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Tumor Action Week. It is so important to call
attention to the illness, its symptoms, treat-
ment, patient recovery and related issues, and
I strongly support the designation of this week
to focus on brain tumors.

Adrienne has been an inspiration to me, her
many friends and loving family over the length
of her illness. I highly recommend her speech
to my colleagues. I believe Adrienne’s bravery
and honesty in confronting and talking about
this illness will give courage and inspiration to
others in her situation.

To Adrienne, I wish a continuing successful
recovery and return to a normal life with her
family.

MY JOURNEY WITH A BRAIN TUMOR

(By Adrienne McMillan Burns)
A recent Wall Street Journal article high-

lighted the fact that a brush with death can
temporarily change our perspective on life
for the better. Experiencing more than a
brush—an extended fight against a poten-
tially fatal disease—has served to sustain
such a view for me. I believe these experi-
ences, both brushes and extended fights with
death, can ultimately be used to benefit
many people. And I believe that those of us
with these experiences serve our fellow hu-
mans well by sharing our stories.

Three years ago, after giving birth to my
first child, I had a grand mal seizure. I
awoke the next day in an ICU, and ulti-
mately I was diagnosed with a brain tumor.
The diagnosis was good as far as brain tu-
mors go, but it was still a brain tumor, and
the overall effect was a fast and harsh real-
ization of my own mortality. I was 32 years
old.

Life changed for me. As you might expect,
I became interested in brain structure and
function, and specifically in my own diag-
nosis and treatment. But life also changed
for me in a more unexpected way. After liv-
ing a life focused, to a great degree, on my
own career goals and personal pleasure, I
came to a different point of reference. I
began to more fully appreciate that we have
responsibilities in our journey on earth, not
the least of which is the one to our fellow
humans. I came to believe that the responsi-
bility is simply to help one another—from
the heart—in whatever way we can do it.

I changed my definition of success. Ralph
Waldo Emerson once said, ‘‘To know even
one life has breathed easier because you have
lived, that is to have succeeded.’’ I imme-
diately needed to know that not one, but
many lives breathed easier because of me. As
I lay down for my surgeon to cut my head
open, it became amazingly clear what really
mattered to me. It mattered how I treated
people—how I developed and conducted my-
self in relationships, especially my relation-
ship with my maker. It mattered how proud
I could be of the way I conducted my life,
something no person in the world but me
could know. My personal integrity, my ad-
herence to my core beliefs, mattered. That’s
it. Nothing else.

I survived brain surgery and recovered, and
I desperately wanted to share my good for-
tune. I wanted to make someone ‘‘breathe
easier.’’ My husband and I left established
careers in Washington, DC (mine in the en-
ergy industry), and I returned to school to
pursue an MBA focused on healthcare man-
agement. I was determined to use my experi-
ence to influence what I believed to be the
most significant way to help others: improv-
ing the patient’s experience in health care
delivery. Personally, I experienced excep-
tional technical care, but I also experienced
tender, compassionate care. It mattered
greatly to me that a nurse who handed me
medications in the middle of the night

smiled as she did so. Her tender smile as-
sured me, as I lay in great vulnerability,
that the people to whom I entrusted my life
cared about my life. There were other smiles
in the hospital, and they had the same effect
on me. In retrospect, I’ll never know if the
smiles really indicated such a care. People
could have been smiling for any number of
reasons. But I believed it was the care, and
that made a difference to me. There was an
overall feeling of compassion in the hospital,
and I know it had as much to do with my
healing as did the expert hands of my sur-
geon.

My plans focused on systemic change.
While not attributing health outcomes solely
to smiles (!), I wanted to foster compas-
sionate health care delivery. I wanted to pro-
vide hospital environments that allowed doc-
tors, nurses and every other employee to de-
liver compassionate care along with the very
important technical care. I believed that
basic respect and appreciation of all employ-
ees was at the heart of inducing the much
appreciated smile and compassionate care.

With a newly found passion, I set an ambi-
tious goal. I believed systemic change could
primarily be effected from the top of an or-
ganization, therefore, that’s where I wanted
to be. I envisioned personally catalyzing
movement to a higher health service stand-
ard by which every patient in the world
eventually would be treated!

