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In every case, the insurance company
or a third party administrator handles
those decisions for employers pursuant
to their insurance policy. We have very
effective shield language in the bill
that effectively precludes the employer
from being sued.

Now, | want to say | thought there
was a very interesting article in to-
day’s Washington Post, an op ed by An-
thony Burns where he tries to say and
he admits that we do have shield lan-
guage in the bill that would effectively
preclude an employer from being sued.

But it goes on to say, essentially, in
the article, and this is sort of a new
twist on this theme, that even though
the shield language is there, it will not
matter because crafty trial lawyers
will find a way to get around it.

He talks about, first, that plaintiffs
could argue that insurance companies
or third-party administrators are
merely the agents of the employer, or a
crafty lawyer could argue that, by se-
lecting one health-care provider over
another, the employers’ discretionary
decision played a role in a decision or
an outcome with regard to patient
care. Well, that is totally bogus.

Any trial lawyer, of course, can make
any argument, and anybody can be
sued and make an argument. But the
bottom line is, if one has effective
shield language, those arguments are
not going to work.

One of the things that disturb me the
most is that, if one sees what is hap-
pening around the country, one will see
in a recent Illinois Supreme Court de-
cision, or even a case that is now being
obtained by our own U.S. Supreme
Court, that the courts increasingly are
getting around the prohibition on the
right to sue.

But just because that is happening
does not mean that we, when we pass
legislation, which we are hopefully
going to consider in the next few days,
that if we put specific language in that
says the employers cannot be sued,
that should be sufficient for those who
are concerned about this issue. Because
any lawyer can make any argument.
Any court can overturn any decision or
any Federal language. But the bottom
line is that we are putting that protec-
tion in the bill. I think that that
should be sufficient. It is a recognition
of the fact that the employers cannot
be sued.

Please support the Norwood-Dingell
bill. Do not be persuaded by these false
arguments.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 10 a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 27 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. SUNUNU) at 10 a.m.
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PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend James
David Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O gracious God, we profess that You
are the creator of the whole world and
yet when we look at that world we see
so much pain and suffering, wars and
rumors of wars, and we become dis-
tressed. We affirm that You have cre-
ated every person in Your image and
yet in our communities we see alien-
ation and estrangement one from an-
other.

Almighty God, teach us that before
we can change the world or our com-
munities we need to change our own
hearts and our own attitudes so that
Your spirit of faith and hope and love
touches our souls and the work of our
daily lives. This is our earnest prayer.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. VITTER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 one-minute
speeches on each side.

FEDERAL TELEPHONE ABUSE
REDUCTION ACT OF 1999

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, a re-
port released in August by the Depart-
ment of Justice’s Office of the Inspec-
tor General revealed hundreds of cases
in which Federal inmates used prison
telephones to commit serious crimes,
including murder, drug trafficking,
witness tampering, and fraud.

Although the Federal Bureau of Pris-
ons has been aware of this problem for
some time, it has not taken sufficient
steps to address the abuse of Federal
prison telephone systems.

To help the Bureau undertake imme-
diate and meaningful action to correct
these problems, 1 am introducing the
Federal telephone abuse reduction act.
My bill requires the Bureau of Prisons
to implement changes to efficiently
target and increase the monitoring of
inmate conversations. It will also
refocus officers to detect and deter
crimes committed by inmates using
Federal telephones.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
squarely addressing what appears to be
widespread inmate abuse of prison tele-
phones and cosponsor the Federal tele-
phone abuse reduction act.

REPUBLICANS REJECT GOVERNOR
BUSH’S ADVICE ON PATIENTS’
BILL OF RIGHTS

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, there is
good news. The House Republicans
have apparently yielded on their cruel
plan to defer the earned income tax
credit for working families, a plan de-
plored by Governor George W. Bush as,
in his words, ‘“‘balancing the budget on
the backs of the poor.”

But there is also bad news. The Re-
publicans are so out of touch with the
needs of American families that they
have rejected Governor Bush’s advice
on the Patients’ Bill of Rights that we
will be debating tomorrow.

Our Lone Star State has been a na-
tional leader on reforming managed
care. Although Governor Bush initially
fell victim to the same old tired insur-
ance company rhetoric upon which our
House Republican friends now rely, he
permitted our Texas Patients’ Bill of
Rights to be signed into law. And last
week his office declared it has ‘‘worked
well.”” Who could say otherwise with
only five lawsuits from 4 million Tex-
ans over 2 years in managed care.

Governor Bush’s insurance commis-
sioner has declared it ‘“‘a real success
story,” “‘one of the leading’ consumer
protection measures in the country. If
the Republican leadership will get out
of the way, we will do the same for all
of America.

PATIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, | lis-
tened with great interest to the re-
marks of my colleague on the left from
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the State of Texas. And indeed he is
making news today. Because, appar-
ently, he is endorsing the candidacy of
his governor, Governor Bush. And we
certainly appreciate that act of bipar-
tisanship. But in all sincerity and in
all seriousness, Mr. Speaker, it is im-
portant that we do this as we defend
patients’ rights.

The key on this House floor and in
the hospitals and clinics and homes of
America is this: We must make sure
that we have a true Patients’ Bill of
Rights instead of a lawyer’s right to
bill. And as we see this morning in one
of our national publications, Mr.
Speaker, sadly this is true.

I quote now, “‘Yet trial lawyer money
talks loudest of all now to many Demo-
crats.” And indeed it is increasingly
clear the Democrat Party, with no ide-
ological link to the private economy, is
now reduced to redistributing income
through litigation.

