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does to be able to take and violate the
Budget Act in that fashion and at the
same time violate common sense.

Lot me yield.

Mr. LOTT. I thank the.distinguished
Senator for yielding to -me, Madam
President, for a brief comment and a
question.

I certainly agree with the Senator
from Michigan that limiting COLA's of
Social Security recipients who make
over $600 a month is the wrong ap--
.proach for dealing with the budget
problems we are now .confronting.

. These are people with very umited re-
80OUICes.

. The Senator from- Michigan 15 aheo—
lutely right. Social Security is -not
causing the deficit. It 18 a trust fund.

Bocial Security recipients ehou]d not'.

be asked to pay.
Solopposet.heproposa.lt.hathaa
been put forward by the Senator-from
Oklahomsa and the- Senator from Mis-s
-souri,” for . that " reason - primarily. 1
. think they should be commended for-
_their efforts. There are & lot of thi
. theymtryjngtodo that I agree wi
--*tI -support -their efforts to take out
“some ‘of the proposed taxes, including -
“the Btu tax. But, I still think' they -
hdave too many taxes in thelir proposal.
"I do think we-need to got some control .
oh entitlements and I'support their ef- -
forts toward that goal. When I say"
‘that, T do not include. Social Becurity.
*'Soclal Securltyhaaa.sepa.ratetnmt
fund. It was pald' into. “Recipierits
.worked most all of their life, some are .
disabled, and ‘many are: depending on’
“this to be able to have .mimma.l snete—
nance. . :
8o I certainly asree with the Senator
on his position.’ ]I will support him on a,
point of order on this item 1if he makes
1t when this matter comes beforeua )
1 would like to ask the Senator from’
chige.n-—e.nd solicit “his support in’
- joining me—to knock out a provi-
sion that isin the Clinton package. It .
‘'was also in the budget resolution and it -
would do essentially the same thing as
the COLA reduction. It ‘'would -attack -
the eenlors by increasing taxes on re-
tirees down to $25,000 for an individual, -
$32,000 for a couple. ‘This provision
would raise the marginal tax rate on
their benefits by 70%. It will increase
the taxable portion of their beneflits.
_from 50% to 856%. An individual earning"
$25,000 is .not a wea.ithy individual.’
Somebody came up with 4 harebrained
idea—let us raise taxes on senlor citi-’
.zens, Soclal Securlty rectpient& ‘But,
under this proposal, this money would
"not go to the trust fund.> )
. No. That money would be moved over |
into ‘the general account’ to .pay for
what I do not know—maybe some good
things to help pay for. Medicdre. But, it
would be the first time that we allowed
taxes to be increased, the trust fund to
1 effect be attacked, and’ thenhsed the .
money to pay for other programs.
I hope the Semator from Mich;gan
wm join me in oppoalng that. ble.t,a.ntly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Mr. RIEGLE. Madam President, et

me eay to the Senator that, as & Mem- -

ber of the Finance Committee, which I
am, that {ssue is at the top of my list.
It 18 a complex issue because it is tied
together with a lot of other things. I
am troubled about it as well. There is
another wrinkle, and that is that at
any level of taxation, even if that level
is to- be shifted, what happens to the

_amount of money that is supposed to

be saved? Is that going to slosh on over
into the rest of the budget to be spent
on other things, or is it to be credited
back to the Soclal Security System,
which it should be; if you are going to
have & scheme like that, it ought to be
"credited back over to the system, so
:that the resources are not leaking
AWAY.

8o you have, really. klnd of & double
Jeopardy involved there. Soleay to the
Senator that he and I share a concern

int.hatama.uamatterottact.uwe'

npeak I am working on the problem.
:Mr. LOTT. $32 billion is not an insig-
nmca.nt amount of money.

Mr. RIEGLE. OverSyea.re,the.t.u'

tight

T Mr. LO'I'I‘ We should not have that-

t&xincrea.ee at all. I hope the Senator
‘will- work very hard in the Finance
Commltbee to knock that out. If he is
- not successful, I assure-him that some-
bodywﬂltry'unotsomebodyelae I
‘'will offer an amendment to knock that

ate, andlwulbelookmgtort.he&an-
a.t.orn help when we make that effort.

- ‘Mr. 'RIEGLE. I mdy want to talk to
"the Senator ‘about what the offset will
_be."When we knock these things out,
wehavetopo.yforthem.andlwmbe
intérested to see what the on‘sot.a wm
be ‘We can put our head together.

