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REVIEW & OUTLOOK

Row Your Own Boat

* The business of kicking people out
of one’s country can get tricky. No,
we re not talking about Republican im-
mlgranon policies, but about one of the
world’s great unwanted groups: the
hoat people. After years of eyeing each
other across barbed wire, the citizens
of Hong Kong and the colony’s popula-
tion of Vietnamese boat people are
tumbling toward a final confrontation.

* Hong Kong's Legislative Council
finds itself under enormous pressure
to support the colonial government’s
plan to further deny Vietnamese boat
people some basic rights now en-
shrined in international covenamts.
Defending such rights is not a popular
cause. Most Hong Kongers long ago
dropped any sympathy they may have
had for the Vietnamese, of whom
some 20,000 remain in the colony.
Hong Kong government officials have
helped paint a picture in the public
mind of the boat people—many of
them women and their children, la-
beled “migrants” and imprisoned in
maximum security camps—as a
seething mass of criminals and bums
addicted to drugs or living off the fat
of Hong Kong taxpayers.

So when boat people facing forced
repatriation to Hanoi took such des-
perate measures as stabbing them-
selves, the Hong Kong-press com-
plained about the waste-of valuable
hospital resources needed to patch
them up. Such is the antipathy to the
boat people that one local member of
an NGO team monitoring police be-
havior in'the camps made the extraor-
dinary recommendation that when the
police use tear gas on the inmates they
should first turn off the water supply
50 the “VMs” (industry-speak for Viet-
namese Migrants) can't use water to
wash the gas out of their eyes.

No wonder then, that thére was an
outcry in Hong Kong recently when
London’s Privy Council ruled that the
colony's law allows authorities t0 keep
boat people in detention only because
they are going to be repatriated to
Vietnam. Otherwise, there is no legal
basis for locking some of them up.

This ruling seriously gummed up
Hong Kong's master plan to have the
colony cleansed of boat people before
the handover to China next year. Be-
cause not all boat people can go back.
Hanoi has explicitly refused to take
hundreds, either because they are eth-
nic Chinese or because the state

doesn't want the burden of looking af-
ter them. Thousands mere have yet to
be screened by Hanoi.

Their hands temporarily tied, -

Hong Kong authorities have had to let
a few handfuls of boat people go free.
There is every reason to believe that
they will settle down to lives as quiet
and industrious as the few families re-
leased into the jocal community in the
past. But the government ‘wants the
legislature, Legco, to rubber stamp a
bill that would close the “loophole” in
the law before more boat people man-
age to escape their fate. What makes
this decision so intriguing is that the
so-calied loophole is actually a protec-
tion that the people of Hong Kong
themselves may dearly need after
1997. Basically, legislators are being
asked to legalize arbitrary, indefinite
detention. What a nice present that
would be for Beijing. Today the boat
people, tomorrow Hong Kong trade
unionists and democratic members of
Legco itself?

The choice just put to the boat peo-
ple themselves is not so clear cut. The
Clinton Administration announced
this week that people who sign upto go

back to Vietnam by June 30 this year,

can apply for an interview with U.S.
immigration authorities in Vietnam
about the possibility of getting a visa
for the U.S. It’s all pretty vague and

‘hedged with caveats. Many boat pec-

ple will suspect the whole-thing is part
of a trick to get them to go back to
Vietnam without protest. They know
that when members of Congress tried
to bring some “old soldiers” and oth-
ers out of the camps directly to Amer-
ica last year, the Clinton Administra-
tion fought hard to prevent that.

Distasteful and widely publicized-

scenes are sure to come as the last
thousands of protesting boat people
are dragged back to Vietnam this
year. Whatever Washington's motive,
here's hoping that the boat people
who do place their trust in Uncle Sam
and go home without a fuss are re-
warded with a fair chance at starting
a new life in America. As to Hong
Kong, with luck, its people will never
find themselves at sea in search of
asylum. But if they decide that their

only policy opticn in this case is a law -

against the rights of Vietnamese boat
people, they must be prepared -to
wake up one day and find that law
turned on themselves.

What the Presxdent Signed -

It Republlcans scored a victory in-’
side the Beltway, would anyone hear

. about it? Probably not these days. In

fact, President Clinton on March 29
signed into law important provisions
reining in the bureaucrats who impose
a heavy tax on American productivity
with rules and regulations.

The amendments, attached to a
debt-ceiling extension, put some
teeth into the 1980 Regulatory Flexi-
bility Act, which requires federal
agencies to assess the impact of their
regulations on small business. The
law has been largely a dead letter,
but thanks to the debt-ceiling bill
small businesses can now take non-
complying agencies to court. Second,
and more important, the bill man-
dates Congressional review of all reg-
ulations, even “routine” ones, before
they're adopted.

Under the legislation, a proposed
rule-making won't take effect for 60
days, during which time Congress can
override the bureaucrats’ wishes.
There’s nothing controversial about
this provision. It was unanimously
adopted by both houses of Congress
and endorsed by President Clinton.

_But the White House apparently didn’t

read the fine print.

While regulations will be stalled for

only 60 calendar days, Congress will
be able to override them under expe-
dited procedures for 60 session days.
That's a big difference. Since Con-
gress often isn’t in session, 60 session
days can stretch out into six months or
longer. And during that whole period
Congress can veto proposed regula-
tions under rules that, for example,
bar filibusters in the Senate.

Some conservatives opposed this
measure on the grounds that it would
distract attention from the larger reg-
ulatory reform bill, which mandates
lengthy cost-benefit studies, and
which has stalled in the Senate be-
cause of a filibuster. But Congress-
man David McIntosh, a longtime war-
rior against regulatory excess who

crafted this Pprovision, says it “allows
us to codify 90% of what we were try-
ing to do in the Contract with America
with regard to regulatory reform.” He
says it could prevent President Clin-
ton, should he {ose the November elec-
tion, from issuing myriad “midnight
regulations,” the way Jimmy Carter
did in his final hours.

Confirmation, of a"sort, comes
from the Administration, which re-

. portedly is experiencing buyer’s re-

morse. The Bureau of National Af-
fairs, in its Washington newsletter,
says that some Democratic insiders
are calling President Clinton's sign-
ing of this law “a big mistake.” Ac-
cording to the bureau, “One agency
official said the review: provisions
may have a similar impact'as the
White House Council of Competitive-
ness in the Bush Administration,
which reviewed major rules. That is,
this official said, agencies may have
to moderate their positions on issues
pertaining to environmental and
safety concerns just to ensure the

_ rules pass the review process.”

This unnamed official laments
that the effect of all this “may be a
compromise in environmental, health
and safety protections” and that “it
will give special interests the oppor-
tunity to lobby Congress on rules
they find troublesome, creating still
more delay.” Translation: This mea-
sure will force bureaucrats to con-
sider the economic impact of their
rulings, and it will allow those af-
fected by government actions to
make their voices heard.

Those, of course, are goals en-
dorsed by President Clinton. But
whenever it comes time to implement
his rhetoric, Mr. Clinton balks. Last
fall, he vetoed an earlier debt ceiling

bill in part because it contained even

more far-reaching regulatory re-
forms. It's a tribute to the Republican
Congress that on this occasion, at
least, it got Mr. Clinton to act like a
New Democrat--despite himself.

Asides

Qaddafi Goes Too Far

Muammar Qaddaffi has had a
long and dark career, no doubt about
it. He has trained and funded terror-
ists, provided safe haven to assassins
like those who blew up Pan Am

.Flight 103, attacked the Achille Lauro.

and bent every effort to destabilize
neighboring Arab states. In addition
to all this, we now discover yet more
about the Libyan dictator’s interests.
According to Judith Miller's new

book about the Middle East (“God
Has Ninety-Nine Names”), Qaddafi
worked himself into such a fever over

Margaret Tutweiler, spokeswoman |

for the Bush State Department, that
he considered sending word that she
should “wear something green at
her next press conference’ —to signal
if she was interested. That should
about finish it for the terror-loving
Libyan. With sexual harassment now

added to the list of offenses, Qaddan |

_ has finally gone too far.
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How shocking it would be to describe a 4

criminal justice system in which a defen-
dant had no constitutional right to be
treated fairly, ne right ta information
about the progress of the case, no right to
notice of when critical proceedings would
be held, no right to be present and heard
at those proceedings, and no right to a
speedy trial or reasonable finality to t
_matter—in short, no constitutional rights
at all. Yet this precisely describes the
plight of a victim of crime. While the Bill
of Rights enumerates extensive rights for
criminal defendants, it contains noteven a
single word on behalf of crime victims.

Rule of Law

By Paul G. Cassell
And Steven }. Twist

On Monday a bipartisan group of
senators and congressmen introduced a
constitutional amendment that would ex-
tend these basic rights to crime victims.
The Vietims® Bill of Rights Amendment
would bring balance to a system whose
scales of justice are tipped decidedly in
favor of the accused.

How did we arrive at a system that

gives so little consideration to the inter-

ests of victims? The problemn is traceable
to the peculiar evolution of the office of
public prosecutor. The first colonists im-
ported the EngliSh common law tradition
of private prosécutions, which gave the
victim of a felony the right to initiate

and prosecute a criminal case against

the offender. The Framers of the Consti-
tution probably saw little need for sepa-
rate “victims’ rights” because victims
could act on their own.

Over time, public prosecutors gradu-
ally displaced the system of private pros-
ecutions. While the reasons. for this

A Bill of Rights for Crime Victims

transformation are disputed, the undeni-
able effect was to exclude crime victims
from meaningful . participation in the
criminal justice process. They lost any
status as parties to the case. Their pri-
mary role became to report crimes to po-
lice and serve as witnesdes if called.
Meanwhile,
prosecutors represented only the public
interest, not the victims’ interest.