We do not want a lawyer’s right to
bill. We want a patients’ bill of rights.

ENFORCEABLE PATIENTS’ BILL OF
RIGHTS

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, we will
have a chance as bipartisan in this
House to really have a patients’ bill of
rights, yes, a patients’ bill of rights
that respects the right of patients to
expect that the plan they have with
their insurance company is indeed en-
forceable.

That is a fundamental right of con-
sumers to believe that which they have
purchased is enforceable. They also ex-
pect that they will be able to be treat-
ed for disease and illness that they
may be suffering, which is covered
under that. So the patients’ bill of
rights does include the right to sue.
But it does not include the right that
employers should be sued.

So | am urging my colleagues not to
have that scare tactic, to make sure
that we have an opportunity to debate
the right, the right for patients to be
covered for those illnesses that they
are insured, the right to enforce their
plan and, yes, indeed if there is a fail-
ure or fraud, the right to sue finally.

The patients’ bill of rights is an op-
portunity for us to say, yes, patients
have a right to expect that their insur-
ance company will follow through on
their commitment.

REPUBLICANS ARE STOPPING
RAID ON SOCIAL SECURITY

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, Wash-
ington big spenders have raided Social
Security for 30 years to pay for big gov-
ernment programs. Republicans are
stopping that raid.
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As a result, the President and the
Democrats in Congress are desperately
looking for new ways to pay for their
big government programs. As usual,
they think they found it in the wallets
of the working Americans.

The Democrats’ scream to increase
tobacco taxes in order to pay for a fat-
ter, more bloated government is noth-
ing more than a money grab that will
hurt low-income workers.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, as this chart
shows, over 53 percent of the Demo-
crats’ tax increase will be paid by
Americans earning less than $30,000.

Mr. Speaker, | am here to assure the
hard-working taxpayers of this country
that this Republican Congress will not
schedule a bill that raises their taxes
and this Republican Congress will not
schedule a bill that raids their Social
Security. It is time to stop the raid on
Social Security and time to stop the
raid on the taxpayers’ wallets.

Mr. Speaker, if the Democrats raise
tobacco taxes, they will feed the most
insidious addiction in this town, the
addiction they have for our money.

UNCLE SAM IS PROPPING UP
COMMUNISM IN CHINA

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, last
week China celebrated 50 years of com-
munist rule. They had parades with
tanks, missiles, communism on display
after all our efforts to defeat com-
munism.

What is troubling, Mr. Speaker, is
they were partying in China on our
cash, a $70-billion trade surplus. Unbe-
lievable. The truth is, communism in
China would be belly up today if it
were not for our trade policy.

Beam me up. Uncle Sam is now prop-
ping up communism. | yield back Tai-
wan, Johnny Huang, Charlie Trie, and
all the Chinese spies running around
our nuclear labs.

DAY 131 OF SOCIAL SECURITY
LOCKBOX HELD HOSTAGE

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

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, today is
day 131 of the Social Security lockbox
held hostage by President Clinton and
the minority party in the Senate.

One hundred thirty-one days ago,
this House, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, voted overwhelmingly 416-12 to
lock up Social Security dollars to pro-
tect them from being spent on unre-
lated programs.

Since the passage of the Social Secu-
rity lockbox in the House, the Senate
leadership is on record six times at-
tempting to bring the Social Security
lockbox for a vote on the Senate floor.
And for six times the approval to even
consider the Social Security lockbox
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was denied on a straight party-line
vote.

Mr. Speaker, the House is committed
to ending the 30-year raid on Social Se-
curity. | urge the Democrat minority
in the Senate to allow for the same.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind Members to refrain
during one-minute speeches from ref-
erences to proceedings in the other
body.

KIDDIE MAC

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, as we enter the new millen-
nium, the American family has taken a
new shape. Our children are now reared
not only by two working parents,
sometimes by single parents, grand-
mothers, guardians.

Many Americans say that finding
safe, affordable child care is one of
their most important concerns. We
have not been able to finance a suffi-
cient number of needed child care cen-
ters. Parents who can afford to pay for
modest child care, many spend more on
yearly quality child care tuition than
on public college tuition.

As one step in addressing this crisis,
I have introduced bipartisan legisla-
tion with the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BAKER) called Kiddie Mac.
Kiddie Mac is designed to build a part-
nership between the Federal Govern-
ment and private lending institutions
to finance safe and affordable child
care.

Unless we act to pass Kiddie Mac, the
new American family of the new mil-
lennium may collide head-on with the
unmet needs for safe and affordable
child care.

SOCIAL SECURITY LOCKBOX

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

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, on May 26
of this year, 3 days before my election,
this body passed a Social Security
lockbox bill authored by my distin-
guished colleague the gentleman from
California (Mr. HERGER). It was by an
overwhelming vote of 416-12.

We are here today, and we will be
here every day to demand that the Sen-
ate act on this measure. A lot has hap-
pened since passage on May 26. Four
months, a total of 131 days, have gone
by. The American League won the All
Star game. The NHL and the NFL
began play. The President got a home
loan. And the other body voted six
times to block Social Security lockbox
legislation.

But one thing has not changed. The
American people are rightly demand-
ing that we protect Social Security
through institutional safeguards like
the lockbox. Simply put, the other
body is holding the lockbox bill hos-
tage. One hundred thirty-one days is
long enough.
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