1yleld the floor.
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today, especially in terms of seniors—
was not the President’s proposal but
tne Danforth-Boren proposal.

THE PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I think it i{s important to reflect on the
discussion that has . been taking place
on the floor because it represents a se-
quence; & pettern. To examine that
pattern, I think we have to go back to

.the administration’s first proposal be-

fore this body, so-called stimulus pack- -
-age. It appealed to emotion. We were
called upon to “make & sacrifice” as
Americans. Our President asked us to
“invest in America’ and, clearly, that
is & call that should not be taken nght-
ly.

" Butasa oonsequenoo of the extended

..debate in this body, the American peo-

ple began to understand .what that -
“sacrifice” and *‘{nvestment’’.meant.. It
'was synonymous with mcreuinz debt,
because -the .President’s’ proposal for
.paying for.the stimulus plan weas sim- -
"ply-to add to the already existing defl~
.cit anticipated -to ‘be somewhere over -
$300 billion. His propoeed was no Aif-
ferent than working s bum check on e
checking account. and . hoping; that
somehow," somebody -else - wﬂl oover
yonr bad check. -
That. is - what t.ho Amerlean people

et

Uwere asked. to do with that stimulus
totally out when it gets before the Sen- -

plan—to- make an expendlture of $16
“billion, wlthout havinx any way to.pay.
for 1it, except by adding, to the debt.
And the American, peoplo ha.vmunder—

_stood ‘that,.and tjney, have .responded

: woordinslyhv saying: Cut spending..

: Yet, wo have -our President coming
along with this current: message, the -

. budget' message, which unggeata thst

he is on & deflcit cutting program. But, -

"Mr. MURKOWSKL Madam President, ,in reality, his proposal never brings the

1 think it is interesting to note—.
~' Mr. WALLOP. Will the. Sena.t,oryield
tor hslf & second? .

*"Mr. MURKOWSKI, T yleld, wit.hout
loalng fny right to the floor.

“Mr. WALLOP. Madam President, .1’

want. to say this, before both Senators
who . have- Just addressed the Sena.be
léave the floor: CBO has done an esti-
mate,. a.ndtheyaa.ythatmySocialSe—
¢urity recipient who worked his whole
1ifé receives about $650. The cost of the
COLAieSlZ.flSuyear.orSIper

month. The Btu tax will cost that same

‘cltizen $17 a month. I wa,nt.ed to ask,
what ends up being tai:? :
" According to the’ n.dminiat.ra.uon [}

- own figures, if you make $800 & month,.

it will cost $4 extra a month. CBO and
. the Joint Tax Commisgion said that a

‘number of Social Security recipients— .

the largest number of recipients—will
have to pay sighificantly more in the
Btute.xthana.nyofthepropoaalethn.t
are out there now. And theé Joint Tax
Commission, looking at the ﬂgurea.
said that, by far, the most progressive

. solution on the table today—I do not
JaAgree with all of the: provisions of the:

"Danforth-Boren proposal, but the most '
‘deals have been .made’ at the' Treasury

_‘progressive . propositicn’ on .the table

~yearly deficit below $200 billion. If you -
.extend that propoaal over 5 years, what

he has done is increaseéd the accumu-
lated debt’ of .this country from $4.4 to
ﬁlmmon.SOInsyeau.bythedmeﬂ'
we have accomplizhed his plan, we will
"have increased. our sccnmula.ted debt
by 81 trillion. -~ ¢
That,mwherewem Mnke no’ mis—
ta.kea.bout; 1t. Tha.tl.st.hetmerea.uty. N

“if you look at his budget.and project -

where thodebtisn.tthoendofﬁywa )
1t.goes’ from $4.4 to $5.4 trillion. One--
sevent.h of our-current budget is fnter-
est on the debt. There. is.not one sig- -
_nificant effort to cut real spending, ex-
.cept by. cutt.ing defenee and layins off
eoldiers RPN

These .are. t.he h.n.rd. cold facts, -
Madam’ Preaident. The next issue, that
has been ‘discussed here on the floor
this. morning, .1s the issue before the
Houss, - budget .reconciliation legisla-
tion, and, more particularly, the pro- .
poeed '$72 biHion Btu tax. .

