammunition. But if one wants to
take out a helicopter, take out a lim-
ousine, or commit some sort of heinous
crime, one might want that ammuni-
tion.
f

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT
AUTHORIZING CONGRESS TO
PROHIBIT THE PHYSICAL DESE-
CRATION OF THE FLAG OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). The unfinished business is
the further consideration of the joint
resolution (H.J. Res 33) proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the

United States authorizing the Congress
to prohibit the physical desecration of
the flag of the United States.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
proceedings were postponed on Wednes-
day, June 23, 1999, pursuant to the pre-
vious order of the House, all time for
debate on the joint resolution had ex-
pired.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to the rule, and as
the designee of the ranking member,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS), I offer an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, which has been
made in order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from North Carolina is the des-
ignee of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS).

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WATT of North Carolina:

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following:
That the following article is proposed as an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States, which shall be valid to all in-
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu-
tion when ratified by the legislatures of
three-fourths of the several States within
seven years after the date of its submission
for ratification:

‘‘ARTICLE —
‘‘Not inconsistent with the first article of

amendment to this Constitution, the Con-
gress shall have power to prohibit the phys-
ical desecration of the flag of the United
States.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 217, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT) and a Member opposed each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute.

Madam Speaker, we engaged in an
exciting debate yesterday, and today is
the culmination and continuation of
that debate in which we have an oppor-
tunity to make it explicitly clear that
whatever amendment we pass in this
body will be subject to the first amend-
ment to the United States Constitu-
tion.

My amendment in the nature of a
substitute simply says, not incon-
sistent with the first article of amend-
ment to this Constitution, the Con-
gress shall have power to prohibit the
physical desecration of the flag of the
United States. That simply makes this
proposed constitutional amendment
subject to the provisions that have
stood us in good stead for 200 years,
and shapes and focuses the value of
this debate.

Madam Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Madam Speaker, I urge support of the
amendment that has just been offered.
The gentleman from North Carolina
has, in his service here, distinguished
himself by the careful thought he
brings to difficult issues, and this
amendment today is an example of
that.

I am one of those who questioned
whether there was a need for any
amendment at all. I thought there was
not. We have had people say, well, but
desecrating the flag is not simply an
expression of opinion, as crude and as
stupid an expression as it is, and, of
course, the first amendment protects
crudeness and stupidity in expression;
but people have said there is something
about the desecration which as a phys-
ical act could go beyond expression.

Well, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina is very
carefully drawn so as to say, to the ex-
tent that one is simply engaging in an
expression of opinion by desecrating
the flag, one is protected, but if there
are elements involved in that desecra-
tion that go beyond expression, we will
leave that to the courts to decide in
the specific circumstances. I think that
is a reasonable compromise.

I want to address, therefore, the part
of the amendment that says, to the ex-
tent this desecration is an expression
of opinion, we should not make it ille-
gal.

I understand, all of us do, the moti-
vation of those who want to make it il-
legal. The flag is a very powerful sym-
bol. The flag symbolizes the greatness
of this country. Yes, there are veterans
who saw their comrades lose their
lives, who lost their health, who sac-
rificed years when they could have
been with their families, and they did
it under a flag which they understand-
ably want to protect. But we have to
look at the implications of what we do.

In the first place, passing the amend-
ment as originally presented says that
there are times when one can express
oneself in ways that we find so offen-
sive that we will make it illegal. That
is a great breach in a wall that we have
had between the rights of individuals
and the government. And I am sur-
prised that many of my friends who are
conservative, who want to limit gov-
ernment, want to put this forward, be-
cause what this amendment says, with-
out the refinement added by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, is there
are things that one does to one’s prop-
erty, we are talking about now people
who own a flag; remember, this applies
to people who own a flag and who dese-
crate the flag they have bought, the
physical flag; no one owns the symbol,
but they have bought the physical ma-
terial, they have desecrated it by writ-
ing outrageous words on it, by phys-
ically mistreating it. Remember, dese-
cration covers things one would write
on the flag that would be abusive and
offensive, and we are saying we are so
offended by what you have done to
your property, on your property; you
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