This imbalance was exacerbated in
the. 1960s, when the Warren Court ex-
panded the rights of criminal defendants
and constitutionalized most aspects of
criminal procedure. Trial judges who
had previously accommodated victims’
concerns informally within their court-
rooms -now found they had to follow pre-
scribed formulas. Without a constitu-
tional basis for considering victims’ in-
terests, a defendant’s claim of ‘a proce-

dural right always prevatled. The court's -

one-sided expansion of defendants’ rights
slid victims out of the picture.

These developments leave us with a
criminal justice system that pays scant
attention to victims. Often victims do not
even find out about critical proceedings,
such as hearings about releasing a de-
fendant on bail or allowing him to cop a
Dlea to a reduced charge. When victims
do learn about these proceedings, they
frequiently have no right to speak about
why releasing the defendant is a bad
fdea or why the proposed plea bargain is
undesirable. In many trials, victims are
told that while the defendant is entitled
to be present, they must leave the court-
room and sit outside in the room re-
served for witnesses. Even after the con-
viction of the defendant, victims have of-
ten been denjed the right to speak at
sentencing or parole hearings.

Every year, 43 million Americans are
the victims of violent or property crimes.
The need for constitutional protection of
their rights was first recognized by the

it became accepted that’

President’s Task Force on Victims of
Crime, whose 1982 report concluded that
“the criminal justice system has lost its
essential balance.” The Task Force pro-
posed a constitutional amendment guar-
anteeing crime victims the basic rights
to be present and heard at critical stages

of the proceedings.

Since that recommendation, more

than 20 states have adopted victims'
amendments. In 1994 alone, voters in Al-
abama, Alaska, Idaho, Maryland;, Ohio
and Utah gave their overwhelming ap-
provals. While the amendments vary in

form and effect, they have generally im-
proved the treatment of crime victims
throughout the criminal justite process.
The federal Victims' Bil of Rights
Amendment would draw upon the suc-
cessful experience with the state amend-
ments and require protection for victims
under the federal Constitution.

The core of the ameéndment would
guarantee victims of violent and other se-
rious crimes the rights to be informed of
and to attend court hearings. At proceed-
Ings concerning ball, plea bargains and
sentencing, victims could speak—not to
dictate the court’s decision but to suggest
what the decision should be. The amend-
ment also would guarantee victims pro-
tection, including the right to a warning
if a defendant escapes from custody.

The amendment would further grant
victims a right to a speedy trial. Defen-
dants have always had such a right but

are often the only ones with no interest . -

in seeing it enforced. Victims also de-
serve an end to interminable delays in

capital and other cases. The defendant’s.
right to appeal should be protected, but-

under the amendment courts would be.
required to rule finally and without un—
reasonable delay.

While victims have won many state’
legisiative victories in recent years, the'
overall protection of their interests is-

piecemeal and inadequate. A federal

amendment would establish a basic pack-
age of victims’ rights, a floor below
which states could not go and which de:

fendants could no longer automatically’

trump. Victims' rights, no less than de-

fendants’ rights, would apply in state.
. proceedings undér current constitutional;
doctrine, because the rights would be in-:

corporated into ‘the 14th Amendment's
nationally applicable guarantees of due

process of law. This works no new vio-’
lence to the important value of federal:
ism. Rightly or wrongly, the Supreme’
Court has already federalized many as-'

pects of criminal procedure and extended
substantial rights for
throughout country. The
amendment simply adopts the view that
victims deserve equal treatment.

A 1991 national public opinion pofi
found that 89% of Americans would sup*
port an amendment to their state consti’
tution guaranteeing victims’ rights. In’

recent years, state voters have given.

such amendments approvals as high as
92%. The American public ‘recognizes,
what many criminal justice professionals

seem to ignore—that the system must’

protect the rights of victims, too.

Mr. Cassell, a professor at the Um‘versityf
of Utah College of Law, and Mr. Twist, a

Phoenix altorney, are on the executive
board of the National Victims® Constitu-
tional Amendment Network.

defendants.
proposed
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Economic Scene

The drive to put cost limits on
regulatory benefits isn’t dead yet.

Republican push to require regulators to
take account of economic costs as well as
benefits fn rule-raking, crashed -and burned in
the Sengte last summer. But there isa glimmer of
hope that & coalition of Republicans and moder-
ate Democrats can fashton a compromise —
reform lite, if you will — before it is hopelessly
mired in election year politicking.
Much depends on the willingness of Democrats

chlfu'roxiv reform, shorthand for the

to sacrifice what has become a dacdy partisan’

issue. Even more tufns on the resourcefulness of

Bob Dgle, the Senate majority teader and the’

Republican choice to challenge President Clinton,
who has very reasons at the mement to
demonstrate his ideclogical ftexibility.

What a difference a year makes. With conser-
vative Republicans riding high, Mr. Dole led the
charge for sweeping changes that would have
required Federal agencies to show that the bene-
fits of all regulations exceeded the costs.

As an abstracticn the concept is unassailzble.

) By definition, miles that exact costs in excess of

benefits are bad rules, Besides, Robert Stavins,
an ecomomis! at the Xennedy School of Gavern-
raent &t Harvard, notes that even where the Jaw
prahibits constderation of costs in pursuit of man-
dated goals — the Clean Air Act, for example -
regulators never truly ignored them. “Surely it

wonld be better,” he argues, “to conskier costs in

the front room rather than the back wom.” |

Bl some benelits are very difficult to quaritify.
It I8 hard to say, for example, how muth it is
worth to make past offices accessible to wheel-

_ chairs, or how much Americans would lose if

po]lutams from distant power plants reduced
visibllity on the rim ¢f the Grand Canyen to 20

T e ——m——m—
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miies from 100 miles. Relying on the courts as the
arbiter would, at very feast, be cumbertome. 'k
. would amoumt to a full employment act for regu-
latory Jawyers,” says Robert Hahn, an economis
&t the American Enterprise Institute.
Demaocrats tharged that the Dole bill was an
invitation to aullify a quarter-century of health,
safety and environmental rules and io tie up neswr
regulatory initictives irdefinitely. They fright-
ened- enough fence-sitting senators to make it
impessible to stop a filibuster, effectively kilting
the bill before Mr. Qlinten got to velo it. Indeed,
polls suggest that the bill was a disaster for the
Republicans in general and Bob Dole in particn-
Iar, tarring them as lackeys of business interests.
But regulatory change is not quite dead. For
ore thing, poliey wonks from both parties arestill
beating the drums for it. Last week, a who's who
“of mainsiream econcmists ranging from the No-
bel laureate Kenneth J. Amow to Richard L.
Schmalensee of M.1.T.. who-was an adviser an
\regulation to President Gearge Bush, published a
statement in Sclence magazine defending the role
of cost-benefit analysis in Government rnie-mak-

ing. And mday. the Cenler for Imwation and the’

Enviropment, 8 nonpartisan arm of the influen-
tial Democratic Leadership Couincil, plans to call

" for a "second generation of environmental pro-

tection’’ — one that faces up to the costs of
greening America,

More important, the politics of regulation re-
mains volatile. Mr, Bole needs to find a way back
to the middle if he is to win the support of the
minersl water and granola crowd in the suburbs.
Meanwhile, ceatrist Democrats, inciuding Sena-

_tor Carl Levin of Michigar, understand that last

summer’s triumphant rejection of change could
become this sammer's failure to save factory
jobs in the swing states of the Midwest, He argues
that for the moment, environmentalists have a
chance to segotiate from a position of strength,

: compromising o “get the issue behind us,™

Mr. Levin fashioned a_kinder, gentler alterna-
tive to tie- Dole bill that would mandate cogt-
benefit analysis, yet give the executive branch
considerable leeway to use other criteria in fudg-
ing proposed rules. And while he netes that ““it
was unacceptable to business, environmental
groups and the White House,” the political risks of
delay could stiil drive the parms ta the bargain-
ing table.

Mr. Stavias of Harvard, one of the signers of the
Science magazine statement, would Itke to see a

. compromise that forces the agencles to weigh

costs against benefits and explain themselves if,
in the end, they choose to override the policy
dictated by the numbers. That way, the political
risks in ignoring costs would increase. At very

least the public would learn whether it cost, say,

21 cents or $21,000 for eech visit by a wheelchair-
bound American to the post office,

What is most frusirating in this debate is that’
the stalemate serves hardly anyone's interest.
Mr. Baln argues that “we have the technical
know-how" to refine rule-making, clarifying the
facts undermining rational debate over issues
ranging from asbestos to airline safety, Rill lack-
ing, apparently, is feith among competing inter-
ests that more information 15 beiter than less.

Yvd Lp:TT NOK 96/22/70
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POLICY FORUM sz

[ Is There a Role for Benefit-Cost
Analysis in Environmental, Health,
| and Safety Regulation?

Kenneth J. Arrow, Maureen L. Cropper, George C. Eads,

Robert W. Hahn, Lester B. Lave, Roger G. Noll, Paul R. Portney,

Milton Russell, Richard Schmalensee, V. Kerry Smith,
Robert N. Stavins

The prowing impact of regulations on the
economy has led both Congress and the
Administration to search for new ways of
reforming the regulatory process. Many of
these initiatives call for grearer rcliance on
the usc of economic analysis in the devel-
‘epment and evaluation of regulacions. One
specific approach being advocated is bene-
fit-cost. analysis, an economic tool for eom-
paring the degirable and undcstmable im-
pacts of proposed policies.