- That tax is & charade, Madam Preal-A
dent "The-tax will not generate $72 bil-.
lion in new revenues even if it passes. -
Do you know why? Because deals have
been. made at-the White ‘House, and
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Department, reducing or eliminating
certain industries that ordinarily
would be-taxed. If you are in the gas
business, and if you are injecting gas to
recover ofl, you probably got an exemp-
tion. Exemptions have been granted in
the petrochemical industries.

So we have seen a series of efforts
made by well-meaning special interest
groups to get excluded from the appli-
cation of the Btu tax. Clearly, the
stimulus plan and the Btu tax were not
too well thought out.

Rather curiously, 1f one looks at the-
Bty tax, he finds that there was a pro-
posal, initially, that 38 cents per mil-
llon Btu would be -applicable on the
production of oil, gas, coal, hydro, and -
nuclear: That sounds equitable. But -
then .they found they needed -some
more revenue, so they put-a surtax of -
34 cents on oil. Basioally, that is mov-
ing-oil into the category of a.sin tax. If
you are in the N west or-Northeast,
or in my. State of ka, where 1t is
cold and-you need Leat,-and your -onlyy.

alternative is to burn 6ﬁ.-or.ehppwood. -

Then thay m aomo toodbwk ‘that
suggested 'that the. plan put ‘too “much’
of & burden on people who had no other -
alternative. 8o they took the surtax off -
of heating nll. That is the sequence of
the -manner’ fn' which -these proposals

~have boen pre-ontod to t-he Amerlca.n
people. . * R

What does it do to lnternu,tional com-
pet.luvenou. to our’industries .that-.
havetomuonthlshighercootofmel
0i1? If they are exporting products inté "~
the market of the Pacific rim, or Euro-
pean’ markets, thess additional coets
due to taxes will hot be borne by the:
competlton. thoy will only be borne by
‘our side. - v

What does 1t do to our urltne lndun-
try that is struggling to have to pay

T an a.dd.tt.lom.l tax as a-‘cost of oper- -
ations? We-have already seen the dif-
ficulties 1n our domeetfc alrline. ayu—
toﬁm [

. Our. tmckins mtem The ooat
going to be borne by every.single seg- .
ment of American industry and every
" single taxpayer. Do you know what, the.
“‘alternative to this.is, and what the
White House simply will not acknowl-
edge? The ‘alternative is not to raise
taxes from energy. use, but simply- to
cut Federal programs that are
unneeded. For. some - reason, that does
-not ‘seem_to -permeate the minds of
- those within the administration. - = -

80 what hag happened, Madam Presi-
dent, is that-we are here today debat-
ing a series of issuss—stimulus, budget,
Btu tax—all of which evidence. shows -
were poorly thought out, poorly pre- -
sented to the American people, and
clearly did not consider the other-more
obvious aiternative of cuntting Federal
spending; which is what the people -of |
this country want most of all. And that
is vwhn.t the poople of th.ll oount.ry
want.:: e e
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CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. MURKOWSKIL Briefly, Madam
President, I would like to refer to an-
other item. Earlier today the junior
Senator from Washington introduced,
with four other Members of this body,
legislation to repeal the provision that

-1 worked very hard to include in the

Civil Rights Act of 1991 that passed on
November 5, 1951. It passed this body by
a'vote of 73 to 23.

I must say I have the deepest respect
for the junior Senator from Washing-
ton, but the nts used in-the
opening statement clearly appeal to
emotion rather than fact. The sugges-
tion by the Senator from Washington
that thousands of people are being de-
nied-their civil rights is not accurate,
and the reality is that the e post facto
amendment which I offered and, as I in-

dicated, passed this body. 78 go 22, pro-

: vides fair protection against frivolous
retroactive litigation without weaken-

ing the rights of any workers tq initi- - .

ate lawsuita based on the- 1991 Civil

ators working on civil rights legisla- -

tion, lnoludlng, I am pleased to say,
the * nemor Senator from Massachu-
_setts, who supporfed adoption of the
amendment during the constderation of
the civil rights bill,-could not have sup-
port,ad an amendment that exempted
_any individual from the protactions of
" the Civil Rights Act. - -

-In 1971, Madam President,” Wards
. Cove; -which is & fish cannery in Ketch-
‘1kan, & community I ned to have
grown up in, employed more minority

workers in both skilled and unskilled -

poaltlonn than were available in the
local <population. Despite this fact,
Wards Cove was sued for violating laws
governing "unintentional - discrimina-
tion" because 20 pement of the skilled
" workers: were minorities while 50 per-
- cent of the unskilled workers were mi-
norities. Plaintiffs: cited-separate eat-

ing and sleeping facilities as evidence

of discrimination even though both ar-

ia rangements were mandated by the col-

Tective bargaining-agreement that the
local, minority-run union sought and -

negotiated with Wards Cove..The class
action lawsuit against Wards Cove was
originally filed in 1974, and since then
-they have beén in and out of the courts
some elght times. Every oourt has
‘found Wards Cove to be not in violation
~of the antidiscrimination laws.