Two years later I had a recurrence of the
tumor. Again, my surgeon expertly brought
me through surgery, and this time I received
radiation therapy in hopes of being done
with the patient side of the health care
world! Other than the affront to my vanity
from lost hair, brain radiation wasn’t all
that bad, and getting to know other patients
in the waiting room was a blessing.

In the interim two years, I worked towards
my goal. I completed half of the MBA, and I
worked at a major academic medicine cen-
ter. What I learned most during that time is
that there are a lot of compassionate, smart
people out there working to make patients
breathe easier. I learned that we are a fortu-
nate people to have so much effort directed
at the goal of improving the lives of others.

I’ll finish school this year and, God willing,
I’ll work to effect smiles and compassion in
health care delivery! But the recurrence gave
me another, perhaps more important, in-
sight. Not only can I improve lives through
systemic efforts in health care delivery, but
I also can improve the lives, in small ways,
of the people with whom I come into contact
each day. I can look people in the eye and
smile. I can give people the respect we each
deserve. I can seek out the good in all people;
if I’m looking for the good, perhaps it’s what
I’ll see, and it will probably influence my re-
lationship with that person. That person
probably needs to experience a relationship
based on that view of him or herself. M.K.
Gandhi once said, ‘‘Be the change you want
to see in the world.’’ I can do that, and I can
do it now. That is significant.

In my experience, appreciation of mor-
tality becomes a filter through which every-
thing is forevermore received. This apprecia-
tion brought an amazing shift in my percep-
tion, and it’s made the world seem an even
better place to me. I look for and I find more
serenity, compassion, and integrity in the
world. I find things more beautiful, and I
find more beautiful things. I looked up—to
God—and I remembered that He is my com-
passionate and tender caregiver. After expe-
riencing acute depression, He (and a very
good psychiatrist!) led me to rediscover pure,
unaltered joy—the kind my three year old
seems to feel when I allow him to choose any
one thing he wants in the bakery near our
home.

So, that tumor, as unwanted as it was,
changed my life for the better—forever. It’s

been said that it’s easy to forget a lesson
from a brush with death, and I do catch my-
self taking life for granted on occasion. Yet,
there’s an underlying permanence to the
shift in perception that cannot be reversed
for me. I’ve talked with other patients—
brain tumor and otherwise—who’ve said the
same thing. It amazes me. It takes some-
thing terribly frightening to make us appre-
ciate all the fortunes we have.

I’ll close by going back to my thoughts on
responsibility. It seems that many of my
friends are searching—soul-searching or oth-
erwise—and it seems that others are too. I
want to do my small part to help someone in
their search, or to make them breathe easi-
er. Perhaps we all can help. Perhaps those of
us who have had the occasion to contemplate
mortality, at any level, can perpetuate the
important lessons we each learn from the ex-
perience. We can tell our stories, thereby re-
minding ourselves and informing others of
what we’ve found when everything but the
basics of life are stripped away. By telling
our stones, maybe we help each other to help
each other. Maybe then we all breathe a lit-
tle easier. What a success!!

f

PROVIDING FOR DISPOSITION OF
H.J. RES 84, DISAPPROVING THE
ACTION TAKEN BY THE PRESI-
DENT UNDER SECTION 203 OF
THE TRADE ACT OF 1974 TRANS-
MITTED TO THE CONGRESS ON
MARCH 5, 2002

SPEECH OF

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE
OF DELAWARE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, May 8, 2002

Mr. CASTLE. Madam Speaker, I rise today
in strong support of House Joint Resolution
84, disapproving of the President’s actions to
impose higher tariffs on imported steel prod-
ucts than those recommended by the Inter-
national Trade Commission, and against the
accompanying rule. First, Madam Speaker, let
me state in regards to the rule, I feel it is im-
portant that this chamber have a full and vig-
orous debate on the impact of the steel tariffs
imposed by the President. This rule is cre-
atively slanted in favor of protectionism and
against free and fair trade.