For environmental, health, and safety
regulation, bencfits are typicaily defined in
terms of the value of having a cleancr en.
vironment or a safer workplace. Ideally,
costs should be measured In the same terms:
the losses implied by rhe increased prices
that result from the costs of meeting a reg.
ulatory objective, In practice, the costs tend
to be measured on rhe basie of direet com-
pliance costs, with sccondary consideration
given to indirecr costs, such as che value of
time spent waiting in & motor vchicle in-
spection line. A
The direct costs of federal environmen-
tal, health, and safety regulation appear to
be on the order of $200Q hillion annually, or
about the sizc of all domestic nondcfense
discretionary spending (/). The benefits of
the regulations are less cetrrain, but cvi-
dence suggests that some but not all rccent
regulations would pass a benefit-cost test
(2). Morcover, 2 reallocation of expendi-
tures on environmental, health, and safety

K. J. Armow and R. G. Nall are in the Department of
Economics, Stanfard University. Stanford, CA 54306,
USA. M. L. Croppor 2 at tho Word Bank, 1818 H Streel,
NW. Washington, 0C 20433, USA. G. C. Eada is at
Charlas River Associates, 1001 Pennaylvania Avenue,
Nw, Washington, DC 20004. USA. R. W. Hahn is at the
Arorican Entarprise Institute, 1150 17th Street, NW,
Washington, G 20036, USA, L. B. Lave is in the Grad-
uate Schoo! of industial Crganization, Carnegle Mellon
Universtty, Pittaburgh, PA 15213, USA. P. R. Portney s al
Resources for the Futurg, 1614 P Straet, NV, Washing-
ton, DC 20036, USA. M. Russall 5 in the Dopartment of
Ecomomics, Universlly ot Tennessee, Knoxvila, TN
37996, USA. A, Schmalensea ie at the Sloan Scheol of
Managemanit, Massachuselts Inaitute of TechnoloGy,
Coambridge, MA 02139, USA, V. K. 8mith is at Duke
Uriivergity, Durham, NC 27708, USA. R. N. Stavins is &t
the John F. Kanmedy School of Govarnment, Harvard
University, Cambxidge, MA 02128, USA,
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regulatlons has the potential to save signif.
icant numbers of lives while using fewer
resources (3). The estimated cost per statis
ticyt life saved has varied across regulations
by a factor of more than $10 million (4),
ranging from an cstimared cost of $200,000
per seatistical life saved with the Environ.
mental Protection Agency’s (EPA's) 1979
trihalomethane drinking water scandard ta
more than $6.3 trillion with EPA's 1990
hazardous waste listing for wood-preserving
chemicals (3, 5). Thus, a reallocation of
priorities among these same regulations
could save many mare lives at the given
cost, or alrernatively, save che same number
of lives at 2 much lower cost (6).

Most economists would arguc that eco-
nomic efficicncy, mcasured as the differ.
ence between bencfits and costs, ought
be ane of the fundamenral criteria for eval-
uating proposed envitonmental, health, and
safety regulations. Because socicty has lim.
ited resources to spend on regulation, ben-
ofit-cost analysis can help illuminate the
trade-offs involved in making differant
kinds of sacial Investments, In this regard, it
scems almost irresponsible to not conduct
such analyses, because they can inform de.
cisions abour how scarce resvurces can be
put to rhe greatest social food. Bencfit-cont
analysis can also help answer the question
of how nuch regulation is enough, From an
efficiency standpoint, the answer to this
question is simple: regulate until the incre-
mental benefirs from regulation are just off-
set by the incremental cosws. In practice,
however, the peoblem is much more diffi-
cult, in large part because of inherent prob-
lems in measuring marginal bencfis and
costs. In addition, concerns about fairness
and process may be important noneconem.
ic factors that merit consideration. Regula-
tory policies inevitably invalve winners and
losers, even when aggregate bengfits exceed
uggregate coats (7).

Over the years, policy-mukers have sent
mixed signals tegarding che use of benefit-
cost analysis in policy evatuation. Cangress
has passed scveral statutes to prorect health,
safety, and the environment that effectively

SCIENCE +
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preclude che considerstion of benefits and
costs In the development of certain regula.
tions, even though other statutes acrually
réquire the use of henefit-cost analysis (8).
Meanwhile, former presidents Cartcr, Ren-
gan, and Bush snd President Clinton have
all introduced formal processes for review-
ing cconomic implications of major envi-
ronmentul, health, and safcty regulatons,
Apparently the Executive Branch, charged
with designing and implementing regulu-
tions, has seen a need o develop a yardstick
against which the cfficiency of repulatory
proposals can be asscssed. Benefit-cost anal-
yais has been the yardstick of choice (9).

We sugpest thar benefit-cost analysis has
a potentially important role to play in help-
ing inform regulatory decision-making, ul-
though it should not be the sole basis for
such decision-making. We offer the follow-
ing eight pringiples on the appropriate use
of benefit-cost analysis (10).

1} Benefitcost analysis is useful for com-
paring the favorable and unfuvorable effects of
policies. Benefir-cost analysis can help deci-
sion-makers better undersrand the implica-
tions of decisions by identifying and, where
appropriate, quantifying the favorable and
unfavorable consequences of a proposed
policy change, even when information on
benefits and costs, is highly uneertain. In
some cases, however, benefit-cost analysis
cannot he used ro conclude thar the eco-
nomic benefits of a decision will excced or
fall short of its costs, because there is simply
too much uncertainty.

2) Decision-makers showld not be precluded
Jrom considering the economic costs and henefits
of different policies in the developmere of vegu-
lavions. Agencies showld be allowed 1o use eco-
nomic analysis to help set regudarory priovites.
Rcmaving statutory prohibitions on the bal-
ancing of benefits and costs can help pro-
mote more efficient and cffecrive regulation.
Congress could further promote more effec-
tive use of resources by explicitly asking
agencies to consider benefirs and costs in
formulating their regulatory priorities.

3) Benefit-cost analysis should be required
for all major regulatory decisions. Although the
precise definition of “major” requires judg-
mene ({1}, this gencral requirement should
be applied to all government ageneies. The
scale of a benefit~cost analysis should depend
on both the stakes involved and the likeli-
hood that the resvlting informntion will af-
fect the ultimate decision. For example, ben-
cfitcost analyses of policics intended to re-
tard or halt depletion of stratospheric ozong
were worthwhile because of the large stakes
involved and the potential for influencing
public pelicy.

4) Although agencies should be required to
conduct benefit-cost analyses for major deci-
sions and to explain why they have selected
actions for which reliable evidence indicates

221
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that expected benefits are significantly less
than expécred costs, those agencies should not
be bound by strict benefit-cost tests. Factors
other than aggregatc economic¢ benefits
and costs, such as equity within and across
penerations, may be important in some
decisions.

5) Benefits and costs of proposed policies
should be quantified wherever possible. Best
estimates should be presented along with a
description of the uncertaintes. In most in-
stanccs, it should be possible to describe the
effects of proposed policy changes in quan-

tieative terms; however, noc all impaces can

be quuntified, lct alone be given a monetary
valuc. Thercfore, care should be taken o
ussure thac quantitative factors do not dom-
inate important qualitative factors in deei-
sion-making. If an agency wishes to intro-
duce a “margin of safety” into a decision, it
should do so cxplicitly (12).

Whenever possible, valucs used to quan-
tify benefits and costs in monétary terms
should be based on trade-offs that individ-
uals would make, either directly or, as is
often the casc, indircetly in labor, housing,
or other markers (13). Benefic-cost analysis
is premised on the notion that the valucs o
be assigned to program effects—favorable or
unfavorable—should be those of the affect-
ed individuals, nor the values held by econ-
omists, moral philosophers, environmental-
ists, or othens.

6} The more external review. that regulatory
analyses receive, the better they are likely to be.
Historically, the U.S. Office of Manage-
ment and Budger has played a key role in
reviewing selected major regulations, pae-
ticulnrly rhuse aimed ac protecting the en-
vironment, health. and safery. Peer review
of economic analyses should be used for
regulations with putentially farpe cconomic
impacts {14). Retrospective asscssments of
selected regufatory impact analyses should
be carrled out periodicaily.

7) A cove set of economic assumptions
showuld be used in calcidating benefits and costs.
Key variables include the social discount rate,
the value of reducing risks of premature death
and accidents, and the values associated with
other improvements in health. it is importane
ro be ahle to compare results across analy.
sts, and a comvmon ser of economic assump-
tions increases the feasibility of such com-
parisone. In addition, a common sct of ap-
propriate ¢conomic assumptions can im-
prove the quality of individual analyses. A
single npency should cstablish a set of de-
fanlt values for rypical benefits and costs
and showld develop a standard format far
presenting results,

Both economic efficiency and inter
generarional equity tcquire that bencfits
and costs experienced in future years be
given less weight in decision-making than
those experienced today. The rare at
which fueure benefirs and casts should be
discounted to present values will generally
not equal the ratec of recurn on private
investment. The disesunt rare should in-
stead be based on how individuals cradc off
current for future eonsumption. Given un-
eereaincies in identifying the corrccr dise
count rate, it is appropriate to yse 3 range
of rates. Ideally, che same range of dis-
count rates should be used in all regulatory
analyses.

8) Although benefit-cost analysis should fo-
cus primarily on the overall relation between
benefits and costs, a gond analysis will also
identify important dismilntional consequences.
Available data often permit rcliable cstima-
vion of major policy impacts on imporeant
subgroups of the pupulation (15). On the
other hand, environmental, health, and
safety regularions are neither effective nor
efficient wwols for achieving redistribucional
goals.

Conclusion. Benefit.cost analysis can
play ‘an imporrant role in legislative and
regulatory policy debates on prortecting
and improving healch, safety, and the nat-
ural environment. Although formal bene-
fit-cost analysis should not be viewed as
either necessary or sufficient for designing
sensible public policy, it ean provide an
exceptionally useful framework for consis-
tently organizing disparate informarion,
and in this way, it can greatly improve the
process and, hence, the outcome of policy
onalysis. If properly done, bheneflr-cost
analysis can be of preat help to agencies
participating in the development of envi-
ronmentl, health, and safery repulations,
and it can likewise be useful in evaluating
agency decision-making and in shaping
statures.
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The drive to put cost limits on

regulatory benefits isn’t dead yet.

EGULATORY reform, shorthand for the
R Republican push to require regulators to
take account of economic costs as well as
benefits in rule-making, crashed and burned in
-the Senate last summer. But there is a glimnier of
hope that a coalition of Republicans and moder-
ate Democrats can fashion a compromise —
reform lite, if you will — before it is hopelessly
mired in election year politicking.

Much depends on the willingness of Democrats
to sacrifice what has become a dandy partisan
issue. Even more turns on the resourcefulness of
. Bob Dole, the Senate majority leader and the
Republican choice to challenge President Clinton,
who has very good reasons at the moment to
demonstrate his ideological flexibility.

T ] e o -

What a difference a year makes. With conser-
vative Republicans riding high, Mr. Dole led the
charge for sweeping changes that would have
required Federal agencies to show that the bene-
fits of all regulations exceeded the costs.

As an abstraction the concept is unassailable.
By definition, rules that exact costs in excess of
benefits are bad rules. Besides, Robert Stavins,
an economist at the Kennedy School of Govern-
ment at Harvard, notes that even where the law
prohibits considcration of costs in pursuit of man-
dated goals — the Clean Air Act, for example —
regulators never truly ignored them. “Surely it
would be better,’” he argues, ‘‘to consider costs in
thé front room rather than the back room.”

_ But some benefits are very difficult to guantify.
It is hard to say, for éxample, how much it is

worth to make post offices accessible to wheel- -

chairs, or how much Americans would lose if
. pollutants from distant power plants reduced
visibitity on the rim of the Grand Canyocn to 20

Economic Scene

Peter Péssell_

Niculae Asciu

miles from 100 miles. Relying on the courts as the
-arbiter would, at very least, be cumbersome. “It
would-amount to a full employment act for regu-
‘latory lawyers,"” says Robert Hahn, an economist
at the American Enterprise Institute.
Democrats charged that the Dole bill was an
invitation to nullify a quarter-century of health,
safety and environmental rules and to tie up new
regulatory initiatives indefinitely.  They fright-
ened enough fence-sitting senators to make it
impossible te stop a filibuster, effectively killing
the bilt before Mr. Clinton got to veto it. Indeed,
polls suggest that the bill was a disaster for the
.Republicans in general and Bob Dole in particu-
lar, tarring them as lackeys.of business interests.
But regulatory change is not quite dead. For
one thing, policy wonks from both parties are still
beating the drums for it. Last week, a who's who
of majnstream economists ranging from the No-
bel laureate Kenneth J. Arrow to Richard L.
Schmalensee of M.L.T., who was an adviser on
regulaticn to President George Bush, published a
statement in Science magazine defending the role
of cost-benefit analysis in Government rule-mak-
ing. And today, the Center for Innovation and the

_Environment, a nonpartisan arm of the influen-

tial Democratic Leadership Council, plans to ca!l
for a “second generation of environmental pro-
tection’ — one that faces up. to the costs of
greening America. .

More important, the politics of regulation re-

mains volatile. Mr. Dole needs to find a way back -

to the middle. if he is to win the support of the
mineral water and granola crowd in the suburbs.
Meanwhile, centrist Democrats, including Sena-
tor Carl Levin of Michigan, understand that last
summer’s triumphant rejection of change could
become this summer's failure to save factory
jobs in the swing states of the Midwest. He argues
that for the moment, environmentalists have a
chance to negotiate from a position of strength,
compromising to ‘‘get the issue behind us.”
Mr. Levin fashioned a kinder, gentler alterna-

- tive to the Dole bill that would mandate cost-

benéfit analysis, yet give the executive branch
considerable leeway to use other criteria in judg-
ing proposed rules. And while he notes that “it

" was unacceptable to business, environmental

groups and the White House,"” the political risks of
delay could still drive the parties to the bargain-
ing table. - ‘ '

_Mr. Stavins of Harvard, one of the signers of the -
Science magazine statement, would like to see a
compromise that forces the agencies to weigh .

costs against benefits and explain themselves if,
in the end, they choose to override the policy

dictated by the numbers. That way, the political .

risks in ignoring costs would increase. At very
least the public would learn whether it cost, say,
2] cents or $21,000 for éach visit by a wheelchair-
bound American to the post office.

What is most frustrating in this debaté is that "

the: stalemate serves hardly anyone's interest.
Mr. Halin argues that ‘“we have the technical
know-how” to refine rule-making, clarifying the
facts undermining rational debate over issues
ranging from asbestos to airline safety. Still lack-
ing, apparently, is faith among competing inter-
ests that more information is better than less.
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Dole to Offer Amendment
"To Health Insurance Bill

, By ROBERT PEAR
WASHINGTON, April 17 — Sena—

. tor Bob Dole, the likely Republi¢an

nominee for President, has told othér
senators that he will try to amend a
bipartisan health insurance .bill to
encourage Imedical savings ac-
counts, a proposal that puts him
squarely at odds with President Clin-
ton.

The proposal, strongly supported
by conservative Republicans, would

create tax incentives for people to

establish such savings accounts.to
pay medical expenses, as an alterna-
tive to standard health insurance.

Conservatives like Senator- Don
Nickles of Oklahomia, chairman of
the ‘Senate Republican Policy Com-
mittee, support such accounts, say-
ing they encourage people to take
more responsibility for their medical
spending and give them virtually un-
limited choice of doctors and hospi-
tals.

Opponents say the accounts appeal

* most to people who are relatively

healthy and well-off, leaving tradi-

~ tional insurance coverage to sicker

7' and poorer people and thus making it

more expensive,
‘The chief sponsor of the bill, Sena-
tor Nancy Landon Kassebaum, said

. today that she would resist efforts to

amend it. Mrs. Kassebaum, a Kansas
Republican, said she had the votes to
block medical savings accounts. She
said she feared that such a proposal
wotld.undermine support for her bill,
which is intended tc make health

¢ insurance more readily available.

Mr. Dole, the majority leader, and
the supporters of his propoesal “‘don’t
have 50 votes for medical savings
accounts,” Mrs. Kassebaum said. ..

Senator Edward M. Kennedy of
Massachusetts, the main Democrat-
ic co-sponsor of the legislation, said
tonight, “The"addition of highly con-
troversial riders like medical sav-
ings accounts will certainly sink the
bill.” -

The House last month passed a
similar but more complicated bill
that includes medical savings ac-
counts. The bills are the first major
effort to make health insurance
more accessible to Americans since

the demise of Mr. Clinton’s ambi-

tious proposal in 1994. Their main
purpose -is to guarantee that people
in employer-sponsored health plans
can.obtain health insurance if they
switch jobs or lose their jobs.

By pushing medical savings ac-
counts at this time, Mr. Dole would
put himself at odds with Mr. Clinton,
who sharply criticized such accounts
when they were mcluded in the
House bill.

But Kevin L. Keams chairman of
the Business Coalition for Affordable
Health Care, which represents 1.7
million businesses, said, “Senator
Dole needs to include medical sav-

- ings accounts to put his stamp on this
* legislation.” Otherwise, Mr. Kearns

said, Mr. Clinton will get all the cred-
itforit.

Senator Robert F. Bennett of Utah,
chairman of the Republicans’ Health
Care Task Force, said Mr. Dole out-

.lined his plans at a lunch for Republi-

can senators on Tuesday. Two other
Senators at the meeting, Mr. Nickles
and Senator Trent Lott of Mississip-
pi, quoted Mr. Dole as saying he
intended to offer the proposal on
medical savings accounts as part of
an amendment to the bill.

Speaker Newt Gingrich is a strong
supporter of medical savings ac-
counts, but when- the House passed
its bill, he said, “If the President

.

sends up a veto signal, maybe we
would have to back down.”

Without explicitly threatenmg a
veto, the White House said last
month, ‘‘Medical savings accounts
will provide a tax break for the
healthiest and wealthiest individuals .
and attract them out of the general
health insurance market, potentially
raising premiums for ail other peo-
ple "y

Maneuvering over the "bill has
strained relations between Mr.-Dole
and Mrs. Kassebaum, who is chair-
woman of the Committee on Labor
and Human Rescurces.

Michael Horak, a spokesman for
Mrs, Kassebaum, said: “She is ada-
mant that medical savings accounts
not be attached to the bill. She witl
aggressively oppose such an amend-
ment, whether it is offered by the
majority leader or any other senator.
She believes that attaching medical ,
savings accounts to -this bill will.
threaten enactment of the legisla-
tion, and she believes that many
thoughtful Republicans support
her.”

Senator Bennett, a co-sponsor of
the bill, said he had intended to sup-
port the ‘‘no amendments’ strategy,
but did not want to undercut Mr.

Going against the
wishes of a fellow
Kansas Republican..

-

‘Dole.

“When ‘my leader has an amend-
ment, I have to call my previou$
comments inoperative,” Mr. Bennett
said. ““With Senator Dole supporting
it, 'm inclined to favor the amend-
ment.”

Mr, Dole is workmg with Senator
William V. Roth Jr., the chairman of
the Fmahce Committee, on the
amendment, which would also in-
crease the tax deduction for health
insurance purchased by people who
are self-employed. Democrats gen:
erally support this proposal. c

Virginia Koops, a spokeswoman
for ‘Mr. Roth, a Delaware Repubh-

- can, said the amendment would also

crack down on Medicare fraud and
let people with terminal fllnesses re-
ceive tax-free payments of amounts :
owed to their survivors under hte
insurance contracts.

"Two Democratic Representatlves
Robert G, Torricelli of New Jersey

_and Andrew Jacobs Jr. of Indiana,

sent a letter to Mr. Clinton today
urging him to. support medical sav-
ings accounts, which they described’
as a “wonderfully innovative idea.””.

People whe establish medical sav-
ings accounts would use them to pay
medical expenses up to a certain
level — say, $1,500 for an individual
and $3,000 for a family. Under the
proposals in Congress, people with

- the accounts would have to buy in-

surance to help cover medical ex:
penses exceeding those amounts.

An employer or an employee could
put money into the account, and that
money would belong to the employeé:
Any money not used in one year
could be carried over and invested.
Earnings on such investments would
not be taxed, and money withdrawn
would not be subject to income tax i
it was used for medical expenses.
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By JOHN H. CUSHMAN Jr. . | environmental organizations_wrote

WASHINGTON, March 11 — An-.

other major proposal to give indus-
try broad relief from costly Govern-
ment rules is coming to the Sepate
soon, but this time not from the Re-
publican leaders whose ambitious
antiregulatory agenda has been sty-
mied so far. Instead, its author is
influential Democrat, and his prag-l
posal has stirred deep unease amdng
environmental, labor and consumer

groups and in the Clinton Adminis-.

tration. . .
Together they have fought for the
last year against a determined effort
by Congressional Republicans to roll
back health, safety and environmen-
tal regulations. Now they are in-

tensely lobbying the author of the .

new proposal, Senator Carl Levin,
trying to persuade the Michigan
Democrat to scale back his bill or to,
abandon it. And they are enlisting the
United Auto Workers and other
groups with influence in -his home
state to underline their message.

Mr. Levin's ‘efforts behind the-

scenes have provoked this strong re-
action because he has the support of
some business ieaders who may be
able to convince Republicans that he
is on the right track, and because he
: presumably could attract many
¢ Democrats to join him. That combi-
. nation might overcome the partisan
divisions. that ‘killed a regulatory
overhaul in the Senate last year.

Mr. Levin would not go as far as

the original Republican proposal
that the House passed last year. But
he said he intended his measure to

force agencies to make real changes °

, In their rules, :and that has alarmed
! environmentalists; who fear under-

mining a generation of protections

‘against poflution. | .

For weeks Mr. Levin has been
negotiating with  environmental

" groups and Administration officials,
sharing draft affer tedious draft of

. his bill, but so far they say they are
not satisfied. They plan to meet with
him again on Tuesday. )

At the same time, he has been
working closely with representatives
of the Business Roundtable, a group
whose members head the nation’s
biggest corporations. |, .

- Mr. Levin, who said in an inter-
view that he intended to introduce
the bill this week, may be well posi-
tioned as a deal maker.

Long an advocate of regulatory
relief, he supperted a bipartisan ai-
ternative that the Senate narrowly
rejected last year, Then he played a

Republican proposal, which died in
the Senate after Democrats three
times defeated motions to cut off
.debate and bring the issue to a final
vote. .

Now the issue of curbing the Gov-
ernment’s regulatory powers is sud-
denly elbowing its way back into the
limelight. Last week the House lead-
ership canceled a debate on regula-
tory relief when moderate Republi-
cans complained that a Republican

proposal before the House went too
far. Yet another proposal, offered by "
Bond, a Mis-'
souri Republican, could come to the
Senate floor this week.

Meanwhile, many in industry are
signaling that they would settle for
-something less than the ambitious
proposals the Republicans pressed
last year. . v

Mr. Levin’s bill, while not as
sweeping as the main Republican
proposals, is intended to make signi-
icant changes in how Federal agen-
cies carry out a broad range of laws
on public health, safety and the envi-
ronment, according to people in-
volved in drafting it.

Last week, the leaders of 13 major

to. tell him that “the proposal has
numercus serious flaws.”

" Mr. Levin’s draft would encourage
‘Federal agencies to take much more

- account of the costs of regulations

protecting public health, safety and
the environment, seeking to make
sure that the benefits are worth-
while. It wbuld also give the courts
new grounds to review agency deci-
sions.” Industry groups have long
complained that too often environ-
mental regulations cost more than
they are worth. ,

‘The bill is loosely patterned after a

proposal_sponsored last year by Sen-

ator J. Bennett Johnston, Democrat
of Louisiana, and Senator Bob Dole
of Kansas, the majority leader, and
backed mainly by Republicans, but it
omits many -of the provisions that
raised the fiercest oppesition from
Democrats, who said the Dole bill
jeopardized a generation of environ-
mental protection. It is considerably
leSs radical than the version that
passed the House last year. :

Mr. Levin said he was adamant
that his bill not override existing law
in situdtions where regulatory agen-
cies now give more weight to protect-

" ing public health or the environment
than to limiting costs as they write
rules about clean air, water pollu-
tion, worker safety and the like. Ear-
lier bilis left opponents fearful that
such laws would be overridden.

And Mr. Levin said that the Senate
should pass his bill only with the
understanding that its fine print
would not be rewritten in subsequent
negotiations with the House.

“It is such a complicated subject, .
and the ground shifts significantly
every time the House Republicans
propose something extreme, which
they have done .on so many occa-
sions,” Mr. Levin said. “It makes a
more moderate approach to it very,
very, difficult. Everything gets
thrown intc a caldron of discussion

where instead of analytical lan-
guage, it is labels and preconceptions
and generalities.” .

Senator Levin said he-wanted the
bill -to be-considered -carefully in
hearings before the. Senate Govern-
mental Affairs Committee before
coming to the Senate for a full debate
— not tacked suddenly onto some
other bill and vote¢ up or down be-
fore most members understand what
isinit. o

But he conceded that “circum-
stances out of my control” might
force quick aclion without hearings,
especially if the Senate considered
broadening Mr. Bond's bill. If that
happens, it might be Mr. Levin’s only
chance to bring his proposal to
vote. :
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—ﬁ&éc&&_ Says CIintonﬁelpec? |
Ex-Partner Get Improper Loan

LITTLE ROCK, Ark., March 11
(AP) =— As Governor of Arkansas,
Bill Clinton helped secure a $300,000
business loan for a business partner
that she instead put into her personal

Checking account, a Federal pros-

gcutor argued today at the opening of
the Whitewater trial here.

The} partner, Susan M¢Dougal, had
told the findncier, David L. Hale,
that she was going to use the money
for her real estate marketing compa-
ny, the prosecutor, Ray Jahn, said in
‘his opening statement. Mr. Hale

spoke with Mr. Clinton about the loan,

later, Mr. Jahn said.
Mr. Jahn said that Mrs. McDougal,
her former husband, James B.

The opening of a
trial related to the
, Whitewat_e'r' inquiry.

McDougal, and Mr. Clinton’s succes-
sor as Governor of Arkansas, Jim
Guy Tucker, got nearly $3 million in
illegal Joans from Mr. Hale in the
mid-198¢s. -

“It was the intention of the defend-
ants to go in, obtain the money, make
their profits-and sneak the money
back,” Mr. Jahn said. “This was
nearly the perfect crime. Until David
Hale came forward in 1993, the cnme
was undiscovered.”

Later, defense lawyers attacked
Mr, Hale’s credibility and urged ju-
rorsnot to believe him.

“He was a fraud from the top of his

head to the bottom of his feet,” said
Mr. Tucker’s lawyer, W. H. Sutton.

Mr. Tucker and the McDougals

are accused of arranging sales of
real estate at inflated prices to fun-

nel extra money into Mr. Hale’s Cap- "'
ital Management Services, a lender
backed by the Small Business Ad-
ministration. Mr. McDougal faces 19
charges, Mr. Tucker, 11, and: Mrs.
McDougal, 8.

Neither Mr. Clinton nor his wife,
Hillary, are charged in the case. ‘

During a break, Mr. Tucker said
he did not recall the events the same
way as the prosecutors.

“I've heard almost nothing that
was accurate,” Mr. Tucker said.

Sam Heuer, Mr. McDougal’s law-
yer, said, “That meeting: between
Hale and Clinton at the Capitol nev-
er, ever, ever took place.” .

Mr. Clinton has called Mr. Hale's
claims “a bunch-of bull.” Mr. Clinton
is expected to testify for the defense,
probably in early April. His testimo-
ny could be given in person, via

"videotape or by satellite.

Before the court convened today,
Mr. McDougal said he had declined
an offer of immunity from the Gov--
ernment in exchange for his testimo-
ny. Government lawyers denied
making the offer.

Mr. Jahn acknowledged that Mr.
Hale. was a.convicted felon, but he
maintained that Mr. Hale had been a
trusted member of a circle of con-
spirators until he began codperating

_with Whitewater investigators.

The Clintons and the McDougals

‘were partners in the Whitewater

land land development in northern

Arkansas.

. Mr. Jahn gave his ' openmg state-
ment t0 a nine-woman, three-man
jury after Judge George Howard Jr.
of Federal District Court reinstated .
a black woman on the jury, saying
she had been improperly excluded by
the prosecution.

The jury has nine white and three
black members. One alternate is a
woman who has worn a Star- Trek
uniform to every court session.



| ADVERSARIES BACK-
POLLUTION RULES
NOW ON THE BOOKS

BUT FLEX!BILITY IS URGED

~ Clinton Panei of Activists and
{ndustry to Issue Report —

' Campaign Use Hinted A‘

By JOHN H. CUSHMAN Jr.

WASHINGTON, Feb. 11 — Aftera
year in which industry and environ-
mental groups have been at war
over Republican-led efforts to roll

' back Federal environmental regula-
tions, a2 Presidential panel with ad-
versaries from both sides has
reached a rare consensus that while
the existing system can be im-
proved, it must not be weakened.

Rather than strip away many en-’

vironmental regulations, as Republi-
cans in Congress tried to do last fall,
the panel calls for a new regulatory
framework to give businesses more

fiexibility in preventing pollution —

but only if they can perform better
than is required under the current
system of strict safeguards.

The group included two sides that
are more likely to be found in court
than at a negotiating table: leading
companies in the oil, paper and
chemical industries, all of which
have supported Republican propos-
ais for regulatory relief, and major
environmental organizations that
have accused the industries of trying
to undo 25 years of progress. It also
included members of President Clin-
ton's Cabinet and labor and civil
rights groups.

In its final report, the panel, the
President’s Council on Sustainable
Development, also calls for a com-
prehensive review of taxes and cor-
porate subsidies, aimed at increas-
ing taxes on pollution and consump-
tion in exchange for cutting income
takes.

It urges long-range steps to stabil-
ize the country’s population, includ-
ing more Federal money for family-
planning and contraceptive re-
-search. .And it says the United
States, “‘even in the face of scientific
uncertamty " should lead the world
in heading off serious or irreparable
global trends like climate change.

The report will be issued by the
White House in the next few weeks,
and in the months ahead it appears
destined to serve as the environmen-
tal platform for Mr. Clinton’s re-
election campaign. Members of the
council, created by the President in
1993, gave a copy of the report to The
New York Times.

For months, Mr. Clinton has been

. striving to make environmentalism
a key issue separating him from the
Republicans, The report offers him a
coherent environmental credo that

Continued on Page B7, Column 1
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is not anchored in the status quo and
that draws support not only from
liberals but also from businesses.
_“Implicitly, this denounces the
kind of work that the Congress has
been up to for a year,” said Kathleen
A. McGinty, who heads the White
House Council on Environmental
Quality and who as Mr. Clinton’s top
environmental aide worked closely
with the President’s Council on Sus-
tainable Develcpment.

“‘The environment is something
that brings us together as a nation. It
is a deplorable idea to use it to polar-
ize the nation.”

The President’s council spent
three years touring the country and
debating how to balance economic

growth and environmental protec-:
.tion. Ameng the members were lead-

ers of environmental organizations
like the Natural Resources Defense
Council, the Sierra Club and the En-
vironmental Defense Fund, and ex-
ecutives of the Georgia-Pacific Cor-
poration, the Enron Corporation, and
the Chevron Corporation.

“The current polarization is just
the reason why our agreement is
.important,” wrote the council’s co-
.chairmen, Jonathan Lash, president

\Proposing more

flexibility in

preventing pollution. |

of the World Resources Institute, and
David T. Buzzelli, vice president of
. the Dow Chemical Corporation.

At the outset, council members
rcould not even agree on the basic
‘issue of whether economic growth in
itself was a good thing, they recalled.

The report binds no one and the
recommendations are often vaguely
couched, but these weaknesses may
be offset by the political power of a
joint statement from such an unlike-
‘ly coalition.

Mr. Clinton has aiready begun to
adopt the. report’'s language, as he
did in calling for tough but flexible
environmental standards in his State
‘of the 'Union spéech in January. And
some of the report’s language is un-
mistakably redolent of the campaign
trail.

“Americans want to take back
control of ‘their lives,” the report
proclaims, at once acknowledging
and endorsing a shift of environmen-
tal power and responsibility away
from the government and toward
individuals and enterprises:

The report’s chapter on regula-
tions is perhaps the most pertinent to
the current political debate.

“We didn’t start the conversation
by asking, ‘What are we going to roll
back?’ " said Mr. Buzzelli of Dow
Chemical. *“You have to say, ‘What
do we have that is worth keeping, and
what do we really need to do to get

. better?'”

Mr. Lash of the World Resonrces
Institute added, **There was a strong
feeling on the council that if you pull

- the foundation stones out, it is really

hard to go ahead and build a new
building."”

Republicans in Congress, strongly
supported by business groups, tried
and failed last year to undo many
environmental regulations, provok-
ing an intense struggle with environ-
mentalists and the Clinton Adminis-
tration. While Republican leaders
have promised to try once again to
push through changes this year, the
momentum is going against them,

-,e——
and they are likely to take a more.
moderate approach.

In recent weeks, however, many
business leaders have begun advis-
ing Republicans in Congress that
they should scale back their earlier -
proposals, if they expect to succeed
in providing any regulatory relief to
industry.

The President’s council shares
some of the goals but few of the
methods of the Republican approach,
which would have changed how ex-
isting environmental laws are car-
ried out by imposing elaborate new
studies of costs and benefits, and by
opening up new opportunities for-in- .
dustry to challenge burdensome
rules in court.

Instead, the councii called for add-
ing, not stripping away, a layer of
environmental protection. The cur-
rent system of standards, deadlines,
permits, and inspections, while: it
might be modified, would be retained
as a kind of safety net. At a higher
level of performance, companies
would be free to innovate,

To this end, the report endorsed
using financial incentives instead of

- dictates to discourage pollution, and
putting more emphasis on resuits
than on how they are obtained. The
aim less costly, but not less effective,
pollution control — and, whetever
possible, preventing pollution rather
than spending to clean it up.

“Regulations that specify per-
formance standards based on strong
protection of health and the environ-
ment — but without mandating the
means of compliance — give compa-
nies and communities flexibility to |
find the most cost-effective way to
achieve environmental goals,” the -
report said. |

‘“‘But this flexibility must be cou-
pled with accountability and enforce-

_ ment to insure that public health and
the environment are safeguarded.

It called for giving agencies like
the Environmental Protection Agen- -
cy specific authority to move away
from “‘one size fits all” regulations.
But it warned that a proliferation of
pilot programs and demonstration
projects would drive the agency's
budget up, not down, as Congress has
tried to do.

In lntetviews, members of the
council said the report was no less
important for having steered clear of
detailed prescriptions for new poli-
cies, new legisiation, or new pro-
grams. Instead, they said the council
chose to cite gmund-breakmg pro-
grams that are already getting re-
sults, often without much publicity.

The “most important finding” of
the council, the report said, is that
new approaches can work only if
they are based on collaboration and
€ONsensus. .
- That has been a consistent refrain
of the Clinton Administration all
along, but cne that has not always
worked as hoped. In disputes over
issues like forestry and-automobile
efficiency, some of the. Administra- '
tion’s previous efforts at building
consensus were disappointing. ’

The early arguments over whether
growth was good or bad finally were
answered in the very first words of
the statement of beliefs that all the
members finally endorsed:

““To achieve our vision of sustain-
able development, some things must
grow — jobs, productivity, wages,
capital and savings, profits, informa-
tion, knowledge and education — and
others — poliution, waste and pov-
erty — must not.”

Thdt formulation, obvious as it
might seem, drove the group toward
a central conclusion: that efficiency,
profit and environmental protection
are all linked. “Pollution is waste,
waste is inefficient, and inefficiency
is expensive,” they summed up.




Hourly News Summary
Around the World Around the Clock...with United Press International.
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The candidates are busy in anticipation of tonight's important Iowa
caucuses. It's thelr chance to un-seat Bob Dole as the GOP presidential
front-runner.

Three other Republican contenders appeared at a Des Moines rally over the
weekend, with several thousand conservative Christians. Texas Senator Phil
Gramm,'comentator Pat Buchanan, and talk show host Alan Keyes each signed a
pledge vowing not to legalize same-sex unions.

_0_

Authorities say one of the engineers in Friday's deadly train collision in
New Jersey was involved in several earlier mishaps, including a derallment.

Investigators say engineer John DeCurtis, who drove one of the trains in
the accident that killed three and injured 162, was suspended more than 100
days for bypassing red signals, skipping a statlon and once derailing a train.

_0_

President Clinton has declared parts of northwest Idaho a disaster area
‘because of heavy rain in the past week that has caused flooding. The Federal
Emergency Management Agency is coordinating recovery operations in nine
counties and the Nez Perce Indian reservation.

-

Pope John Paul II says youth are open to " ‘fraternity, peace, dlaloque"
and has called on them to be " “craftsmen of social renovation'' to help
confront drug trafficking, violence and other problems. The address before
202 000 Venezuelan youths came on the last day of the pope s Latin America
trip. -

-0 '
Researchers say religions of all kinds seem to help people stay healthier
"and live longer.

The scientists say at the annual meeting of the American Association for
the Advancement of Science that theories differ as to why, but twenty-two out
of 27 studies link church attendence with lower disease rates and longer life.

-o-

A boy believed to have ‘died in a brushfire that trapped a Hong Kong school
hiking group has been found alive but there was no trace of a teacher missing
in the outing that claimed four lives.

The discovery of the boy left unclear the identities of the four bodies
found in Hong Kong's semi-rural New Territories near the Chinese border.

-0~ ‘

By Shirley Smith (UPI) .

kkkk filed by:UPi?(--) on 02/12/96 at 05:21EST *%*%
*kk* printed by:WHPR(BAND) on 02/12/96 at 05:46EST *##&#



1 cles

- BySreemmeN MeutA™ . ¢

Sm!f Reporterof THE WALL STREFT JOURNAL *

- The Senate this week will hold hearings™ :

) .. 6n strengthenin| ory Flexibil- -
- ity Acl, a change that apparently has near .

‘unanimous suppor among awmakers yel -
hasTa l:l'l- T m‘.m[mi [ova
Tlar, L .

SO

. they also expressed diSappo!

" how long itis taking to enact suchchanges; -

whlch were rhst proposed about a decade

'ag S

"lts rrustratlng " says J'ohn Wang. .
. owner of John Wang Associates. a market: .
. mgconsultlngfirmlnNewYorlz -Mr. Wang
ywasa (delegate to the White House Canfer-"

ente on Small Business in Washlngton last .

"J .summer; ' i’ which parllclpnnts named

, sirenglbening the reégulatory-Nexibility .
‘law as one_of their iop. three policy
recommendations. ' “Everybody pays lip-

.[:service lo small.business, but it seems:

“small business ends up getting the short

end of the stick,” he says. )
The Senate mmittee
will discuss measures to beef up the regu-.

Iatory ex 'y 1aw

y-TlexTbiliy Taw at & Wednzsauy hear:
ing On proposed small-Dusiness Jegisiation.
The Tegulalory-IlExibiIly proposal would
allow small businesses to sue federal agen--
al Tail 10 adher: Ide-
lines. The proposal also would subject the

"+ interna id

“it-is exempf l'rom'Tm'law. !o Te| ggl 'loTy-

- flexibility rules:

mall-bus ness owners have lound it
‘frustrating’. that polltlclans continue to-
debate an Issue that appears to hdve little

“ulators will take 1h&%aw more sexlously i
lhe th awsuits exists. Presldenl

.Cliniton and lawmakers
ha @ s ulterly
noncon rovetsial,” says Michael Roush,
.Senate. lobbyist: lor the National Federa- .

BMmmmmww

swee in,

“1hafZ Temains_in. limbo. .Last. year, . the*

» House approved a mieasure to- enhance,

‘of its sweeping-“Contract With America’;

. legisliation. It then became partof Majority
+Leader Robert Dolé's bill {0 revamp the:
_regulatory System that died last summer. i “public. Notarles do
-*+ 8en; Christopher Bond, a Missouri Re:
publl mmm busi:!

. ‘hess_panel; 15 _see

- alive through-the package
husl €55 Propos:

" Wedne

sive as Sen. Dole's bill, Sen. Bond's pro-

siie
small- | -

posal_cal§ 10 @ number of regulatory“. !
, overhauls, A8 Simpiication of Jan---

l

¥ tion of lndependent Buslness in Washlng- L
. [0" S

o ! Entrepreneurs cheered the renewed °

T push to enharice” the 1980 Jaw, which ress.

--| quires_federal agencles to assess-the im:

- pact-ol regulations on small business. But

nt over » -Existing regulatory-flexibility laws as part|

f

V- islgn.an oath that

« guage and rorms for small business regu-

lation.

ten by Sen. Charles
Tal, - and OIhers.

hasn't yet been introduced on the Senate .

floor, a spokeswoman for Sen. Robb says.

, @ Vlrginla

Annlher_nmmmmwr;_the
Regulatory Flexibility Act is parl of new-
: regulatoﬁl-reform %e%!s{a!}on §ejn§ wrtt-" c T

posal’

.~ Some small-business advocates ~ask .

- teet

“why |awmakers don'fsegarately propose a
bill that conslsts solely o to ve
latory-flexibilit

“*“The idea that the Regulatory Flexlblllty

_Act will pull aloiig the other legistation Is -
~5tmply. not going to work,” says Jere
Glover; head of the Small Business Admin- -

" | opposition. Smiall-business groups say feg- -

] N
- v

o

L
L

lstrat!on s Office of Advocacy. No one In -
such &

.. Congress. however h
proposal,

But Sen, Bond thinks small p nles‘

. will derive more iongF m
the Fassage of a_more comprehensive
- regulatory-overhaul bill such as his orSen

ere are, In the broader pack-

Dole's.
ages, measures that are designed not to

. stop regulations but to make sure they are.

fqin and good,”" he says. “To the extent
- that we can do more of that, 1 think the
entire economy, including small huslness,
will benefit.”

\l\'e‘
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Vo

‘ .he applied for the less-lofty office of notary
llttle mose than wit-

- sbut” they" are re

TRegfulatory F léhbﬂlty Is P ‘ hed Agarnxj’

g Senate Hearlng Is Slated on Giving Tec_th to 1980 Law

qff Repoﬂer of THE WALL STREET JOURN.
he ’s on’ & 'crusade. He's chqllenglng an’

: stitution_ barring. people ‘who’ deny the;
~ex|stence of a "Supreme Belng" ~from
" holding public office; o R Ly
;»* Afier lostng a bid for { govemor i 1990;:

“hess! | the‘ slgning of
legal - documents,

rnulred~ by law-to

they will defend the
: State ', -constiution |}
+ 50 help me God.”
Mr. - Sllverman .
“crossed out the word "God ' was refected
- and took his challenge to the state. oonslltu-
I tton 10 court..

* 53-year-old mathematics prolessor at the *
*College of Charleston; *'It's more of a lvil-

'-rlghts Issue than anything else: I justwant_ ‘

.a backwards law changed.”
" Mr. Silverman’s case’ comes as’ the
Rellglous Right is gaining political power

- and pushing its agenda to put more refl- .

+ glon Into ‘public life, Just last week, the
-*State~Senate in ‘Tennessee - -approved " a-
? résolution urging homes, businesses and

-='schopis to post and observe the Ten Com- -

- mandments, despite an opinion by the
. state attorney general that the measure is
* upéonstitutional. And in South Carolina,

.Chrlstl:en, he believes ‘the 128-year-old
"Supreme Being” clause In the state con-

- ;tltutlon “Is exactly the way It ought to .
A e. .

127 Legal experts say Mr. SH\rerman s bat-

. tle .alSo hghlights larger questions nbout,

Herb Sliverman may be an'athelst, but’~

B vlduals ftom lreely exercislng thel + Iy

* “It’s not really my lifelong dream’ to;.
become a notary,” says Mr. Silverman, 4=

the: eonstltutlonallly of “more~ commop’
. oaths,Including - those .used to swear in -
jurors and wltnesses at trials_in state and :
" federal-courts“around, the. country, The:

:* obscure clause in the South Carolina Con: - Flrst Amendment to the u.s. Constltution -

Nshing a state religion or preventlng Indi

Hefs.: - 5
< But’ ‘corts haven't always been clear~
-about the rights f nonbellevers, Some -
have satd that-jurors and witnesses must,";

rey-0'Halr in contempt and sent her to jail .--
In 1987 for refusing to sweay to God or make *

=51 A pledge. Ms: O'Hair, an- athelst and -
- granddaughter of prominent athelst Mada-

" lyn. Murray-O'Hair, had said’that even -

_ Stern, an-‘attorney with the Amerlean

pledging to tell the' truth.vould be a’
religious act.- Ms. O'Hair was. released:
after six hours In jail, but a federal appeals
court in Texas later refused her request to
Issue rules for judges on handllng nonbe- .
Iievers

Lawyers for religious nghts groups add
‘that courts haven't addressed the legality,
of references to God in government seals’

. and the common practice of government' -
--officlais voluntarily inserting the phrase.

-*50 help me God*" In their inaugural oaths:
Some U.S: Supreme Court justices have
suggested In opinlons*and dissents that

such common applications are too trivialto -~
the provision's constltutlonollty. is'appeal: - -

_amount to government “establishment” of *

religion. Last weéek, the high court-let” -
“stand a state Supreme Court ruling allow- -

ing Colorado _to keep a monument en-"

‘_graved with the Ten Commandments in
-ther sgeretary of stafe says that, as a .

& public park,
Mr. Silverman, however. has U. S. 8u-
" preme Court precedent on his side. Thirty-
flve years ago, the high court declared
. unconstitutional a Maryland law requiring
‘notarles to believe in God. The drafters of
the U.S. Constitution and First Amend-

menttlntended 10 put the “people securely
beyond the reach®of religious test oaths’
" for public-office, the high court said; "We

.. .’; reaffirm.that nelther 4 state noi"the -

federal government” can constitutionally 3 Insist that the governor rejected Mr:§li-

force Va- person_.'to" profess a. bellef" or
dlsbellel in any religion:%", - i,

) Pénnsylvania and- Arkaiisas. dre th
only other, statés besidés- Scuth- Cavolifia
-“that stilt have religiotis requirements for’
*public’office: on their books, hut neither:

- currently enforces Its law. Margaret Dow>" "4
- 5be given an altematlve to swearlng to.God' . Y > ney, a spokeswoman for the Free Thought
_"to tell thie-truth. .But.a Texas state court: ", Soclety of. Greater Philadelphia, says the::- svated less by legat principle and mare by
Judge found prospective juror Robin Mur:> "

group tested the Pennsylvania law.a few

yeats ago by having'a member. success-

fully- apply: for a notary llcense and will -
continue todoso: - . .

< ¥t's  amazing tome that South Carollna
is delendlng lits] constitution,” says Mark -

_Jewish Congress in New York. :

Mr. Silverman, a founding member of
Secular Humanists of the Low Country.
- group dedicated to religious tolérance, won:.
_a-round in his court battle last summer.
-Thats when- South. Carolina state court .

-Judge Thomas L. Hughston Jr. in Colum- -

- bia ruled that the First Amendment pre-
vents the state from. requiring public of- :
* ficeholders to have rellglous bellefs, even a

" basic belief in'God. Judge Hughston gave
" the state 30 days to act on Mr. Sllverman s

notary application.
The-state, which-hasn’t yet addressed

ing the judge’s’ decision on -procedural
‘grounds. It Insists that the governor re-
jected Mr. Silverman's. notary application
for technical reasons, including his fallure

* to get enough signatures of support from "

his state legislative delegation. Mr, Silver-
man says theé state hasn’t been that nit-
_ picky with any of its 33,000 other notaries -
-and that its real motivation is religious.
Most notariés pay a $25 fee and. are

routinely approved, state’ officials ac-

violates the .11.S. Constitution, but they

" verman’s application; for. legitimate rea;
gons. “At the time the: governor's office

v‘out ". says Brad, Warlng 2 Charleston
: attorney in prlvate practlce who ls repne-
““senting the state,

Gov David M. Beasley's position' s motl:

< religious politics, Gov. Beasley was elected
~in 1934 with strong support from the con-

‘servative Christlan Coalition-and Is'loath"].
-~ “_to drop a position in which he belleves
[undamentallsts sympathlze. the officials |

say:
Robyn Zimmerman, a spokeswoman
lor the governor, denles that he Is moti-
" vated by potitical considerations and says
*_ he belleves he shouldn't "‘unilaterally re-
-, verse'years of tradition.’” “If there needs

" to be a change,"” she adds. "lt should be | V

done.by the state court.” .

“* For his part, Mr. Silverman ls amazed

that South Carolina is spending tens of

. thousands of dollars in legal fees to oppose

his application. “It's crazy," he says, 1

~ can teath at 4 state- supported lnstltutlon
__v‘,but I'can 't be a notary.” -~ .

chrografx Says It Settled Smt

© Inc. safd it settled a suit it had l‘lled
‘recently.in federal district court in Dallas
against the Binney & Smith unit of Hall-
mark Cards Inc;, Kansas City, Mo.

.. At Issue were the terms of a license
agreement between the two companles.
. The settlement extends to Micrografx, a
software concern, the right to sell and
market its Crayola Art and Crayola Art.

Studio 2 software products through March |/

31, 1997, the. comnany said.

réviewed t, ‘the form  was, lncorrectly filled”

. Evenlawyers lorthe state aelmowledge A
> that.the South. Cnrollna clause probably . -

: :Some state officials, however. say that, PR

-

'PRESERVAT I'ON PHOTOCORY"

' RICHARDSON, Texas ='Mlcrografx | |7 _
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New Pfoposalé |

On Encryption

© " By JARED SANDBERS
Steff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
Two bills are -expected to be intro-
" duced in Congress that try to resolve
the deadlock between.the administration .
and the Internet industry on software.

epcryption, but industry EXECUHVES are

lukewarm to the new proposais.

The two proposals, sponsored by Demo_-
cratic Sen. Patrick J. Leahy of Vermont
and GOP Rep. Robert W. Goodlatte of
Virginia, seek to loosen government re-
strictions on encryption — mathematical
formulas that are used to scramble data”
beyond recognition of eavesdroppers. The
government prevents the export of strong
encryption because it hampers its efforts
to.monitor the actions ‘of terrorists and
foreign governments. The Clinton admin-

istration wants to set up government- .

approved repositories that keep copies of
mathematical keys for decoding encrypted
infarmation, so-law enforcement.officials

- -“can decode -private communications . lf

-

Those policies have met with um!orm
distaste on the part of the industry execu-
tives, who say that widespread use of _
strong encryption is essential to the suc- .
cess of electronic commerce over the Inter-
net. They argue that the administration’s
expott restrictions on strong cryptegra-
phy, determined by the length of the
key needed to unlock the code, are hurting
husiness- abroad where competitors can-
freely offer stronger encryption software. -

Producing a separate weaker versionof
encryption software for 1orelgn markets
not only raises costs but is becommg
pointless because hackers can now access

weaker code.
- *“The federal- govemment s ideas on
-encryption are based on a situation which
may have existed 10 or 20 years ago with

very little realization of the realities of ~ °

today,” said Sen. Leahy."“We're nof going .
to sell our computer programs if we'have

“outdated computer technology, especially
- if people-can buy it in Europe or Asia.”

The two new bills would allow for the
export of much stronger encryption pro-

available.” Sen. Leahy's proposal states
that the key-escrow scheme will be volun-
_ tary, and establishes rules by which-com- -
" panies rather than government agencies .
would hold-the keys for decoding data.
These companies would be liable for "
abuse of keys and subject to strict proce-

" vided that level of security was *‘generally ' -

dures for releasing the keys to law enforee- * .’

ment.

Though industry executives welcome: ~ =

the bills, they say the measures don’t go
far enough to unshackle high-tech compa- °
nies. Thomas .Parenty, product manager .
at the database firm Sybase Inc., said that
both bills represent “‘a good start.” But by
‘allowing U.S. companies 10 export encryp- -
tion only as strong as that.which is avail-
ablé overseas, Mr. Parenty said, ‘the bills
won't allow them to innovate and produce

- Superior products.

And putting keys in" thé hands of
third-party companies, they say, is still -
likely to meet industry opposition. B

People familiar with the bills said one -

motivation is to build support for a private -’ )

version of the key-escrow concept, which -
could be an opportunity for several compa-.
nies who are selling products based on the
idea. “'It would establish the legal frame-
work for their impletnentation to go for-
ward,” said James Bjdzos, chief executive.
officer of RSA Data Security Ine., an '
encryption-software company in Redwood *
City,Calif. i
* —Don Clark conmbuted to this artzcle

| Get Tepid Response -

_granted a court order. . b

- computers powerful enough R break the s

- | Internet Coalition Plans
. { Suit Opposing Reéstrictions
| By a WarL STREET JOURKAL Staff Reporter

"alition of Internet -companies, trade or- N
- ganizations and high-technology civil-lib- | .

1 ity of the new telecommunications bilt's § :

| tion, includes the American Library As-
3 sociation, the Association for American

.| such as Microsoft. Corp. -and America |}
. Onling Inc. The coalition seeks to chal-

| cency Act, which makes it illegal to make .
*“indecent” materials available to mi-

| month, face up to 8500000 in: ﬁnes and |1, -
- two years in prison.” .

' a T5-page complaint’ in U.S. Distriet
; Court here, say that the law infringes on ||-
.| the First Amendment’s speech protec- ||

. further fueling opposmon to the new

. PHILADELPHIA — A broad-based co-
erties groups are expected to file a law-4
suit today challenging the constitutional- |

restrictions on on-line communications,

The 40-member group, dubbed the ’
Citizens Internet Empowerment Coali- |~ -

Publishers, the Newspaper Association
of Ameriea and: high-tech companies

lenge the so-called Communications De-

nors over computer networks. Violators
of- the-measure, which was signed into
law by President Clinton earlier this

The ¢oalition, whichi is expected to file

tions. by .defining ‘‘indecency” too |}
broadly-and vaguely, allowing zealous’

* ~{ prosecutors, for example, to enforce the || |f
law against language in literary works‘ B
' ,and sex-education manuals LT 1o

- R . -

i tialcampa.lgnlastyear

{.fities Rulemaking Board proposal to]:
scrap the previous position that munici- | .|

P}

‘ vreﬁnements ‘o & “controversial rule.| .
 drafted by the MSRE and approved by, |-’ |
'| the SEC to combat the practice known as |-
R ;"paytoplay."wherebybond dealers con-:| - .
;|1 tribute to state and local officials’ cam:
paigns in’ hopes of winning bond. busn
ness. The SEC, while granting acceler: | |- .-
). atedapproval of the rule cha.nge. inv:ted

commenrs by March 15,

| state and local officials: But the rule sets | |-
.8 5250 limit on contributions. to candi- |.|-

| years.

* ER—

-

| SEC Reverses Rule Barring
-Some Political Donations -

. By @ WALL STREET Jomuszqffnepm-:er e ,",

“exceeded, their firms are barred from |

[ Stuggish Hiring Activity:
 Suggested by -Net Survey

} BHGWALLSM!TJOU‘RNALMJW!?‘» T

-+ MILWAUKEE — A quarterly job-out-.j:,

‘1| Jook survey suggests'that hiring activity [* .
| in the second quarter will be: the most._f

| increase projected for the current quar- |~
terandwellbelowthele%gmnmthelm LA
second quarter. Thelast time the net-hir-. |,
-ing fxgure was as low was in the flrst .-
| quarter-of 1994, when it was also 13%. .~ .
. A continumg “uncertainty prevmls L.
‘ »a.mung the nation's ‘employers. wmch

“sluggish in nearly two years, .
Ona seasonally adjusted. bas1s. 13%|

work' force.next quarter than reducing
cates. That is below the 16% net-hiring

“inhibits job growth,” ‘said Mitchell- S

the uncertainty compared .to last year's

. there -are, no indications .anywhere. of.

" add staff in thé upcoming three: months

survey “found.

‘hiring gain of 18% contrasts with 8% ln

the current quarter and 23%.a yea.r ago. x

~WASHINGTON — The Securities and .

: UExchmge Commission reversed.a rule | ,_f,
that blocked many municipal-bond { - .-
| dealers” from mntnbuting to California | -

Gov. Pete Wilson's short- hved premden- ]
The SEC approved a Municipa! Secu- ||

pal dealers'couldn’t contribute to a gover- |

nor running for president until the candi-

where the donors live, - ™" -
- The action is the Jatest in a seriesof | *-

Under the basic rule, dea.lem arent
from making contributions. to

dates in jurisdictions where :the donors *
are entitled to vote;, if. the amount is"

- doing business in the junsdlcnon for two ,'

PRESERVAT LON " PHOTOCOPY:

U S. Reserve ﬂssets

Declmed n anuary s

By a WAI.I- S‘mm Jomuszqﬂ'nepomr
+> WASHINGTON '--U.S. official reserve

| .assets fell §3. 12 billion'in January to 852.72
+-billion, the Treasury Department said:

January's decrease compared” with- a

1 $77 million increase 'in reserve- assets in *

"I . December to $85.83 billion, the department

date was on the ballot in; Jurisdictions | *  |" 5234. 17,5, reserve assets consist of foreign

. currencies, gold, special drawing rightsat.
-'the International Monetary. Fund and the.

| U.S. reserve pesition — its ability to draw

,toreign currencies—at the IMF.. - .-
" The nation's holdings of fareign curren-

| cy. fell $2.52 billion in January to $46.58|:
* "] billion, while :it5 gold reserves rose §2

- million. to,$11.05 billion. U.S. holdings of
IMF special drawing rights last'month fell

{5259 “million to $30.76" billion, .and fts |+ * - |
, Teserve: position at- thelm‘dropped 5337 SRR

;mllllon to 514 31 buhon

4
Sy

-more employers will be adding to their [

: levels is evident across all geographies, {

- conditionsthat normally lead to jobre- | =
1 |..cession.” ‘The signs ‘Tather indicaté.a i<
: persnsting cautionary approach.” I
.+~ Before adjusting for seasonal factors. L
26% of the 15,000 surveyed firms.plan to‘

whnle 8% anticipate stalf ‘cutbacks; the |- -
Sixtythree percent -
- haven't changed their hiring plans and."

i .3% are undeclded This. unadjusted net- .

. staf, the survey by Manpower Inc. indit| - .- -

_ Fromstein, president of the Milwaukee- | '
 based temporary-help concern, “‘While |

P _I‘, - [T
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