. The ‘amendment that was passed by
this body simply protects the Ketch-
1kan .cannery from having to go to
- court yet again to prove the 1991 law is
not - different in any .significant way
from the 1971 standard under which the
1970 practices have been judged to be
free of disorimination. It is of no use;
except to the lawyers who are trying to
collect-a fee by breathing life into this
-old lawsuit, to continue to relitigate

‘the situation 20 years ago at this re-
mote cannery location. It is time to

focus .our ‘energies -on protecting the
. civil rights of people currently working
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at the cannery as well as other busi-
nesses like it.

This 1s precisely what the 1991 civil
rights bill does, and my amendment in
no way detracts from .that objective.
My provision specifically does not pre-
vent any employee, including Wards
Cove employees, from suing under the
1991 Civil Rights Act. My amendment,
which passed, does not exempt Wards
Cove’s current hiring and promotion
practices from being Jjudged by the
standards of the 1991 Civil Rights Act.
My amendment does provide Wards
Cove with relief from being forced into
court again for the ninth time on an al-
legation made in 1974, wyema.ndsﬁ
million in legal fees ago. .

CHRONOLOGY OF THE WARDS COVE CASES

The 1871 salmon season: Plaintiff ar-
gues that Wards Cove violated l.ntl-
disorimination laws.

June 2‘.1 1972: Oompla.mt. mod wit.h

EEQC.
Ma.mh .20, 1974 Oﬂginod ln.vanlt n.lod
in district court; was later dismissed
by the diatrlct oonrt on tochnlca.l
grounds.

March 31, m Nlnt.h clrouxt roln-‘
states the lawsuit. IREEE

November 4,.1983: District court nnd.s

that Wards Cove did not .discriminate
either lnbom:lo'na.lly or nninbeht.lon-
ally. . - .
The court descrlbed t.he emp!oyers
burden of proof and the legal standard
in a d.tapa.rate impa.ct. case stating
where. -~

'I‘boplalnt.u!humdo ontupﬂmauolo
case * * * the burden of proof shifts to the
defendant to show that the practice.is Jnst-l~
nodby"busmounoooulty" L

The court rejected- plu.ntm‘n'
ment that the.existence of & hlgher
peroentage of ‘minortties in unskilled
jobs proved discrimination. 'I‘he court '8
ﬁndlng'e of fact state: v

The racial oompoduon -of [unzkuled]

" workers. ** * 13 predominately nonwhite.

That is 80 because. {under the -umion con-
mct]mwmuthopﬂmmeonrcoot(un-
skilled) workers and the momborshlp and
ludmhlpot Local. 97 s prodommuly l?ﬂl-
plno SRR

‘The court exonera.tod Wa.rds ‘Cove ot
any charge . of intentional or umnben-
tional discrimination. . .

August 16, 1985:° Ninth ‘circutt sus-
tained the district court opinion. Ninth
circuit tnterpreted the Griggs Standard
to mean that the burden of proof shift-
ed to the employer once-the employee
established a prima facie case of unin-
tentional diserimination based on dis-
parate impaot. -And held -that . Wards
Cove met the burden of proof and that
the plaintiff's case was without mertt.

February 23, 1987: Ninth circuit en
banc concurs with the: district court
that the defendant has the. burden of
proof in an'impact case, -and held that
disparate impact analysis is applicable
to - subjective employment -practices.
The case was.#sent back to the pa.nel
that originally heard the appeal.

-September 2, 188T: ‘The ninth circnit
pa;nal ‘maintained its position that the
employer has the ultimate burdeh of
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proof in an impact case. The court
cited Griggs in stating: '“The employer

must demonstrate the ‘‘manifest rela- .

tionship'' between the challenged prac-

tice and job performance.’” The court.

also stated that statistics alone could
be sufficjent to support an inference of
discrimination and remanded to the
lower district court.