The tariffs, implemented by President Bush
on March 5, are a well intentioned, but mis-
guided effort to help the domestic steel indus-
try. Although I agree the steel industry needs
to be supported and reformed, protecting it
from global competition, which is the essence
of free trade, is not the answer. The industries
that transport steel and those industries that
need steel to make their products in the U.S.
have begun to feel the brunt of these protec-
tionist measures. Recent estimates reveal that
the restrictions could cost as many as 74,500
jobs in steel consuming industries in order to
protect 8,900 steel jobs. In addition, protecting
these steel jobs will do nothing to address the
needs of the thousands of retired steel work-
ers concerned about their retirement security.
Ironically, tax revenue from the jobs in steel
transportation and those industries which pur-
chase steel could have been used to provide
a solution to these other problems.

The Port of Wilmington, in the State of Dela-
ware, imported 57 percent less steel in 2001
than in 2000 due to federal government steel
safeguards—which caused a decrease of
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53,000 work hours at the Port. The economic
benefits provided by the steel consuming in-
dustries and our nation’s ports cannot be for-
gotten in this debate. For example, the Dela-
ware River region generated $70 million in
total tax dollars for the State and Federal gov-
ernment in 2001. It is evident that the ITC’s
tariff recommendations would cost far fewer
American jobs in the manufacturing, shipping
and port industries.

Furthermore, since the President’s decision,
our trade partners have begun to retaliate,
which could further hurt the U.S. economy. Im-
mediately following the decision, the Russian
Government instituted a ban on the importa-
tion of U.S. poultry, which adversely affected
the poultry industry in Delaware and through-
out the nation. Other nations are also an-
nouncing retaliatory actions and filing com-
plaints with the World Trade Organization. For
example, the European Union has announced
a broad range of possible tariffs on U.S. prod-
ucts, some as high as 100 percent, that would
affect countless U.S. industries, including cit-
rus and textiles.

I recognize the need to support our domes-
tic steel workers, but these measures must be
done in a fair and balanced manner that gen-
erates U.S. jobs and spurs the national econ-
omy—not in a manner that adversely impacts
these two fundamental principles and favors
protectionism. Today, I rise in strong support
of free and fair trade and the role of the
United States in the global economy. At a min-
imum, I encourage my colleagues to vote
against the rule in order to allow a full and fair
debate on this legislation to overturn the Presi-
dent’s decision. And I hope my colleagues will
join me in supporting H.J. Res. 84.

f

EXPRESSING SOLIDARITY WITH
ISRAEL IN ITS FIGHT AGAINST
TERRORISM

HON. ZOE LOFGREN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 9, 2002

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I come to the
floor of the House of Representatives today in
the name of democracy, in the name of hope,
and in the name of peace.

As long-standing supporters of Israel, we
recognize and respect Israel’s unquestioned
right to self-defense.

The United States has a long history of pro-
moting and supporting democracies. It has
long considered Israel its closest ally in the
Middle East, because Israel is a democracy.

It is because of our passion for democracy
that we cast votes against the procedural
steps needed to bring House Resolution 392
to the floor.

These procedural steps prevented any
amendments or any substitute resolutions to
be considered by the Congress. We were not
permitted to consider or debate either Senator
LIEBERMAN’s or Congressman DEFAZIO’s lan-
guage.

We were not given the opportunity to meet
with our constituents and hear their thoughts
and concerns on this divisive and complicated
matter. Nor were there any hearings on this
resolution. This is wrong and does not speak
to debate that is central to our democratic
process.

While we support House Resolution 392 in
its final form, we have concerns that this reso-
lution presents a one-sided view of a many-
sided reality.

We cannot ignore the suffering of the Pales-
tinian people and the loss of innocent civilians.

We cannot ignore the economic hardship
the Palestinians have endured as they con-
tinue their attempts to create their own Demo-
cratic nation.

And we cannot ignore the physical damage
done to Palestinian infrastructure in Jenin, in
Ramallah and other towns in the West Bank.

Even with the Resolution’s shortcomings,
we believe it is critical to speak out against
acts of terrorism that have claimed the lives of
thousands of innocent Israeli civilians.

The United States is scarred by its own
September 11th experience and we have a
new and somber national consciousness of
terrorism on our soil.