June 5, 1989: Supreme Court réversed
the appeals court finding that statis-

tics alone could not establish a prima

facie case of disparate impact. The
Court also ruled that the employer's
burden in a disparate impect case is
" the burden of production, not the bur-
"den of persua.aion Remnded to dis-
trict court.

January 29, 1891: Dlat:rict. court detor~"

mines that Wards Cove hired individ-
uals for the at-issue jobs based upon

their qualifications and not upon their .
race. The court found no reason -or-

basis for altering any of its findings of

.-fact or conclusions of luw net. forth ln‘ i
-homa 'will be’ herelnarewmmnm to, '

the 1963 decisfon. .. -

Madam Preaident, I uk um.nnnous.‘

" consent that & compilation of the tally

sheet of the vote taken on November §, -
.1891, which 73 to be ted

M 22. prin .. other body that will be.voting
tax issue today. I.want. to
‘them, In fact warn them, that, yes, -
~'theyarewa.lk1ngthe~plmk to no avail.

"in the RRCORD.
~ There being no ijocuon. the ma,to-
ridwuorderedtobeprmtedmthe
. REOORD, as follown: i

[B.ouol.ll Vot.oNo NlLet]
YEAB—'B ’

- Bauocus, Bent.un, Biden, Bond. Bpnn.
“Breaux, Bryan, - Bumpers, Burns, Byrd,
. Chafes, Cochran, Oohon. Craig, D'Amato,
- ‘Danforth, ‘Daschle, - Dodd, ‘Doleé, Dameniot,

TDurenberger, Exon, ' Ford,  Fowler, G‘rn.;y‘eara;'wherelh&dthommnreo]'bem

" the-whip and counting votes, get ready -
-because you are going out there and we -
"are going to-leave you.out there. Go -

Glenn, Gore, Gortod; Gn.ha.m.
Grassloy, lhtnald. Heflin, - Helms, Homna.
Kassebaum,

Nunn, Packwood, Pall.Proulor ‘Pryor, Boid.
Riogle, Rockefeller, Roth, Rudman, Sasser

Seymour, Shelby, .8impson, Specter, - st.o-'

_vens, Bymms. 'I‘hnrmond. w:.llop, Wurnar
NAYS—22 -

Adzms.Ahh.anmsn.Bndloy.Bm'n,'
DeOcacint, Dixon,

- Burdiok, "Coats, Conrad,

Hsrkmmou.yn Launtenberg, Leahy, Mikul- -
Bu*bnnu.

skt, Nickles, Robb, Buu‘ord.

8imoi, Bmith, Wellstons, j’; RO
: NOTVUI‘ING-—G '
Cnnston.nawh,xermy ert.h.Wofrotd.

T

. 80-the resolution (8. Ros, m)umdoa.:

was agreed to. .
" Mr. MURKOWSKL Ml.d.a.m Proaldent..

"I encourage my colleagues to_ refrain’

from signing on to the proposed bill by
- the Senator from . Washington ‘until
they have viewed the. merits of this
caso. Everybody wants to stand up for
civil rights, but this is not an issue -of
whether or not people’s civil rights are
-protected; every court that has looked
at the facts in the Wards Cove case has
found .no discrimination. It's a matter

“of wrongful retroactive application of -

law. So far, six Federal circuit courts

- have ruled that the:1991 civil rights law -

does.not- apply .retroactively. The Su-
mmodourthuuroedtoroviewm
- of those findings.. . AT

" raiss their constituents’ tax
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1 encourage my colleagues to refrain
from signing on to the bill introduced
earlier today; wait to ses what the Su-
preme Court rules, and judge this Jegis-
lation by the facts, not the feelings..

-1 thank the Chsalr a.nd 1 yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

THE BTU TAX

. Mr. LOTT. Madam Preaident, I do
want to make clear again one of the

things I%aid a while go about the dis-.

tinguished Senator from Oklahoma,
Senator BOREN, and Senator DANFORTH,

. from Missouri, and others; for the ef-

forts they are making. They are trying
an alternative that js an im-

provement over the Clinton tax peck-

age, and I commend them for it. I do~
not think they are there yet. I want
them to keep working.