We continue to hold out hope that the
Israelis and the Palestinians will be able to
achieve the peace of the brave that has prov-
en so elusive. We are confident that the
United States will be a true partner for peace
and help bring a 21st Century Marshall Plan of
resources and hope to those who today carry
a rage of desperation.

f

REMEMBERING HARRY NORMAN

HON. JOHNNY ISAKSON
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 9, 2002

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the
people of Atlanta, Georgia suffered a great
loss with the passing of Mr. Harry Norman.

Harry Norman was one of the great leaders
in America’s real estate industry. Mr. Norman
built Harry Norman Realtors into one of the
nations great real estate brokerage compa-
nies. Through his tireless efforts in the Atlanta
Board of Realtors, he ensured the highest
standards of ethics and professionalism in the
industry.

There was not a community cause or charity
of importance in Atlanta that was not blessed
to have the support of Harry Norman. In every
sense of the word Harry Norman was a gen-
tleman’s gentleman.

On a personal note, Mr. Speaker, Harry
Norman was an inspiration to me during my
real estate career in Atlanta. Next to my fa-
ther, I know of no one in the business that I
admired more. I extend my sympathy to his
wife, Amy, and the extended family at Harry
Norman Realtors.

f

SAY NO TO CONSCRIPTION

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 9, 2002

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I hope my col-
leagues who believe that the current war on
terrorism justifies violating the liberty of mil-
lions of young men by reinstating a military
draft will consider the eloquent argument
against conscription in the attached speech by
Daniel Webster. Then-representative Webster
delivered his remarks on the floor of the

House in opposition to a proposal to institute
a draft during the War of 1812. Webster’s
speech remains one of the best statements of
the Constitutional and moral case against con-
scription.

Despite the threat posed to the very exist-
ence of the young republic by the invading
British Empire, Congress ultimately rejected
the proposal to institute a draft. If the new na-
tion of America could defeat what was then
the most powerful military empire in the world
without a draft, there is no reason why we
cannot address our current military needs with
a voluntary military.

Webster was among the first of a long line
of prominent Americans, including former
President Ronald Reagan and Federal Re-
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan, to recognize
that a draft violates the fundamental principles
of liberty this country was founded upon.

In order to reaffirm support for individual lib-
erty and an effective military, I have intro-
duced H. Con. Res. 368, which expresses the
sense of Congress against reinstating a mili-
tary draft. I urge my colleagues to read Daniel
Webster’s explanation of why the draft is in-
compatible with liberty government and co-
sponsor H. Con. Res. 368.

ON—CONSCRIPTION

(By Daniel Webster)
During America’s first great war, waged

against Great Britain, the Madison Adminis-
tration tried to introduce a conscription bill
into Congress. This bill called forth one of
Daniel Webster’s most eloquent efforts, in a
powerful opposition to conscription. The
speech was delivered in the House of Rep-
resentatives on December 9, 1814; the fol-
lowing is a condensation.

This bill indeed is less undisguised in its
object, and less direct in its means, than
some of the measures proposed. It is an at-
tempt to exercise the power of forcing the
free men of this country into the ranks of an
army, for the general purposes of war, under
color of a military service. It is a distinct
system, introduced for new purposes, and not
connected with any power, which the Con-
stitution has conferred on Congress.

But, Sir, there is another consideration.
The services of the men to be raised under
this act are not limited to those cases in
which alone this Government is entitled to
the aid of the militia of the States. These
cases are particularly stated in the Constitu-
tion—‘‘to repel invasion, suppress insurrec-
tion, or execute the laws.’’

The question is nothing less, than whether
the most essential rights of personal liberty
shall be surrendered, and despotism em-
braced in its worst form. When the present
generation of men shall be swept away, and
that this Government ever existed shall be a
matter of history only, I desire that it may
then be known, that you have not proceeded
in your course unadmonished and
unforewarned. Let it then be known, that
there were those, who would have stopped
you, in the career of your measures, and held
you back, as by the skirts of your garments,
from the precipice, over which you are
plunging, and drawing after you the Govern-
ment of your Country.

Conscription is chosen as the most prom-
ising instrument, both of overcoming reluc-
tance to the Service, and of subduing the dif-
ficulties which arise from the deficiencies of
the Exchequer. The administration asserts
the right to fill the ranks of the regular
army by compulsion. It contends that it may
now take one out of every twenty-five men,
and any part or the whole of the rest, when-
ever its occasions require. Persons thus
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