I understand the Senator from Okla-

in effect, defend himself on some of the

questions that have been raised about:

Yes, they. are going to be voting.

es in many

. ways, specifically ont.huBtuonerxy

ux,mdthoycanreatusurodthe&n-
uteisnotrolnstodo that.

ahead and count. The Senate is not
eolnstq_bnythlndulfortlotorru-

' sons.

One of the reasons 1s because of the
impact. on - seniors. that the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan. was
talking about. Senior citizens, ke my

.blessed mother in Pascagoula, MS, are

going to be hit by this tax package
that the House is going to be voting on
today and the Senste is going to be
voting on some time in June. Thank
goodness we are going to get home next -
woek and listen to the folks from the -

‘States of Illinois, Missouri, Kansas,

and Mississippl. They are going to say,
‘““You people are.out of your mind in
what you are doing.”

Lot me tell what this tax bill will do -

to my mother. 8he will probably have
to pay higher Social Security taxes to .

-get this $32 billlon they are talking

about taking from seniors—and not to-
puat in the trust fund; oh, no, 'we are

‘going to move it over here. We are

going to spend it in the deep, dark
black home of the general Treasury. It

will be gone, never to boaoonagun.'We’

will be taking it from the seniors. .
‘But, that-is not-the end. That is just
the beginning. My mother's utility bill"
‘will ‘go - up, because the Missisaippl

.. Power Co. produces utility energy with

May 27, 1993

coal, as do the other utility companies
in Mississippl. They are going to
charge more. Do you think they. are
going to eat this tax increase? No, sir,;
they are going to pass it on to the sen-
for citizens in the form of higher util-
ity ‘bills and gasoline. These people
still have to drive to the grocery store °
and stand in line and pay for the gaso-
line for their old, used, beat-up cars.

This is insanity to talk about raising
taxes on the working people of America
‘again and on the senior citizens. They
are going to feel this lmpact dispropor-
tionately. It is not fair., .

. I1do not understand what happens be-
tween Jackson Bole. WY, and Jackson,
MS; and ‘wheu we get to Washington.
"When I go home; nobody ‘comes up to
me and says,” ‘Hey, raise taxes and
spend ‘more money." And that'is what
President Clinton has said he wants to
do.-He wantat.ora.ue taxes 80 he can
-spend more. He said it. Tt 18 quoted in-
the Wuhjngton Poct. Thst‘mnst be tho
" truth,then.. " =&/ .
> .No; .they. do.not uy mt They uy
“Do, notrﬁsemytuumymm ‘1
own Barnett's Restaurant.in Baldwin,
‘MS, and am barely making it. I need.to
go.to the dentist and cannot afford it. -
. Do not put 'any more regulatjon or bu-
- resucrats or a.ny;more x.n.xeo.on me. I
cannot stand ft.% -0l TR
;“Cut .spending nrut.." -Out, lpondlns
‘on—you takeé your pick. ‘Someons md.
““What would you ‘cut spending on?" 1
‘am open. I will agree to cut npending
on anything and everything exoept So-
ola.lSeourltyl.ndt.heh'nstmndl. They -
-are trust funds, ’I‘hey m not cau.dnc
the problem. . - . .

'I'hatuwhatlhear Thenleott;o
‘Washington and hear: Let us get a tax
ont.huandnta.xonthst.”Whenm
someone . going to_get. mmd in this"
city to-doing something to’ enoonnxe
_growth in-the economy, encourage peo-
ple'to b able to get off these programs
and .be able to have a job?. What we
neod to do is have inoentives for inner
-city enterprise sones and targeted tax
-credits for bunineumen n.nd women to
crea.t.o jobe. _ -

: -When'is somebody zolnz t.o get back
to ulkins about growth in the econ-
omy and 1noentives &nd: not. mklng
about taxes that will hu.rttho economy °.
.and out jobs and will put more people :
onthooewelfa:eprosra.math&tdbnot
wa.nt. to be there? .’

" This ‘tax. pn.okneo 1- jnst wrong' it !s
not the answer. - -

“Now 1et me respond to some: of the
specific questions that -people 'have
asked me—very good legitimate ques-
tions—about the Btu tax when I have
" been home and in various meetings.”

No. 1, what effect will the Btn t.&:
havo on unemployment? LT

- Well, you might get a'lot of different:
figures, but:1 think there is.a lot of

4ﬁ

- and the American Petroleum Institute

eetima.to the-loss of 610,000 ‘jobs when
this- taxis fully fmplemented. -Some-
body else might have a différent num:



