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ACHIEVING FULL EMPLOYMENT: LEGISLATIVE
AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 30, 1987

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON EN.PLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room
2257, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Matthew G. Martinez
(chairman of the subcommittce) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Martinez, Hayes, Owens,
Jontz, Gunderson, Grandy, and Hawkins (ex officio).

Staff present: Eric Jensen, Bruce Packard, Tammy Harris, and
Mary Gardner.

Mr. MaemiNEz. The Chair would like to announce that Mr.
Simon, who’s scheduled to be our first witness, has just arrived at
the airport and he’s on his way here. So I'll read my opening state-
ment and if he has not arrived by the time I'm finished, we’ll take
the first panel. But I would say to the first panel that if Mr. Simon
does come in, you have to understand that he’s a presidential can-
didate, he has a tight schedule and has to appear in many places at
one time, so we'll take Mr. Simon when he comes in and then we’ll
go back to you.

With that I'd like {0 introduce some of my colleagues that are
with us here this morning; the Honorable Chairman of the Full
Committee, Gus Hawkins; a member of our committee, Jim Jontz;
another member of our committee, Major Owens; and the ranking
subcommittee member is to my right, literally to my right, Mr.
Steve Gunderson; and to his right is Mr. Fred Grandy.

With that I'd like to get right into the hearing. The reason we
called this hearing here today is to receive testimony on how to
achieve full employment in our Nation. Something, I might add,
that was a dream of the administration when it took office, a
dream that has still not been accomplished.

We'll examine geners! policies as well as specific legislative pro-
posals targeted for full employment, including H.R. 1398, the Qual-
ity of Life Act; HR. 2870, the Economic Bill of Rights Act; and
H.R. 2197, the Guaranteed Job Opportunity Act.

Today’s hearing takes place at a time when there are an astro-
nomical number of people unempioyed, causing a drain on our eco-
nomic productivity. Our Nation is reeling from the effects of a run-
away budget deficit, which has fncreased steadily over the past 6
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years, and a burgeoning trade deficit which is destroying our Na-
tion’s manufacturing and industrial base.

Currently there are nearly 8 million Americans unemployed in
the Nation, with 1.2 million Americans who are discouraged from
finding work. Some 5.5 million Americans must work part-time be-
cause they cannot find full-time jobs. If the unemployment figures
would include the discouraged workers and the ful'time workers
who must settle for part-time work, the unemployment rate would
be closer to 11 percent in the Nation.

In addition, for Blacks in this country, the unemployment rate is
at 15 percent; for Black teenagers its 40 percent; for Hispanic
adults, almost 11 gercent, and for Hispanic teenagers, the rate of
unemployment is 24 percent. It’s important to note that all of this
unemployment data published by the Government does not reflect
the high numbers of Americans who, despite holding a job or part-
time job, are still living below the level of poverty, and thus cannot
provide adequately for their families.

The plight of women workers and the elderly has also grown
worse. It is estimated that 72 percent of the Hispanic female heads-
of-households live in poverty. It’s further estimated that by the
year 2,000, fully 100 percent of all families in poverty will be com-
prised of single women head-of-households. The elderly have
become a permanent feature of our demographics for poverty
households. Despite the willingness to, the elderly are having diffi-
culty finding work in their retirement years to either care for
themselves or to supplement meager incomes.

Clearly, something has to be done. It is now commonplace for
certain officials to assume a 6.7 or 6.8 percent unemployment rate
to be an acceptable figure. It is called a trade-off, and these officials
are cautiously willing to accept it to justify our gross overexpendi-
tures in absence of a balanced budget policy. This appalling lack of
leadership will lead us to National and World disaster unless we do
something, and do something soon.

Beyond contributing to human capital erosion in our economy,
this seat-of-the-pants approach towards concerns of full employ-
ment reflects a deeper neglect of our National spirit. The same offi-
cials refuse to see the human suffering that this statistical profile
of underemployment and unemployment represents. We hear con-
stantly the anecdotes about how the unemployed ard the street
people choose to be disenfranchised in order to take advantage of
the good soup kitchen deals.

I find this a totally mean-spirited and arrogant behavior on the
part of the current policy makers. It is my belief that by 1988, if
not today, our nation needs new ideas geared to the challenges of
the present and the future. I hope that these new ideas will not be
single-minded repackaging of the supply side economics, stressing
spend-now-pay-later deficit spending, nor duplication of the New
Deal, the Fair Deal, or the Great Society. We must revive and
extend the moral values that lead to our past National prosperity
and prestige. We can achieve these values and goals by rethinking
and reformulating, rather than forgetting anf discarding, many
basic concepts of the past.

Key components for a full employment strategy must be a right
to a job, getting all able bodied individuals to perform meaningful
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work, eradicating discriminatory barriers in the work place, adopt-
ing a full employment (but balanced) budget, and getting the most
out of private/public sector initiatives. Qur Nation needs a compre-
hensive policy that will put our people back to work and help us
regain our lost position in world competitiveness. New ideas mixed
with traditional values and programs that work are what our
Nation so critically needs today.

I look forward to hearing from our distinguished witnesses today,
who will share their ideas with this subcomunittee.

With that, I would like to turn to the ranking minority member,
Mr. g}underson, and ask if he has an opening statement at this
time?

Mr. GUNDERSON. An opening statement or a rebuttal, Mr. Chair-
man? [Laughter.]

Mr. MARTINEZ. Rebuttal.

Mr. GunpeRsoN. I join with you in welcoming all of our wit-
nesses here to the hearing today. I think it is only proper that this
particular subcommittee on employment opportunities ought to
continually review and reassess the options and opportunities for
employment in our society.

I guess where you and I come from different prospectives, is that
as I look at the environment in which we are having this legisla-
tion and this hearing before us today, 'm much more optimistic
than you.

I remind you and I remind all here today that we are now in the
59th consecutive month of economic growth. We have broken all
historic records for consecutive economic growth. And more impor-
tant than that, we have created far more jobs in the last seven
years in this country than the New Deal ever thought of creating.
And I think we have to put that in prospective.

As we gather here today we are gathering with between 18 and
14 million more American jobs than we had in 1980. And I think if
we are gathering today, we perhaps ought to gather to celebrate
the accomplishments we in this society have made between a part-
nership, a partnership focused on education; focused on industry;
and focused on Government. And in particular that would lead me
to believe that the real answer is to continue the path established
four years ago, approximately, with our distinguished Chairman
and others who developed the Job Training Partnership Act. The
Job Training Partnership Act is exactly that vehicle which is
needed to bring the full employment opportunities in our society tr
those who have not yet received its benefits.

I come from a rural area. Certainly we have experienced our
share of that “lack of growth” that the Nation as a whole has expe-
rienced. You mentioned the minority populations, which have wit-
nessed that as well.

I would point out that in the midst of all of that, this Adminis-
tration in their budget proposal, and now in the Trade Bill that is
in Conference, has requested a tripling of the amount of money
that would be spent on an annual basis for the Dislocated Worker
Program authorized under the Job Training Partnership Act which
I think is very significant. Because through programs such as this,
we don’t simply create jobs, but we provide the training for jobs

\‘l‘ . 7
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that exist in that particular region or community, jobs that not
only make one employable but make them employed.

And I would hope that as the result of today’s hearing we would
continue to focus on that which has worked so well over the last
seven years, improve on it if we can, but not lose sight of the path
which is moving us towards the success we all seek.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Gunderson.

And you know, the wonderful thing about being a chairman is
that you always get the last word.

More jobs? Absolutely at $3.85 an hour, where the jobs these re-
place paid $15.00 an hour.

The idea is that the economic recovery has only benefitted the
top level of people in this country. It’s the old saying the rich get
richer, and the poor get poorer. The separation of haves and have-
nots now is greater. There are more people living in poverty line
than ever before. The number of unemployed, regardless of the per-
celantage number, is greater than it ever has been in this country
also.

But I think there is someone who can as ably rebut that state-
ment as I, and that’s the Honorable Chairman of the Full Educa-
tion and Labor Committee, the Honorable Gus Hawkins. And at
this time I would turn to him for an opening statement.

A'r. GUNDERSON. Or a rebuttal, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HAwkins. Rebut the rebuttal?

We're starting out, apparently where we were many years ago,
and I don’t want to rebut on someone on the spot. I would hope
that with good Republican support that we could move on and
achieve full employment.

The full employment objectives obviously are about a decade out
of step with the actual law itself. And I think we should remember
that full employment is the law of the land, and it doesn’t depend
on who’s in the White House, but it depends on achieving the ob-
jectives of what the law says already.

I would hope that one of these days we would attempt to achieve
it. I simply came in, Mr. Chairman, because I do have an appoint-
ment which will cause me to leave early, but I did want to pay my
respects to many of those witnesses today, who through the 1960’s
struggled with us to enact a full employment law and hopefully {5
achieve it. Our colleague, Mr. Hayes, and I have introduced a bill
which I think will help to facilitate achieving full employment.

And may I say to the more conservative members of the commit-
tee, that we hope to do that through the private sector. It’s not just
the creation of jobs. The present Job Training Partnership Act,
which came out of this subcommittee originally, was terribly emas-
culated, is on the statute books but it reaches only about three or
four percent of the target population. That means that over 90 per-
cent of those who could really profit from training are not even
being reached. And rather than engaging in a lot of name calling,
because I disagreed with President Carter, so this struggle has gone
on through both Republican and Democratic Admiristrations as
well. I think the time has cowae, or the time will come if it hasn’t
elready reached us, when in order to really protect the economy
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and to really put this country ahead, we're going to have to get
back to full employment.

And I want to applaud you and the members of this committee
for moving ahead. fhope that we can get something out of the sub-
committee that will facilitate moving the subject to the top of the
agenda and complying with what the law already states is the law
of the land. That includes all of the members of this committee.
Rather than name calling, I think the time has come for us to
work on substance rather than a lot of style and get ahead in th:s
particular field.

And I thank you. I see our Senator has arrived, one of the true
supporters of full employment. He realized it through the 1960’s
when we were strugglin%, but there weren’t too many even on this
committee who felt and believed in full employment. And so I com-
mend you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

For the next rebuttal we’ll hear from the Honorable Fred
Grandy.

Mr. GrRANDY. Mr. Chairman, I think that it is probably more con-
ducive for me as a junior member of this committee to listen rather
than to lecture. So I would dyield back to the distinguished Chair-
man and hope that we could hear from Senator Simon before Mr.
Gunderson and I have to leave at 10:00 o’clock.

Mr. MARTINEZ. All right.

Thank you, Mr. Grandy.

Do any of the other members of the panel have opening state-
ments?

Mr. EiAYES. I just wanted to say, Mr. Chairman, as one of the co-
sponsors of the new legislation that the Chairman of our Commit-
tee, Congressman Hawkins, alluded to, the i.conomic Bill of
Rights—I don’t want to engage in any kind of a rebuttal arran%e-
ment with my colleague from Wisconsin. But I just do want to let
it be known that he needs to move up to the times we live in.

One of the problems in trying to get some action on this kind of
legislation directed tovards full employment is the failure to recog-
nize the severity of the problem we have on unemployment. It's
much more serious than seemingly this Administration is willing
to adinit. We play with figures. They come out every month, unem-
ployment hovering around 6 percent. But the reality of that situa-
tion is that it does not include people who've already exhausted
their unemployment compensation or stopped looking for work, or
those people who are employed part-time, and those who are re-
ceiving incomes that are below the poverty level. So for those
people who are totally unemployed, looking for jobs, ready and
willing to work and can’t find jobs, they’re living in the throes of a
depression.

As we talked about reducing this huge deficit that this country is
operating under, one of the best ways to do it is to put people to
work. The Government even admits that. For every one percent re-
duction in the unemployment rolls, we reduce our deficit by some
$40 billion. There are two ways we do it. They start paying taxes,
and the other way is that they get off 6f—some of them who are on
some kind of Government funded program, public assistance and
this kind of Federal Program they come off of those roles when
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they become employed, and employment, that’s the way to reduce
the deficit.

I want to commend you Mr. Chairman for having scheduled this
kind of hearing. This hearing in *Vashington, our Nation’s Capitol,
may be the beginning of a rise in our legislators awareness, as to
how serious this problem is and the public in general to these
issues as we travel around the country. And it’s really serious
among our Black community, our Black youth, and our Brown
community, and our Brown youth.

_ We've got to do something about it, and I think this is a good
beginning, and I hope it will result in some meaningful legislation
directed towards full employment.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Owens?

Mr. OweNs. I yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Jontz?

Mr. JonTz. The same.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Very good. Thank ycu.

Sen‘;ator Simon, welcome. Why don’t we get right into your testi-
mony?

Your prepared statement will be inserted immediately following
your oral presentation.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PAUL SIMON, FROM THE STATE OF
ILLINOIS

Senator SiIMON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank you and it’s a
plez .ure to be appearing before the Subcommittee on Employment
Opportunities on which I used to serve. I have had the privilege of
serving in the House with all of you, with the exception of Mr.
Grandy and Mr. Jontz, on this committee.

I think we have to face the fact that we have a very serious prob-
lem. And unfortunately, comfortable America isn’t aware of the
problem as it should be. Back in 1946 we declared as a part of Na-
tional Policy that we were going to provide a job for every Ameri-
can. Then, a few years ago we passed the Humphrey-Hawkins Bill.
And our colleague, Representative Gus Hawkins, was one of the
leaders and waz a giant in this whole full employment issue.

But where are we today? Well, we're enthusiastic, or a lot of
people are when we hear about a 5.9 percent unemployment rate.
First of all, one of the things that’s happened under this Adminis-
tration is we've added those in the Armed Services into the figure.
So that has reduced unemployment little. But the Bureau of Labor
Statistics says today there's 7,948,000 men and women out of work
who are looking for work. You have another 1,168,000 by their
count, who are called the discouraged workers. They’re no longer
drawing unemployment compensation. They're no longer showing
up at the job office. They’ve just given up. And you have about 5.3
million Americans who are partially employed, who want to work
full-time, who can't.

I think by a conservative estimate, we have 10 percent employ-
ment and 10 million people unemployed. I think that is conserva-
tive. Our friends in the AFL-"1O—I'm pleased to see the distin-
guished President of the Communications Workers here, right in
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back of me says it’s 12 percent. Let’s be conservative and make it
10 percent. I think that’s a r.al figure.

And these are not, just statistics. It’s the man in Hanover Park,
Illinois, who phoned me, who had a small business that failed. He’s
53 years old and he says, at the age of 53 you can’t get a job any-
where. And he started telling me about his family finances, and
the mortgage payments, and then he says mly 16 year old daughter
is threatening to commit suicide because of family finances. And
then he asks the question, does anyone care. Only ﬁe
asking a question. He was really sa’ .ng. no one cares.

It's a young man who came to my Chicago Office door, in fact I
had him testify before my Senate Subcommittee. Charlie Hayes,
Y you were there when Willie Morris testified. He knocked on my
office door, desperate for a job. I asked him a little information
about himself. He lives with his mother and his five younger broth-
ers and sisters. And the day he talked to me he said, last week I
didn’t eat two days. He said, my mother doesn’t know it, but I
didn’t want to be taking food away from my younger brothers and
sisters. The United States of America. It’s 1987. It just does not
need to be.

Well, what do we do? You hava twy trend lines in this country
that we haven't paid attention to. One is the demand for unskilled
labor is going down. That trend line is going to continue. That’s
going to continue in Indiana, and California, and Illinois, and New
York, and Wisconsin, and Iowa. The second trend line is the pool of
unskilled laborers going up. And since we're not going to let people
starve, we face a choice of paying people for doing nothing, or
paying people for doing something. And it just seems to me we're
+ .1initely better off paying people for doing something.

And so the bill that I’ve introduced in the Senate, and Congress-
man Hawkins has introduced in the House, has said let's pay
people for doing something. Anyone who's out of work five weeks—
and incidentally one of the big differences in our bill and a lot of
others is we don’t wait until people get impoverished. Once lyou’re
out of work five weeks, you can be helped. Once you're out of work
five weeks, you can’t get a job in the private sector, then you would

et a job either at 32 hours a week at the minimum wage or
§464.00 a month, or 10 percent above welfare or 10 percent above
unemployment compensation.

That’s not much money. But let me tell you, $464.00 a month,
even at the present low minimum wage, is higher than the average
welfare payment in all but three States. The State of Illinois, in
which Congressman Hayes and I live, pays the average weifare
family $289.00 a month. The State of Mississippi pays the average
family on welfare $92.00 a month. You tell me how you can live on
$92.00 a month. You know, you're just inviting problems. So
$464.00 would be a great improvement.

And then here's what happens. You have a local committee of 13
people who select the projects. And then as people come in they are
screened. And if they don’t know how to read and write, we'll get
them into an education or training program. If they read and write
at the third grade level, we'll get them into a remedial language
skills program. If they can’t speak the English language, we'll get

really wasn’t

them into an English language program. If they have no market-
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able skill, we'll train them. That way we invest in the human re-
sources. That's what Japan has done. That's what we're not doing
in this country.

We are great at investing in military hardware, but not good at
investing in the human resources. We spend 6.7 percent of our
GNP on the military. Japan spends one percent. And one of the
things I do, I'm out on the campaign trail ri%ht now, these days. I

ess that's no secret. One of the questions I ask audiences, I say

ow many of you regard Japan as a weak nation? I have yet to be
i)lefoge an audience where a single person has raised his or her
and.

Mr. MarTiNEZ. Might I interrupt for a minute?

They have no Navy. Point, no military strength really, and still
thny are considered strong.

Senator SiMoN. Yes. I'm ..t advocating getting rid of the Navy
[Laughter.]

But clearly we have to *avest in our human resources. If you
were to cut the unemployment rate in our Nation in half, we
would still have an unemployment rate higlier than Japan’s,
higher than Taiwan’s, higher than Switzerland'’s, higher than a
host of other countries. Very roughly, 10 miliion people unem-
ployed means twice the nore:lation of Switzerland, unemployed.

If tomorrow, all «/* a sadden, we found vut that Switzerland had
a massive problem and no one working over there, our churches
and synagogues would be raising money. We'd have things—the
Rotary Clubs would be working on 1it, the United States Govern-
ment would act. And here we have, within our own coantry, twice
the population of Switzerland unemployed, and we're not paying
attention to it.

In 1968 the poorest fifth of U.S. families had 91 percent of the
money needed for basic requirements. Fifteen years later, now,
that is down to 60 percent. One of the things that's happening in
our country is that we have a shrinking middle class. A few people
moving up, a lot more people moving down. Now there are two
ways you can solve that problem. You can solve it by bringing
people on the top down, or you can lift the people at the bottom.

And what ¥ want to do is lift the people at tho bottom. And I
hope that one of these days we're going to have the compassion and
the good sense to move in that direction. Thirty-four percent of
those living in female headed families in this country today are
poor, under the poverty line. The majority of those who are unem-
ployed, the majority of those who are poor, are Whit2. But Blacks
are three times as likely to be below the povercy line, Hispanics
twice as likely to be there. And, of course, female headed homes
are much more likely to be below the poverty line.

I don’t need to go into detail—I would like to enter my full state-
ment in the record, too, Mr. Chairman. I don’t need to go into ev-
erything else *hat goes with unemployment; crime, teen-age preg-
nancy, welfare depenaency, etc. I'm reading articles these days
about teenage pregnancy. One of the things I discovered as I was
doing my book on the whole employment problem, in the State of
Illinois, it didn’t make any diiference whether it was a White area,
Black area, Hispanic rrea. When you saw unemployment go up,
you saw teenage pregnancy g» up. You want to do something about
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teenage pregnancy, give people a chance—a real job and some edu-
cation. Give them some hope. And you're going to see things
change.

Anyway, I want to se¢ & government that cares. I want to see a
government that uses the common sense to invest in our people.
And let me add one other statistic that should be obvious to every-
body. Eighteen percent of the work force today in this Nation is
made up of minorities. By the end of this century, which is not
very far off, that’s going to be 29 percent. If we don’t invest in
bziter education and better job opportunities, and invest in upgrad-
ing skills, and that’s part of what this bill will do, we’re making a
dismal future for those people and for this Nation.

Let me stop right there. I'd be happy to answer any questions
that you may have.

[The prepared staiement of Hon. Paul Simon foliows:]

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR PAuL S:MON

I am pleased to have this opportunity to return to the House Education and Labor
Committee and to discuss with my colleagues what I believe is the most important
challenge facing our Nation today—unemployment. Achieving full employment is
the next logical step for an humane society and a society that intends to squarely
confront the issues of competitiveness and productivity to take. We cannot be com-
petitive or productive when 10 million Americans are out of work and represent a
debit, rather thar an asset to society. We must meet the challenge to put America
back to work for a simple reason. We have two options—to pay people who are out
of work for doing something, or to pay them for doing nothing. I prefer to pay them
for doing something.

The Full Employment Act of 1946 declared a national commitment to providing
jobs for every American who was able and willing to work. Since 1946, the Congress

as enacted laws declaring a “war on poverty” and has reaffirmed its commitment
to full employement by enacting the Humphrey-Hawkins bill. Under the able stew-
ardsh_iJ) of the outstanding chairman of the House Education and Labor Committee,
we did pass the Full Employment and Balanced Growth Act. Unfortunately, our
record since the passage of Humphrey-Hawkins in 1978 has not been good.

The Reagan administration takes too much comfort and pride in announcing a
reduction in the unemployment rate from 6.1 in July of 1987 to 6 percent in Aupéust
and September; or a 0.8 percent reduction in the unemployment rate compared to
September 1986. These figures mask the real truth: (1) 7,948,000 men andp women
are out of work and want to work: (2) another 1,168,000 have Eiven t o their search
for work and are no longer considered “unemlployed," but as “discow 7ed workers;”
and (3) there are another 5.3 million “partially unemployed” persons who are work-
ing part-time, but would like full-time jobs. There is a personal story, often a family
sto‘v beliind each of these statistics that must be the focus of our real concern.

e should simply stop talking about percentages and talk about people. For too

long we have been long on words and shost on work when it comes to eliminating
unemployment.
. I'want to commend the chairman of the subcommittee, Mr. Martinez, for continu-
ing to focus the Congress’ attention on the plight of the unemploi;ed. I also want to
commend my colleague and friend Charlie Hayes for his leadership of the issue of
unemployment. He hai been a stalwart in the ranks as a labor union leader and
now as a member of this committee and the House of Representatives. He repre-
sents thlel interests and concerns of the people of Illinois’ First Congressional District
very well.

Among the three bills before the subcommittee today is H.R. 2197, the Guaran:
teed Job Opportunity Act introduced by Chairman Hawkins. It is short on words—
just 22 pages, which call for the establishment of no new Federal bureaucracy or
agency.

It does address the twin problems of improving the education and employability
skills of the unemployed, and guaranteeing a job to every American.

America’s economy js facing two human resource trend lines—the supply of un-
skilled (and often uneducated) labor is %oing up and the demand for unskilled labor
is declining. Betwen now and the year 2000, employment in professional and mana-
gerial jobs will increase by 5.2 million, while operative and laborer positions grow

-~y 13

g




E

10

by only 1.8 million Minorities, especially black Americans and Hispanics, dominate
this pool of unwanted and increasingly unused labor.

THE PROBLEM

Unemployment will not disappear by wishing it away, but by a policy of drift and
hope, by making pious speeches about it. Doing a politically safe ballet dance
around the issue will not solve it. We need to march on the problem because a mas-
sive waste of humanity is taking place each day, and that waste is slowly but ve:
tainly eroding our economic future.

The Nation heard editorial cheers when the unemployment rate dropped to 7.2
percent in 1985, but between the Great Depression and 1980 there were only 2 years
(1975 and 1976) when the unemployment rate was that high. Although there has
been some month-to-monti: variation in joblessness, the overall unemployment rate
has increased by more than one percentage point each decade since 1950. Our col-
league Senator Daniel P. Moynihan has accurately noted, “rates of unemployment
g}égg,w,gre thought intolerable in the early 1960's are thought unattainable in the

S.

Under the leadership of President Harry Truman, Congress passed the Full Em-
ployment Act of 1946, making a commitment in words to provide employment op-
portunities to all Americans. Truman then was worried about one million people
unemployed Forty years later, with ten million people unemployed, the hope and
the promise of that act remained unfulfilled.

Nothing restricts the future as much as our failure to use our human resources
more fully. Why has Japan made such tremendous strides, moving from income that
was 5 percent of the average American’s income in 1950, to 67 percent in 1984?
Japan, a nation the size of California and half our population, has few natural re-
sources Yet Japan has surpassed most nations in economic growth through develop-
ing ideas and human potential. Japan has announced a goal of having the world’s
highest per capita income by the year 2000, and few contest that possibility.

For the United States to fail to understand the need to develop ideas and human
resources much more fully is not simply economic folly, not simply lacerating our-
selves with self-inflicting wounds, it is causing untold and needless agony across this
good and rich land. Unforunately, most of us don't see the agony. In the play named
for the lead character, Zorba draws laughs when he says the obvious to a man he
meets, “We are strangers because we do not know each other.” The agon{ of jobless-
ness is a stranger to most Americans because we do not know it personally. We may
experience it slightly through seasonal unemployment, through a temporary layoff,
through a temporary transition period of a week or two from one job to another, but
not the hard, real thing. Even if we do not encounter joblessness in its full harsh-
ness, it touches us every day in a multitude of ways. We face the indirect spinoffs
from unemployment. high crime rates, and tax money going for welfare, prisons and
unemployment compensation. But, for most of us, the confrontation with unemploy-
ment’s grimness is distant, indirect. The ugly realitics do not penetrate most
middle-class homes.

Unemployment leads to poverty, and the poverty statistics are not pleasant. In
1984 one in every seven Americans lived in families that fell below the poverty line
of $10,609 for a family of four. In 1968 the poorest fifth of U.S. families had 91 per-
cent of the money needed for basic requirements, but fifteen years later that had
fallen to 60 percent. Most of the poor are white, but blacks are three times as likely
as whites to live in poverty, Hispanics are more than twice as likely. Thirty-four
percent of those living in female headed families are poor. The only good news in
poverty statistics is that the percentage of elderly Americans living in poverty is
declining. Older Americans are being lifted by Social Security and programs like
Supplemental Security Income. But those over sixty-five are only 14 percent of our
population. For the non-elderly poor in our midst the main answer must be jobs.

In all, we have at least ten million people unemployed for significantly underem-
ployed {working two days or less a week when they want to work full time.) Ten
million Jleople is almost twice the population of Switzerland. If Switzerland sudden-
ly would have no employment, the U.S. Government would galvanize our resources
to help the Swiss people. Lions clubs and women’s clubs and churches and syna-
gogues would volunteer help. As they should! But when more than twice the em-
ployable population of Switzerland is unemployed within our own borders, we have
yet to make it a matter of major national concern. It is not a high priority for us.
One-third of that ten million number fortunately are unemployed for less than
thirty days, but the average length of unemployment had grown to more than fif-
teen weeks by 1985.

Q
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The figure of ten million unemployed is higher that the rosy official estimates of
eight million but lower than the estimates of others. Dr. Leon Keyserling, once
chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers for Presidernt Truman, believes the
accurate figure today is closer to twelve million. No one knows the number precise-
ly. Ten million unemployed may understate joblessness slightly, but it is probably
close to accurate.

From 1979 to 1984, 11.5 million Americans lost their jobs because plants had shut
down or move or modernized production techniques or because of decreased demand.
Of that 11.5 million, more than a million have simply dropped out of the labor force.
They are no longer counted among the unemployed. Of those who were able to find
new jobs, over half found themselves earning less money.

The Federal Government estimates that more than two million women who were
homemakers have suddenly found themselves divorced or widowed or abandoned.
They generally have little or no paid work experience, in the sense of a nine-to-five
job. Almost half of these women either ar2 alone in their poverty or are part of a
family with total family income below $10,000. They often have an extremely diffi-
cult time getting a job.

What is true politically is that the gravity of what unemployment means to those
who face joblessness has not penetrated deeply—nor is there a widely held belief
that Government action can change the picture much. Inaction is tolerated and the
misery is accepted or ignored.

A 1980 study of 127 men measuring forty—two possible life-changing emotional
events found loss of job t- ailing only two other experiences in its emotional intensi-
ty: death of a spouse or death of a close family member. A 1983 psychiatric study
reached the conclusion that unemployment “has a profound impact on emotional
and physical health.”

Finally, the Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., once said, “In our society, it is
murder, psychologically, to deprive a man of a job or an income. You are in sub-
stance saying to that man that he has no right to exist.” The Nation's highest com-
mitment—our most important national goal—must be to guarantee a job opportuni-
ty for everyone who wants to work.

UNEMPLOYMENT IS EXPENSIVE

When the Bureau of Labor Statistics announced in January 1986, that unemploy-
ment had fallen (temporarily) to 6.6 percent, the New York Times editorialized:
“Willing workers who can't find jobs are an expensive waste, and none are more
wasted than the young trying to get started. Two of every five jobless workers in
January were under 25. The unemployment rate of black teenagers increased in
January 41.9 percent; the rate of black college graduates under 25 hovers near 17
percent, compared with less than 5 percent for whites.” The editorial called for
action against the “unsolved problems of economic waste and human misery.”

When we fail to provide employment, the cost reach far beyond the jobless. Some
have been documented recently with excellent reports produced by the Chicago
Tribune, the Washington Post, CBS News and other news organizations.

In Peoria, Hlinois, Caterpillar employed 32,770 people in 1980 but only 18,000 in
1985. That one company purchased $418 million in supplies from firms within a
fifty-mile radiue in 1980, $37? million in 1985. Real estate taxes paid in the three
immediate counties dropped one million dollars over the same period. The value of
homes E!ummeted. How many people in grocery stores and clothing shops and care
dealerships and hardware stores lost their jobs as a result of the Caterpillar layofis?
No one knows. Thanks for hard work and good leadership, I sense that Peoria and
E:tergillar are starting to rebound, but in the meantime, thousands of people have

en hurt.

While the depression in sectors of the agricultural economy is not the same as
unemployment, its economic impact beyond those immediately hit causes unemploy-
ment _In four years, employment at agriculture-dependent International Harvester
(now NAVISTAR) dropped from 97,000 to 15,000. Small towns are devastated by the
agricultural slump. The havoc of unemployment is more visible in a small communi-
ty, but the economic suffering is felt in any community were there is joblessness,
even though it is less dramatically visible than it is in Peoria and small communi-
ties.

Not surprisingly, areas of high unemployment are also areas of high crime. The
cost of crime in economic terms is huge. The cost of crin.e in agony to the victims is
even greater. By tolerating unemployment and the resultant proverty, we also toicr-
ate a_disunemployment and the resultant of poverty, we also tolerate a discourag-
ing high crime rate One of every 40 black men born in the United States will be
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murdered; one of ev:ry 131 white men will be murdered. For women the statistics
are b~tter but not geod.

R _kford, Illinois, is in many ways a typical American city of medium size (popu-
lation 139,172), but a community that until recently had significantly above average
income. The economic recession of the early 1980s, together with a depression in the
machine tool industry, sent incomes plummeting and unemployment skyrocketing,
according to the author of a comprehensive study of a new phenomenon in Rock-
ford, “Youth gangs, youth offenders, and youth-at-risk.” Unemployed youth want
money, and if they have no alternative, crime is too aften the obvious answer. Uil-
employed youth have time on their hands and abudant energy, and when a job does
not demand that time and energy, something else will. Sometimes they choose
crime. During the past six years there has been both national population growth
and growth in the total number of jobs, but the number of full-time jobs held by
teenagers had dropped almost 30 percent, a major cause of crime. Children who
grow up in families where no one works do not learn basic attitudes and work
habits that are essential to performing effectively in our society. In a real sense
employment can bz “inherited.”

The cost of joblessness in family breakups and child abuse is overwhelming, as
studies have shown.

Business is harmed by unemployment. People who do not work do not buy new
cars or air conditioners or suits. Tax incentives to stimulate business investment
sometimes can be effective, but creating an econimic climate in which people are
working and buying always stimulates the economy.

The Federal budget suffers. President Reagan uses the figure that one million
people unemplnyed costs the Federal Government $28 billion. Others in his adminis-
tration use the figure $35 billion. Let’s be conservative and by that the Federal ex-
penditure for food stamps, welfare, unemployment compensation, Medicaid and a
host of other expenditures—pius loss of revenue—amounts to $25 billion for each
one million unemployed. If we had programs that reduced the numbers of those un-
employed from ten million to five million, the net savings to the Federal Govern-
ment would be $125 billion, using the most conservative figure. Cutting unemplcy-
ment in half would also result in a growth of our gross national product of at least 4
percent, or approximately $700 for every man, woman and child in the Nation.
What a tremendous economic loss we suffer through our indifferent acceptance of
high unemployment!

Even that great financial impact is not as imnportant as the physchological cost.
“hree thousand years ago, Solomon told us: “There is nothing better than that a
man should rejoice in his own work.” Three centuries before Christ, Aristotle wrote:
“The happy life is thought to be virtuous; a virtuous life requires exertion.” And
two hundred years before that, the famed lawmaker Solon warned, “An abudance of
laborers should not be left idle.” Plato wrote, *‘A state is not one, but two states, the
one of poor, the other of rich men; and they are living on the same spot and always
conspiring against cne another.”” Machiavelli said much the same thing. To the
extent that a government can avoid hopelessness among the poor—and reduce the
number of the poor—the two states can become one state.

Those who are unemployed feel left out of society. They do not have a feeling of
contributing, of belonging. Yes, they can vote, but in a very real sense, they feel
giser:ifranchised. There is a growing sense among them that their voice is not being

eard.

THE SOLUTION

I come to the conclusion that our free system can eliminate unemployment if we
try and we must try. We have to make a higher priority of putting our people to
work. Why does Japan have an unemployment rate of 2.6 percent, Italy 6.0 percent,
Sweden 2.8 percent and Switzerland less than 1 percent when we have unemploy-
ment hovering around 7 percent even with our generous to-the-government way of
calculating it? The major reason is that these countries have made a priority of put-
ting people to work. The time is near .nen the United States can show that a free
society can tackle unemployment and win.

An opportunity to work gives people self-esteem, something we all need, when
self-esteem disappears, altematives that are not good for society emerge. People
without self-esteem cannot convey self-esteem to their children, people without hope
cannot give hope to others. After more than three decades of public life and working
with people who have every variety of problem, I have learned that the great divi-
sion in our society is not between black and white, Anglo and Hispanic, Jew and
gentile, or rich and poor. The great division is between those who have hope and
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those who have given up. There is nothing like a job to raise self-esteem, to feel you
are contributing something to society and your family. For too many in our society,
ho&el%sness and joblessness are the same.

y proposal includes the following essential elements:

Employment—eligible participants will be hired on a project-by-project basis to
work a maximum of 32 hours per week; pay will be at the minimum wage $3.35 an
hour, $107.20 per week, or ten percent above the participant’s welfare allotment or
unemployment compensation, if applicable, and where the welfare alltoment or un-
employment compersation due would exceed the minimum wage; the participant
wotld continue to be eligible for a (minimum wage) Guaranteed Job Opportunity
Program (GJOP) job should his or her welfare allotment be reduced or the tnem-
ployment compensation benefits expire. In unusual circumstances the District Exec-
utive Council may waive the 32 hour maximum if the Council agrees to such a
waiver by a two-thirds majority vote, and files the reasons for the waiver with the
regional office of the Department of Labor.

Testing and Education—All applicants will be tested for basic reading and writing
ability, with basic skills instruction rrovided for those with limited or marginal
skills, but who holds a high school diploma or a GED, and required of those with no
high school diploma or GED. Those in the latter category will receive counselin
and must attend evening or weekend classes until they obtain a GED. Bilingua
classes will be provided for the limited English speaking and waivers would be made
available for handicapped persons or those requiring special education.

Job Clubs—wWill be formed to assist the resume preparation, the development of
good interviewini techniques, and to provide feedback to club members on what
each is doing in the job search process.

Benefits—Persons employed through GJOP will receive medical coverage, Social
Security retirement and disability coverage, but will not receive unemployment
compensation coveraies.

Work Projects—Jobs will be decided on a project-by-project basis according to
Euxdelines established by the Secretary of Labor. If an obé'ection to a project is filed

y 2 union representatives from the Committee, or by 2 business representatives,
the project shall be vetoed. Supervisors will be assigned project-by-project and will
ke paid the local prevailing wage. Transportation and equipment may not exceed 10
percent of the total project cost.

Taking these steps would convert the national liability of unemployment into a
national resource. Work opportunity for all can and should be the next great step
forward we take as a society. Most of all, it's a question of priorities. The solutions
are at hand. What we need 1s the.resolve and the vision to use them.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Senator Simon.

Right off the bat, I want to say I agree with you. I don’t want to
do awa{ with our Navy, but the point is thatif a country is eco-
nomically strong, that’s the real measure of strength in the world
today. There are people that say, facetiously, that Japan lost the
war, but won the peace. And that’s because of the great economic
growth and prosperity they have known. And you’re right. They do
things that we don’t do. I guess for some reason in this country we
still have the notion that we do everything better, we do it best.
We better wake up that we’re not doing it better and we're not
doing it best in many areas. And that we’ve got to do something
about that.

) S}:atnator SiMoN. If I can just comment on that. You're absolutely
right.

Let me just give you a very good illustration. The graduating
class of MIT this last year, one-third went into military research. A
similar graduating class in Jupan goes into research in better toast-
ers, better television sets, better refrigerators. I don’t have too
many friends who want to buy nuclear missiles. They want to buy
toasters and television sets, and refrigerators. An guess who'’s
walking off with the jobs. Our friends in Japan.

And I don’t say that negatively. They’re doing the sensible thing.
We ought to be doing it.

i
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Mr. MarTINEZ. And we chastise them for that. We blame them
for our trade deficit and we say it’s because they’re taking advan-
tage of us. They're not taking advantage of us, we’re taking advan-
tage of ourseives. We're not developing our markets in foreign
countries. We look, let’s say, at a small number like the total popu-
lation of Taiwan, and then say why should we build smaller refrig-
erators for that market, when we can build large ones for the
market in the United States. And yet Japan builds what we need
according to our market. And we haven’t done the reverse kind of
thinking there.

Senator SiMoN. Absolutely correct.

Mr. MArTINEZ. I think that’s very valuable testimony for this
committee, and some members who are not here should realize
what’s happening in the United States. You mentioned one individ-
ual who talked to you. I have had similar experiences in Pennsyl-
vania, Ohio, and places like that where the subcommittee has
talked to people who have suffered through mass shutdowns of
auto factories, steel factories, and the like. They tell very much the
same story. They talk about working at one time for $15.00 an hour
and having had aspirations of sending their children to college.
Now, they're working for $3.00 or $4.00 an hour and their children
are having fo work to maintain their household and save that
mortgage, rather than go to college.

The thing is, Charlie said earlier that reducing unemployment
would reduce the deficit. Not necessarily. If people are working at
a wage level that many of them are working at now, they're not
going to be paying taxes anyway. So we've got to get them back to
work at reasonable wages. That’s one key.

But as you've traveled around and talked to people, do you get
the feeling that they think they’re better off today than they were
eight years ago?

Senator Simon. No.

Clearly there is a feeling of unease out there. And the point that
you made is absolutely valid. Beyond that I would say the other
thing that is still out there is the public myth, anybody who wants
a job can get a job. I heard someone say that last week at a meet-
ing I had in Iowa. And one fellow was down on the front row, and
he got up and he was angry. And he said, let me tell you. He says,
I lost my job in a steel plant 10 months ago, and he says, I can’t get
a job anywhere. He says, I'll take anything. He says, I thought I
finally had a job as a security guard at a plant, paying one-third as
much, and he says, I went there to get my job and they told me I
was overweight. I said I'll lose whatever weight you want, but they
said they didn’t have time, they had to hire somebody right away.
And he says, I can’t even get that job paying one-third less. And he
was angry.

People get angry at themselves. The suicide rate among people
who are unemployed is much higher, the alcoholism rate. You talk
about drugs. The very people who can least afford alcohol and
drugs are the ones who are most prone to become addicted when
they’re out of work, because they are so down on themselves. They
need something to lift themselves sometimes.

Mr. MARTINEz. Let me ask you: along the same vein, as you
travel around the country and talk to people, how important do
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you think full employment is as a National issue? Have you met a
great number of people who are as concerned about that as they
are about whether Bork gets confirmed or not?

Senator SiMoN. Well, right now, the Bork nomination is—quite
Prominent, particularly since I'm on the Judiciary Committee, gets
& lot more questioning.

There is & concern and it is interesting, for example even in New
Hampshire, which has two and a half percent unemployment rate
today, people asking questions about unemployment. Do you know
why? Because they're afraid of what is going to happen. As they
should be.

One of the lessons of history is you can’t live in splendid isola-
tion from the problems of the rest of the Nation very long. It
wasn’t very many years ago Louisiana had a very low unemploy-
ment rate. Louisiana today—at one point I saw 17.7 percent unem-
Ployment rate in Louisiana. It’s down from that now. But, you
know, we're either as a Nation going to be doing much better, or
these pockets that are doing well are not going to do well indefi-
nitely.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Well, those pockets that do well they depend on
other pockets too.

Senator SiMon. Exactly right.

Mr. MARTINEZ. And if the others don’t do well, they’ll drag the
rest down.

Let me ask you one last question and then I'll turn it over to the
rest of the panel. In terms of your bill, what will it cost the Gov-
ernment? And let’s phrase this according to the realities that when
we put people to work, they return tax money to the Government.
And I always use as an example, one Job Corps study that Mathe-
matica Incorporated did, showing returns of $1.48 for every dollar
invested.

In terms of your bill, have you done an analysis of that? What's
it going to cost initially, and what do the returns look like?

Senator Simon. Okay.

Let me first say, when people say what does it cost, I have to ask
the counter question, what does it cost not to do it? What does it
cost in terms of continued high crime rates, all the other things
that go with unemployment? So I think we have to balance that.

In terms of initial cost our bill, at the outside, would cost $8 bil-
lion. That’s a lot of money. But I would add, that is one-fourth of
the increase requested this year in the defense budget and about
equal to what we have spent on “star wars.” That is less than one
percent of the total budget of this country. The question is really
not cost. The question is whether we’re going to make a priority
out of putting people to work, out of helping people who need help,
out of investing in our people. That’s what we ought to be doing.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Than s you.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Haves. I don’t want to ask a question, Mr. Chairman. I do
want to commend the Senator for his perseverance in this whole
area of full employment, his pursuance of a course to try to get the
Federal Government to direct its attention to what is a serious
problem.

Q ‘ 1
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I'm not advocating either that we abandon our Navy and use
that cost to help us reach a goal of full employment, because Japan
doesn’t have a Navy. I do advocate, though, that I wish Japan
go#d stop borrowing our Navy to escort their oil in the Persian

ulf.

I want to say to you that, and this is over and beyond the hear-
ing itself, as you go around the country you may understand that if
my constituent, Jesse Jackson, doesn’t get the nomination, I'm
with you. [Laughter.]

Senator SiMoN. If I can just add a personal note here, Mr. Chair-
man.

I've known Charlie Hayes a long, long time, back when he was
an officer of the Packing House Workers. I can remember going to
a4 meeting of the Packing House Workers and for some reason I
had my wife and my two kids with me, they were very little then,
and they sang the song, “Charlie Hayes is our leader, we shall not
be moved. Charlie Hayes is our leader, we shall not be moved, just
like a tree planted by the waters. We shall not be moved.” Well,
my kids picked that song up, and you know it’s one of those things
they just sang over, and over, and over. [Laughter.]

And when we have a family get together, we still sing, Charlie
Hayes. [Laughter.]

Mr. MARTINEZ. That’s neat. I have to remember that.

Senator StMoN. Charlie will sing it to you anytime you request it.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Let me say, before I go to Mr. Owens, that you know, he’s abso-
lutely right. If we just reduce by a quarter of a percent all the de-
fense spending, which you know is getting to the point of ridicu-
lousness, we can afford this bill.

Mr. Owens.

Mr. OwENs. Senator, I'm going to ask a rather complex question.

I think Americans are alarmed by the fact that in the commer-
cial sector we continually are losing, as can clearly be seen by the
deficit in the balance of trade; the fact that the Japanese own eight
of the ten largest financial institutions in the world is also another
indication that ought to be clear to everybody. We're upset and
alarmed about that. The fact that our plants have gone overseas, et
cetera. We're upset and alarmed about the fact that our space pro-
gram has come to a halt. And the shuttle tragedy revealed some
glaring failures there and not too much is said about it, but if
you'll read the documents related to the investigation by the
Rogers Commission, you'll see that a large part of the problem in
there is that they have run out of people who can replenish the
technicians and the scientists. You know, the German scientists
have all gone home or been pulled back, and for various reasons
our spaee program has suffered as a result.

But even in the area of just technicians. The guy who watches
the countdown of the fuel. There was one reference to them, that
he suffered from fatigue. After several countdewns they didn’t
have anybody to replace him with. It’s a relatively simple job, but
they didn’t have a technician to replace him with. So that’s an-
other source of alarm.

This week’s Time Magazine discusses the Russian space program,
and they have a very nice title that says, “Are we losing—" or are
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they gaining on us. But if you read it you'll know they’re saying in
there that we’ve lost that battle and they’re way ahead of us and
gaining momentum all the time. In the area where we've set the
highest priority, space was a high priority, the highest priority is
the military, in the military hardware area. Not too much of that
is working so well, you know. Even the MX missile, I understand
that’s not working that well, the highest priority of this Adminis-
tration.

So people are alarmed and they have associated it with the prob-
lem in education, that somehow we’re going to have to have the
brain power to support these very complex modern requirements in
whatever area, commercial, military, space, whatever. They’ve also
accepted the fact that education is the key. We’ve begun to study
the Japanese education system closely. And the people who've stud-
ied it closely have pinpointed that the key to the Japanese educa-
tion system is in the preschool and the eariy years. I don’t think
that at large, American citizens know about that. But they’ve pin-
pointed that, that the fact that the preschool education carried out
largely by the mother and the parents, is the key.

Now if you were to transpose that to our country and recognize
and accept that that’s the key to education, what happens in the
early years, and that parents and the home and children play a
very fundamental role there, then you've got to have stabilized
homes and stabilized families. And the next step to that is you
don’t have stabilized homes and stabilized families unless you have
income, unless you have jobs which are going to keep that family
with income. And welfare income certainly is not enough to stabi-
lize a family. In fact, most States require that you've got to have
only one parent. So you take one parent away and destabilize the
family automatically, by accepting welfare.

So is there any ‘way we can simplify this complex message and
get it out there that in order to save the Nation we're going to
have to save the children who will be the ones who will provide the
brain power? In order to provide that brain power, we're going to
have to first stabilize homes. And many of the problems with teen-
age pregnancy, crime, a whole lot of those problems go back to the
fact that in certain communities we’ve had a depression since the
end of World War II. The high unemployment rate in the Black
community has been there since the end of World War II. And it
has destabilized families, wrecked families, and the way to begin is
to get to some kind of guaranteed job program, stabilize families,
get the education system going and move from there.

How do you get, out there hustling as a candidate, is there a way
to get that message across?

Senator Simon. Well, I have a—I don’t mean to sound political
here, but I think the answer is you need leadership in the White
House that recognizes that and tells the Nation this. And you're
absolutely correct in what you say. And we can’t be looking for
easy, dramatic answers; it's going to be a guaranteed job program,
it's got to include preschooF education. We know from the tests

right in our own country, the Ypsilanti, Michigan tests, that an in-
tensified preschool education program in disadvantaged areas has a
dramatic change in drop-out rate, in teenage pregnancy rate, in the
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crime rate. We know it. It’s not theory. We know it. But we’re not
doing anything about it.

Having Morton Bahr right back here, the President of the Com-
munication Workers, I can’t help but thirk, we have seven million
American homes that don’t have & telephone. Pecple can’t call the
fire department if there’s a fire. They can’t call the police if some-
body’s trying to break into their homs. They can’t call an ambu-
lance if somebody has a heart at:ack. You know, jusi we saw to it
that every home had electricity, we ought to see to it that every
home has a telephone. We’re going to put thousands of people to
work when we do it. And we’re going to be a better country all the
way around. That ought to be—you know, everybody ought to have
a telephone in their home. And you can structure it so that you
can’t make long distance calls if you're limited income, so that
you're not going to have abus2 that way.

So many things need to be done in this country.

Let me give you, in response to your question, just one other ex-
ample. I was on a call-in radio program, and a young man called in
and said I'm a college graduate and I'm on welfare, sitting at home
doing nothing. Why don’t we pay him to teach people who don't
know how to read and write, how to read and write. He’d be better
off. They’d be better off. The country would be better off. Those are
the things that we ought to be doing. But you need National lead-
ership that recognizes this. That really is the—and let me just add,
since I'm addressing the only librarian who's every been elected to
Congress in the history of the United States Congress, one of the
things that we have to do is, just to encourage the use of libraries
for adult literacy programs much more than we are. That's enother
thing. And we can tie in these guaranteed job programs with those
library programs.

Mr. OweNs. The Japanese have 22 magazines which are aimed at
parents of preschool children. Twenty-two magazines, national
magazines and supported by the public.

Just one final question, Senator, and this is a simpler one and a
shorter one.

Gorbachev is seeking to embarrass the United States by calling
for a conference on human rights, where he might put things on
the table like the right to employment, being a human right. There
are some of us who don’t necessarily want to embarrass the coun-
try, but who also believe that the right to a job or a job opportunity
is a human right. We ought to have 2 move toward a Constitution-
al Amendment tc make sure that that's clearly expressed.

What do you think of that proposition?

Senator SimoN. Well, I think we ought to be listening to the Sovi-
ets in this area. One of the things I've done, I've worked a lot on
divided spouses, on problems of refuseniks, and when I meet with
Soviet officials over there saying why don’t you let—there’s a man
by the name of Naum Meiman I’ve been working on trying to get
him the right to emigrate. And I work on thes tragic cases, and
one of the goviet leaders said to me one time, you're better on indi-
vidual human rights than we are. We’re better on collective human
rights. We don’t tolerate the kind of unemployment that you toler-
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I think maybe we can both learn from each other. I don’t like the
Soviet system. But the question arises can our free system guaran-
tee a job opPortunity to every American? The answer is, of course
it can if we're just a little bit creative. We have so many things
thet need to be done.

Let me just give you another example. We’ve had a lot of flood-
ing in this country. We had some recently in Cook County, Illinois.
I was reading a study on flooding. Do you know one of the reasons
we have so much flooding 1n our country today? We’ve torn down
trees, rut in parking lots and shopping centers and houses, and
fields of soybeans, and so forth. What if we took people who want
to be working, and they can’t get a job, and we planted 200 million
trees this year? We'd be better off five years from now, ten years
from now in flooding. We wouldn’t have to spend so much mone
with the Army Corps of Engineers for flood projects. You know, all
kinds of things that need to be done.

Mr. Owens. That is successful in Israel.

Senator SimoN. Is that right?

Mr. Owens. The unemployed planting trees as part of their low
rate of unemployment.

Mr. taves. Wouid the gentleman yield on that for just a minute?

I just wanted to make the point—you’re looking at a person who
set out trees as a part of the Civilian Conservation Corps during
the Roosevelt Administration. That was my employment and it was
a necessary function. And I just wanted to add that.

We need those kind of programs today. You’re absolutely correct.

Senator SiMON. And let me add one other point, and then I will
get out of your hair, Mr. Chairman, because I know you have a lot
of other witnesses.

When Charlie Hayes was planting trees, he also had the opportu-
nity to feel that he was doing something constructive for society.
The great division in cur society today is not between Black and
White or Hispanic and Anglo, or between rich and poor. It’s be-
tween people who hze hope and people who have just given up.
What we have to do is give people a feeling like they’re contribut-
ing something. And nobody feels like that if they're just hopeless
and desperate and you just hand them a check for doing nothing.
They want to feel like they’re contributing. That they're in a sense
all planting trees. We ought to be planting more trzes in a great
variety of ways. Doing the things that need to be done to make this
a better society.

I thank you all. I wish I were as confident of every vote in the
United States Congress, as I am of the three of you. I'll tell you
that. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Simon, before you leave, I'd like to thank you
for coming here and testifying before us again. We always appreci-
ate your appearances because they’re so positive.

And I would say that I know that you’re familiar with the Con-
servation Corps Bill that we have passed out of the House twice
now. The first time it was pocket vetoed by the President—I
wanted to say Governor, because when he was Governor, he signed
the exact same bill. Somehow in the years since his mind must
have changed about it, and I don’t know why. But at any rate, last
year the Senate didn’t move the bill. Now we’re intending to move
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that out of the House again this year, hopefuily. And I'm confident
that with you on the other side supporting it the way you do, it
will move out of the Senate. Maybe this time, if the President does
veto it, we can override that veto and put into practice what we
have just talked about.

The other thing is, I'd like to say that the years that I served
with you, coming here five years ago and serving with you for the
first three years on Education and Labor, were real enjoyable to
me. You were a spivitual leader when we needed it, and you were a
strong, firm leader when we needed it. And if I’ve never said
thanks for the encouragement and the leadership you’ve provided
on that committee when you were there, I say so now.

Senator SiMoN. I thank you very much. It’s great to be with you.

[Applause.]

Mr. MARTINEz. Our next panel is Dr. Stanley Moses, Professor of
Government Programs and Urban Planning, at Hunter College,
New York; Dr. Richard Rahn, Chief Economist, United States
Chamber of Commerce; and Dr. Bertram Gross, Economist at St.
Mary’s College, Moraga, California; and Mr. Morton Bahr, Presi-
dent of Communication Workers of America.

I understand that Dr. Gross is not here. So we have the three
members of the panel. We'd like to start with Mr. Bahr, President
of the Communication Workers. Your prepared statements will be
inserted into the record immediately following your oral presenta-
tions.

STATEMENT OF MORTON BAHR, PRESIDENT, COMMUNICATION
WORKERS OF AMERICA

Mr. Banr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify on the serious problems
facing American workers today and the need for strong leadership
at the National level to correct this situation.

CWA is comprised of some 700,000 members employed in a wide
range cf industries including communications, public sector, print-
ing and publishing trades, and health care.

One hundred years ago the American economy was dominated by
a small number of families who made no apologies for their desire
to totally control the market and accumulate the greatest possible
profits. They learned how to substitute financial manipulation for
production and in the process accumulated incredible wealth and
power.

But from 1935 through 1965, between the Great Depression and
the Great Society, a combination of political and labor organiza-
tions cut back on absolute and arbitrary corporate power. And
though the economy expanded, along with American living stand-
ards, second and third generation families, while still powerful and
rich, did not dominate the National economy in the same way that
their grandfathers had.

The Reagan years, however, h= "2 seen the rise of a new genera-
tion of robber barons. Cloaked once again in the veil of unchecked
competition, they like their predecessors a hundred years ago have
been able to accumulate unlimited wealth and power.
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Today we even find one of the most basic worker rights, the right
to strike, completely undermined when employers hire permanent
replacements. Not long ago, an employer would continue to try to
reach a settlement throughout the bargaining process. But now
they practically welcome a strike so they can arbitrarily fire all of
their employees and substitute replacements. We even see corpora-
tions advertising for strikebreakers in the event of a strike, as part
of their strategy to intimidate and control the collective bargaining
process.

And thanks to technological breakthroughs in communications,
and transportation cnd finance, these new robber barons can move
their capital around the world 24 hours a day. Workers are told to
compete not only with each other but with other plants in the U.S.
or third world as wages are driven down while the power of capital
increases. Corporate America’s solution to the proglem of compet-
ing in_an international economy, lowering American wages to
South Korea levels, and that’s not the answer.

Auto workers in Michigan ar old they are not competitive, as
GM builds new plarts in Korea and Mexico with one dollar per
hour workers, but then finds $750 million to buy out Ross Perot.

Frank Lorenzo tells flight attendants and mechanics that the
must settle for a 1970 standard of living while he counts his $2 bil-
lion for profits from mergers and buyouts.

Michael Milliken of Drexel, Lambert peddles junk bonds to fi-
nance deals for the new robber barons accumulating more than $1
millicn for himself in the process.

A debate that first began 100 years ago is being re-enacted. What
kind of world do free markets produce? The new robber barons are
merely the leaders of the new world economy. The competition and
greed that they inspire, becomes a role model not on y for their
children but for ours as well. We begin to accept health care as a
reward only for winners in the economic game and no longer think
of it as a right. We begin to accent adequate and safe housing as
something only the better paid among us should be able to buy. We
begin to believe that the regulations and programs designed to pro-
tect working Americans no longer are werth the effort.

The attack on workers’ rights today is more severe than it has
been in 50 years. Living standards for workers and their families
have declined while employment security and the rifht to organize
on the job have all but disappeared in America to ay. The rights
that were guaranteed to all Americans by our Nation's founders
are being steadily eroded. The Bill of Rights is stolen from us each
time as we pass through the factory or the office door.

. Wealth and income in the United States are becoming increas-
ingly polarized. Today, the old adage that the rich get richer while
the poor get poorer is more true than ever. Vast personal fortunes
are being made as workers’ lives and communities are shattered.

As part of the effort to fight back against increasing worker
abuse, a ccalition of unions, religious, civi rights, women’s, farmer
and other organizations has formed under the banner of Jobs with
Justice. The core of Jobs with Justice is the attainment of three
simple and basic rights: The right to job security for all American
workers, union and unorganized; the right to an adequate and fair
standard of living; and the right to organize on the job.
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This campaign is designed i1 part to give voice to those who are
unheard in America’s rush to competitiveness, the countless mil-
lions who, through no fault of their own, find themselves without a
Jjob, without a decent wage, without basic health insurance and
without a future.

Jobs with Justice is an ongoing prograr to build an ongoing
fight back process on the local and Nationsl level. Wa intend to put
workers’ rights issues at the forefront of the National political
deoate. We already have begun in Florida, Iowa, South Dakota,
Tennessee, among other locations, and we’ll continue throughout
the country.

Over and over again we find examples of hardworking employeces
who have been victimized by Government policies which reward
the rich and the powerful.

In the telecommunications industry, for example, Federal deci-
sions to deregalate telephone service and to hreak up the Bell
System has wreaked terrible consequences. More than 100,000
workers have lost their jobs, the good jobs, since the AT&T ~:vesti-
ture in 1984. Thousands more have been forced to relocate, often
more than once, just to hold on to their job. They uproot their fam-
ilies, bankrupt their fin: ces and ultimately, in some cases, find
themselves unemployed again.

At a recent hearing held by this committee in Miami, Thomas
Carrao, a former CWA member and a 17 year employee with
AT&T, told of how he wes laid off when AT&T, after divestiture,
told him the only job available was in another city and paid only
half of what he was earning. With a family to support he simply
couldn’t afford to take the move at such a large cut in wages. So he
was laid off and spent more than a year seeking a job. He and his
wife took several odd jobs, including housecleaning, just to make
ends meet. The emotional and physical toll was enormous and
eventually Mr. Carrao ended up in a hospital for alcohol treat-
ment, his wife suffered a nervous breakdown and his children
began having trouble in school.

Finally, he found employment working the very same job he used
to hold, but now it is with an AT&T subcontractor rather than
AT&T itself. And now he is paid less than he used to earn for the
very same work. Yet AT&T likely is paying just as much, if not
more, for the subconiractor than they would have by employing
skilled workers direct’-,

If I may, when Sena‘or Simon was giving an example, it brought
to mind a recent expericnce I had. I went to one of our local union
memberships in Davenport, Jowa. My flight was late, which is
normal these days, deregulation. A young man was on the floor
thanking the union for something we had negotiated in 1986 with
the Northwestern Bell Telephone Company, that since he was now
declared surplus in Davenport the new clause of the contract gave
him a job in another State within the Northwestern Bell territory.
But he raised the question, what do I do, abandon my house which
I can’t sell because of the depressed farm economy, or do I abandon
my job and watch my house? And I didn’t have a response for that
question.
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And in our industry, which was one of America’s basic indus-
tries, has these problems that start to hit in this kind of an indus-
try, there is no job that is safe from this ill.

But I raise the question, is this fair? Is it right? Is this what we
had in mind when we experimented with deregulation? Of course
not. And what’s wvorse, there’s increasing attention to the need to
revise our telecommunications policy, but not to take care of inno-
cently victimized workers. Instead discussions by the Administra-
tion and some Members of Congress seem to focus solely on the
supposed need of the telecommunications giants, the corporations
who have profited from deregulation.

By now it should be clear that this is a pattern which affects
every industry cut loose from Federal review. An Eastern Airline
employee was raped and brutalized in her hc:ne. When she told her
supervisor that she would not be able to report for work, she was
threatened with disciplinary action and abuse. As she put it in the
hearings that you conducted, “I was raped twice—once by my at-
tacker and once by my employer.”

But deregulated industries are not the only places where we find
abuses of worker rights. Unfortunately, in virtually every sector we
find employers who cavalierly deny workers access to decent
paying jobs with union protection.

In Nacogdoches, Texas a group of very low paid, predominately
minority and female workers has been seeking union protection for
years but their employer, Stephen F. Austin University, has fought
them every step of the way using scurrilous, underhanded tactics,

These cafeteria workers are the victims of racism and discrimi-
nation. A lawsuit demonstrated that black and female workers
were denied promotional opportunities, but instead were used to
train white males for higher paid positions. University personnel
officials even were told to circle the “n” in Stephen or Austin to
indicate a Negro job applicant. These applicants then were offered
only the lowest paid jobs.

Since 1983, when this lawsuit first was filed, CWA has been
trying to help these workers. A settlement was reached, bringing
them about $15 million in back pay and requiring development of
career ladders.

But in 1985, the university announced it would contract out the
food service operation to ARA Services, a private firm, even though
the existing work force was generating up to 1 million per year in
revenue. This is a classic example of public sector union busting,
otherwise known as privatization.

Initially, there was an agreement with the university that ARA
would use the same employees and preserve the protections se-
cure «. Instead, ARA Services and the university have ignored the
agreement. They have maintained wage rates but have cut back on
hours worked or denied pay for breaks so that many employees no
longer could afford to keep the job.

Again, the emﬁloyees sought protection, this time by filing for a
unit election with the NLRB. But through a variety of legal tactics,
the election was delayed for two years. And on the eve of the elec.
tion day, ARA Services filed yet another dilatory, delaying motion.

But I am pleased to state that two weeks ago these workers final-
ly prevailed and won the election and the right to representation.
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B}:xt now we face an arduous battle to secure a decent contract for
them.

This is not an isolated or rare example of Americans denied jobs,
or decent wages, or basic rights. These people reflect a growing and
disturbing trend. It is a trend that denies workers access to jobs
and closes the doors of opportunity. It is a trend that forces Ameri-
cans to skirt the edges of poverty and to become reliant on Govern-
ment support, where such support exists, when they instead have
the ability, the desire and the drive to earn their own way but for
massive corporate resistance.

There is a growing inequality among American families. Wealth
in the United States is heavily concentrated in the hands of only a
few people. For example, only 2 percent of American families own
half of the stocks and nearly three-quarters of all the municipal
bonds in the United States. According to a recent report by the
Joint Economic Committee, the richest people in America nearly
doubled their wealth in the 21 years from 1962 to 1983.

But as the rich accumulated more wealth, the rest of us jost it.
From 1962 to 1983 the share of total wealth owned by 90 percent of
Americans dropped 11 percent.

Much of this declining wealth is the result of too-high rates of
unemployment and too-low rates of pay. Unemployment has stag-
nated at a level we once thought unacceptable. And even as some
new jobs are created, they increasingly are very low paid. Families
have been forced to go out and get more jobs, where they can find
them, just to stand still.

Current average real weekly pay for an American worker is
about the same today as it was in 1962. While weekly earnings
peeked in 1972, they have been declining ever since.

As a consequence, we are losing ground in the battle against pov-
erty, despite many positive years during the Great Society. Even
full-time workers, if they are paid the minimum wage, constantly
skirt the poverty line and often fall below it.

And the middle class is disappearing as well. As an economist
with Chase Ecoaometrics says, “For every 25 year old I read about
making $300,000.00 on Wall Street, there are hundreds of 25 year
olds working as fast food people or hospital orderlies earning $3.50
an hour. It's very skewed. I see this as a big problem. It denies
young people the opportunity to earn middle class income that
their parents had.”

It is difficult to pinpoint one particular cause of this growing eco-
nomic malaise. The decline in decent paying jobs, the lack of ade-
quate training and retraining, the absence of support systems like
child care, and the attack on worker organizations are just some of
the factors.

The Great Depression was America’s darkest hour but it stimu-
lated our National leaders to respond. Our policies, echoed in the
highest quarters, reflected the belief that Americans have a right
to expect a job, a liveable wage, decent working conditions, ade-
quate housing and health care.

Those goals are no less worthy today. In fact, they are just as ur-
gently needed. We must cast aside this new notion as promulgated
by the Reagan Administration, that everyone must fight for them-
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selves even though the battle ground is severely tilted toward those
already rich and powerful.

We are not asking that Government rule our lives. We only are
asking that Government, as the constitutional protector of the
pelople, provide the tools so that Americans can stand up for them-
selves.

Whether it’s protection against arbitrary plant closing, or priva-
¢y intrusions in the form of secret telephone bugging, drug testing
or polygraphs. Whether it’s support for decent housing, health in-
surance and child care, or protection for workers who seek a union.
Whether it’s a full employment program or a decent minimum
wage. These are all needed. These are all essential. And we will
continue to work with you to gain their enactment.

This hearing and the proposed economic bills of rights are impor-
tant first steps. We must renew the call for action and we must
start by articulating the basic goals and dreams of American work-
ers. We once again must make jobs, wages, working conditions the
building blocks of a health economy and commit to their attain-
ment at all levels.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Morton Bahr follows:]

TESTIMONY OF MORTON BAHR, PRESIDENT, COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity to
testify on the serious problems facing American workers today and the need for
strong leadership at the national level to correct this sorry situation.

The Communications Workers of America (CWA) is comprised of 700,000 members
employed in a wide range of industries including communications, public sector,
printing and publishing trades, health care and other service industries.

Our members have witnessed first hand the dislocation and hardship caused by
federal policies. They've lost their jobs and they've faced incredible pressure to
lower their wages even in highly profitable industries. But they are not alone. Mil-
lions of Americans have faced the same or even greater hardships over the last few
years as a direct result of federal decisions or of federal neglect.

One hundred years ago the American economy was dominated by a small number
of families who made no apologies for their desire to totally control the market and
accumulate the greatest possible profits. Swift in meatpacking, Vanderbilt in trans-
ggrtathn, Rockefeller in oil, Mellon in finance, McCormick in farm equipment, and

rnegie in steel learned how to substitute financial manipulation for production
and in the process accumulated incredible wealth and power.

Yet from 1935-1965, between the “great depression” and the ‘“great society,” a
combination of political and labor organization cut back on absolute and arbitrary
corporate power. And though the economy expanded, along with American livin%
standards, second and third generation robber baron families, while still powerfu
and rich, did not dominate the national economy in the same way that their grand-
fathers had.

The Reagan years, however, have seen the rice of a new generation of robber
barons. Cloaked once again in the veil of unchecked competition, the new robber
barons like their predecessors 100 years ago have been able to accumulate unlimited
wealth and power. And like their first generation forefathers, their exploits are fol-
lowed closely not only by financial columnists, but by social and political commenta-
tors as well.

Today we even find one of the most basic worker rights—the right to strike—com-
pletely undermined when employers hire permanent strikebreakers. Not long ago,
an employer would continue to try to reach a settlement throughout the bargaining
process. But now they practically welcome a strike so they can arbitrarily fire all of
their employees and substitute replacements. We even see corporations advertisin
for strikebreakers—before a strike even begins—as part of their strategy to intimi-
date and control.

And thanks to technological breakthroughs in communications, transportation,
and finance, the new robber barons can move their capital around the world 24
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hours a day. Workers are told to compete not only with each other but with other
plants in the U.S. or third world as wages are driven down while the power of cap-
ital increases. Corporate America’s solution to the problem of competing in an inter-
national economy—lowering American wages to South Africa levels—is not the
answer.

Auto workers in Michigan are told they are not competitive, as GM builds new
plants in Korea and Mexico with $1 per hour workers, but finds $750 million to buy
out Ross Perot.

Frark Lorenzo tells flight attendants and mechanics that they must settle for a
113970 sttsandard of living while he counts his $2 billion in profits from mergers and

uyouts.

William McGowan convinces Congress that deregulation of telecommunications
will benefit business and consumers, and two years after deregulation occurs cuts
25% of his MCI workforce with no advance notice.

Goodyear, with help from its employees and the community, fends off a takeover
by Britain’s Sir Alfred Goldsmith only to turn around and cut its already shriveled
workforce by another 15%.

Michael Milliken of Druxel, Lambert peddles junk bonds to finance deals for the
new robber barons accumulating more than $1 million for himself in the process.

A debate that first began 100 years ago is being re-enacted. What kind of world do
“free markets” produce? The new robber barons are merely the leaders of the new
world economy. The competition and greed that they inspire, becomes a role model
not only for their children but for ours as well. We begin to accept health care as a
reward only for winners in the economic game and no longer think of as it us a
right. We begin to accept adequate and safe housing as something only the better
paid among us should be able to buy. We begin to believe that the regulations and
programs designed to protect working Americans no longer are worth the effort.

The attack on workers’ rights today is more severe than it has been in 50 years.
Living standards for workers and their families have declined, while employment
security and the right to organize on the job have all but disappeared in America
today. The rights that were guaranteed to all Americans by our nation’s founders
are being steadily eroded—the Bill of Rights is stolen from us each time we pass
through the factory or office door.

Wealth and income in the U.S. are becoming increasingly polarized. Today, the
old adage that the rich get richer while the poor get poorer is more true than ever.
A new generation of robber barons is reshaping American industry for their own
personal wealth without regard to the impact on workers and our communities.
V.asefj personal fortunes are beirg made as workers’ lives and communities are shat-
tered.

As part of the effort to fight back against increasing worker abuse, a coalition of
unions, religious, civil rights, women'’s, farmer znd other organizations has formed
under the banner of “Jobs with Justice.” The core of Jobs with Justice is the attain-
ment of three simple and basic rights:

(1) the right to job security for all American workers, union and unorganized;

(2) the right to an adequate and fair standard of living; and

(3) the right to organize on the Job.

This campaign is designed to in part to give voice to those who are unheard in
America’s rush to competitiveness, the countless millions who, through no fault of
their own, find themselves without a job, without a decent wage, without basic
health insurance and without a future.

Jobs with Justice is an ongoin‘% program, to build an ongoing fight back process,
on the local and national level. We intend to put workers' rights issues at the fore-
front of the national political debate. We already have begun—in Florida, Jowa,
?}?uth Dakota, Tennessee, among other locations—and we will continue throughout

e country.

Over and over again, we find examples of hardworking employees who have been
victimized by governinent policies which reward the rich and powerful,

In the telecommunications industry, for example, federal gecisions to deregulate
telephone service and to break up the Bell System has wreaked terrible conse-
quences. More than 100,000 workers have lost their jobs just since the AT&T divesti-
ture in 1984, Thousands more have been forced to relocate, often more than once,
Just to hold on to their job. They uproot their families, bankrupt their finances and
ultimately, in some cases, find tﬁemselves unemployed anyway.

At a recent hearing in Miami, Thomas Carrao, a former CWA member and a 17
year employee with AT&T, told of how he was laid off when AT&T, after divesti-
ture, told him the only job available was in another city and paid only half of what
he was earning. With a family to support Mr. Carrao symply couldn’t afford to move

Q
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and to take such a large cut in wages. So he was laid off and spent more than a
year seeking a job. He and his wife took several odd jobs, including housecleaning,
Just to make ends meet. The emotional and physical toll was enormous and eventu-
ally Mr. Carrao ended up in a hospital for alcohol treatment, his wife suffered a
nervous breakdown and his children began having trouble at school.

Finally, Thomas Carrao found employment working the very same job he used to
hold—but now it is with an AT&T subcontractor rather than with AT&T itself. And
now he is paid less than he used to earn, for the very same work. Yet AT&T likely
is paying just as much, if not more, for the subcontractor than they would be em-
ploying skilled workers directly.

Is this fair? Is this right? Is this what we had in mind when we experimented
with deregulation? Of course not. And what’s worse, there’s increasing attention to
the need to revise our telecommunications policy—but not to take care of innocently
victimized workers. Instead, discussions by the Administration and Congress seem to
focus solely on the supposed need of the telecommunications giants, the corporations
who have profitted from deregulation.

By now it should be clear that this is a pattern which affects every industry cut
loose from federal review. An Eastern Airline employee was raped and brutalized in
her home. When she told her supervisor that she would not be able to report for
work the next day, she was threatened with disciplinary action and abuse. As she
put it in a recent statement, “I was raped twice—once by my attacker and once by
my employer.”

But deregulated industries are not the only places where we find egregious abuses
of worker rights. Unfortunately, in virtually every sector we find employers who
cavalierly deny workers access to decent paying jobs with union protection.

In Nacogdoches, Texas a group of very low paid, predominately minority and
female workers has been seeking union protection for years but their employer—
Stephen F. Austin University has fought them every step of the way using scurri-
lous, underhanded tactics.

These cafeteria workers are the victims of racism and discrimination. A lawsuit
demonstrated that black and female workers were denied promotional opportuni-
ties, but instead were used to train white males for higher paid positions. University
personnel officials even were told to circle the “n” in Stephen or Austin to indicate
a “Negro” job applicant. These applicants then were offered only low-paid jobs.

Since 1983, when this lawsuit first was filed, CWA has been trying to help these
workers. A settlement was reached, bringing the workers about $15 million in back
pay and requiring development of career ladders.

But in 1985, the university announced it would contract out the food service oper-
atin to ARA Services, a private firm, even though the existing work force was gen-
erating up to $1 million per year in revenue. This is a classic example of public
sector union busting, otherwise known as privatization.

Initially, there was an agreement with the university that ARA Services would
uce the same employees and preserve the protections secured. Instead, ARA Serv-
ices and the university have ignored the agreement. They have maintained wage
rates but have cut back on hours worked or denied pay for breaks so that many
employees no longer could afford to keep the job.

Again, the employees sought protection, this time by filing for a unit election with
the NLRB. But through a variety of legal tactics, the election was delayed for two
years. And on the eve of the election day, ARA Services filed yet another dilatory,
delaying motion.

In another example of employer abuse of labor laws, MCI completely shut down a
facility rather than permit a unit election.

Just weeks before Christmas 1986, about 3,000 MCI workers were fired, only a few
days after management had been notified by the National Labor Relations Board
that the workers had filed enough cards to force an election for representation by
CWA. The company said it had to shut down the facility in Detroit because of “com-
petitiveness” reasons, but we believe it more likely is an attempt to avoid the union.
But more important, the sad bottom line for these workers is that now they are out
of work because their employer thought it would be more “cost effective” to termi-
nate them rather than to recognize their rights.

BROADER ECONOMIC CONTEXT

These are not isolated or rare examples of Americans denied jobs or decent wages
or basic rights. These people reflect a growing and disturbing trend. It is a trend
that denies workers access to jobs and closes the door of opportunity. It is a trend
that forces Americans to skirt the edges of poverty and to become reliant on govern-
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ment support, where such support exists, when they instead have the ability, desire
and drive to earn their own way—but for massive corporate resistance.

There is a growing inequality among American families as the gap in the owner-
ship of wealth widens, Wealth in the United States is heavily concentrate in the
hands of only a few people. For example, only 2% of American families own half of
the stocks and nearly threequarters of all the municipal bonds in the U.S. Accord-
ing to a recent report by the Joint Economic Committee, the richest people in Ame;-
ica nearly doubled their wealth in the 21 years from 1962 to 1983. These wealthy
families added more than $3.2 million to their average holdings and their share of
total share of total wealth rose 12%.

In late 1986, Forbes reported that “it has been a splendid year for
billionaires . . . wealth in 10 digits has been identified for 26 persons, nearly
double last year’s tally.”

The wealth of American billionaires simply is incomprehensible for the vast ma-
Jority. The assets of Samuel Walton (Wal-Mart Stores) amount to $4.5 billion, while
John Kluge, owner of Metromedia, is worth $2.5 billion, just to name two.

But as the rich accumulated more wealth, the rest of us lost it. From 1962 to 1983,
the share of total wealth owned by 90% of American dropped 119.

Much of this declining wealth is the result of too-high rates of unemployment ar.d
too-low rates of pay. Unemployment has stagnated at a level we once thought unac-
ceptable. And even as some new jobs are created, they increasingly are very low
paid. Families have been forced to go out and get more jobs, where they can find
them, just to stand still.

Current average real weekly pay for an American wozker is about the same today
as it was in 1962 (approxmiately $300 per week). While weekly earnings peaked in
1972, they have been declining ever since. Worse, they are spiraling downward at a
faster and faster rate. Between 1973 and 1979, according to the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, average hourly earnings (adjusted for inflation) fell 4.3%, but between 1979
and 1985, earnirgs fell at a rate of 6.0%.

As a consequence, we are losing ground in the battle against verty, despite
many positive years during the “Great Society.” Even full time workers, if they are
paid the minimura wage, constantly skirt the poverty line and .ten fall below it.

And the middle class is disappearing too. As a economist wit,. Chase Econometrics
says, “For every 25 year old I read about making $300,000 on Wall Street, there are
hundreds of 25 year olds working as fast food people or hospital orderlies earning
$3.50 an hour. It’s very skewed. I see this as a big problem. It denies young people
the opportunity to earn middle class income that their parents had.”

There are many statistical reflections of the shrinking middle. Rate of home own-
ership among people nnder 35 has fallen from 43.3% to 39.7%, even though nearly
two-thirds of these households have two breadwinners. And a man who was 30 in
1949 saw his earnings rise 63% by the time he was 40; yet a 30 year old man in 1973
would find his average income fall by 1% in ten years.

CAUSE AND SOLUTIONS

1t is difficult to pinpoint one particular cause of this growing economic malaie be-
cause, in fact, the cause are many. The decline in decent paying jobs, the lack of
adequate training and retraining, the absence of support system like child care, the
attack on worker organization and a government policy which encourages wealth
accumulation by those at the top while taxing away the wages of those in the
middle and bottom are just some factors.

The Great Depression was America’s darkest hour but it stimulated our national
leaders to respond. Our policies, echoed in the highest quarters, reflected the belief
that Americans have a right to expect a job, a liveable wage, decent working condi-
tions, adequate housing and health care and the like.

Those goals are no less worthy today; in fact, they are just as urgently needed. We
must recommit ourselves to taking the steps to protect and nurture Americans. We
must cast aside this new notion, as promulgated by the Reagan Administration, that
everyone must fight for themselves even though the battle ground is severely tilted
toward those already rich and powerful.

We are not asking that government rule our lives. We only are asking that gov-
| ernment, as the constitutional protector of the people, provide the tools so that
| Americans can stand up for themselves.

The legislative steps to carry this out are many and varied. Whether it's protec-
’ tion against arbitrary plant closing, or privacy intrusions in the form of secret tele-

ﬁhone bugging, drug testing or polygraphs. Whether it’s support for decent housing,
ealth insurance and child care or protection for workers who seek a union. Wheth-
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er it’s a full employment program or a decent minimum wage. These all are needed.
These all are essential. And we will continue to work with you to gain their enact-
ment.

This hearing and the proposed economic bills of rights are important first steps.
We must renew the call for action and we must start by articulating the basic goals
and dreams of American workers. We once again must make jobs, wages, working
conditions the building blocks of a healthy economy and commit to their attainment
at all levels. ’

Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Bahr.
We'll now go to Mr. Rahn.

STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD RAHN, CHIEF ECONOMIST, U.S.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Mr. RauN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I com-
mend the committee for holding these important hearings on how
we can create job opportunities for all of our citizens.

In the interest of time I will summarize my remarks, but I re-
quest that my entire statement be made part of the record.

Mr. MarTiNEZ. With no objection, so ordered.

Mr. RAHN. On behalf of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, again, I
thank you for inviting us to speak today. We are the world’s larg-
est business federation and our members are responsible for the
vast majority of jobs that have been created in this country.

When we talk about how to increase employment, well there are
three basic things that we have to do. One is maintain a high rate
of real economic growth. Secondly, we must reduce Government
impediments to employment growth. And three, we must make
sure that our workers have the information, the education, and the
discipline they need to fill the jobs that are being created.

In terms of economic growth, I was struck today by some of the
comments I've heard which seem to me to be at great variance
with the reality. Today we are celebrating the longest peace time
economic expansion since 1854. This is a momentous date in our
Nation’s economic development. Again, the leading indicators were
up again this morning by point six. This shows that the economic
expansion, again this record economic expansion, is likely to con-
tinue for many more months.

Secondly, we have a record number of Americans now at work.
More importantly we have a record percentage of our adult popula-
tion at work. Never in our Nation’s history, have we had a higher
percentage of those people 18 to 65 at work. This is a measure of
great economic health. In addition, we have a higher percentage of
our adult population at work than any other nation in the world,
including Japan. The fact of the matter is, we have been creating
jobs at three times the rate Japan has over the last seven years.

We have a record rate of real income growth, record family in-
comes, record per capita incomes. In fact, in many areas of the
country, we have labor shortages. Currently we have pockets in
areas of the country which have not participated as much as we'd
like in the economic boom. But the reality is, again, despite eco-
nomic problems things have never been better for the vast majority
of Americans, or have there been greater economic oppertunities
for the vast majority of Americans.
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Poverty rates are falling. It is indeed true, they rose from 1973 to
1983. But they are again on a downward trend. And particularly if
you correctly included benefits, non-cash benefits, you'd see even a
much steeper decline in the rate of poverty.

Mr. Chairman, these economic records did not come about by ac-
cident. Recently, I went back through the testimony of a number of
leading economists and representatives from major organizations
in particularly the 1981 period, when the new economic policies by
the Reagan Administration were being formulated. At that time, as
yov may recall, many people, particularly on the left, argued that
we were in a permanent situation of economic stagflation. The last
report from President Carter’s Council of Economic Advisors giving
their optimistic scenario of the best they could do under their poli-
cies was to have an average rate of growth of 8.5 percent between
1983 through 1986, and a 7.6 percent inflation rate.

The actual numbers have been a real rate of economic growth
over those years of 4.1 percent and an average inflation rate of
only 3.4 percent. So the new economic policies in performance, in
actual log counts, greatly exceeded the bhest that Mr. Carter’s eco-
nomic advisors thought the{] could do with their set of policies.

The policies that brought about this rapid rate of economic

growth—and again, over the past five years we've had this 4.1 per-
cent average rate of real economic growth. Never in our Nation’s
peace time history have we had a continuous rate of growth that
has equaled this record. These policies, again reducing high mar-
ginal tax rates, trying to provide a more stable and predictable rate
of monetary growth, maintaining free trade, reducing regulatory
impediments on the proper function of he economy in trIving to

hold down the growth of spending even though they've on
incomplete in their implementation, have provided this.

Now during the late 1970’s we had a rapid growth in both Gov-
ernment spending and the level of taxation, very rapid monetary
growth, and this brought us to stagflation. I find many folks now
are recommending these same set of policies which gave us the eco-
nomic disaster that we had Lefore.

The second major area I mentioned was the reducing of govern-
mental impediments through employment growth. Unfortunately,
much of our unemployment problems are Government induced.
Economists talk about the wedge or the tax wedge, and it also in-
cludes regulations, on labor. Now, let’s assume that an employer
wants to hire an employee at a rate of $10.00 an hour. Now we all
know the employee does not get $10.00 an hour. The employee has
to pay income tax and Social Security tax. Let’s assume the combi-
nation of those taxes is only 20 percent, so the employee gets $8.00
an hour rather than $10.00 an hour. On the othzr hand we know
the employer’s cost is not $10.00 an hour. The employer has to pay
the Social Security tax also, Unemployment Compensation, Work-
mens’ Compensation, and other forms of mandated benefits. And
let’s assume that this wedge is only 20 percent on the employer, so
ghe employer’s real cost is $12.00 an hour rather than $10.00 an

our,

Now we know there are more people willing and able to work for
a real wage of $10.00 an hour than $8.00 an hour. And we also
know that employers can hire more people for real wages of $10.00
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an hour than $12.00 an hour. And every time we increase taxes or
other forms of mandated benefits we increase the size of the wedge.
And this increased unemployment. And that is one reason we had
the large growth of unemployment in the late 1970’s and the begin-
nings of the 1980’s, because this wedge had increased so rapidly de-
spite the big expansion of the Government spending programs.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it is clear that a number of our workers
do not have the skills they need or are not aware of jobs that are
available. And we do need to do more to insure that our entire pop-
ulation has a basic level of literacy. Studies have shown that if you
are a high school graduate and married, your chances of remaining
unemployed for « <tended periods of time are extremely low. The
big problem is that we have many workers who do not have the
basic skills of reading, writing, basic matiiematics. We have a
number of people who do not have basic job disciplines, with little
understanding of what it takes to hold a job, who are unaware of
where the jobs are located.

And T just look here in the Washington Metropolitan Region. We
have a reasonably high unemployment rate here in the District of
Columbia, yet we go across the river in Virginia, and we find at the
shopping centers, virtually every one of them has signs in windows
asking for employees. And even down here on K Street in Washing-
ton, D.C. you can walk along now and you see all these help
wanted ads and you see the huge growth of help wanted ads in the
Washington Post. So clearly we're not communicating the job op-
portunities available to people in the way that we should. And I
thirk, Mr. Chairman, that we need to look at areas of ways to a
better job in making sure that workers have, again, those basic
educational skills and are made aware of the opportunities that do
exist.

I would caution the committee against programs that greatly in-
crease taxing and spending and with slow economic growth, such
as some of those we saw during the late 1970’s, which will have the
uxixlintended effect of increasing unemployment rather than dimin-
ishing it.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for the opportunity
to testify before you.

[The prepared statement of Richard W. Rahn follows:]
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STATEMENT

, on
* ACHIEVING PULL EMPLOYMENT
before the
SUBCOMMITEE ON EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES
of the
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
U. S. CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

by
Richard W. Rahn
September 30, 1987

I am Richard Rahn, Vice-President and Chief Economist of the
U. S. Chamber of Commerce. On behalf of our 180,000 member
businesses, associations and state and local chambers of commerce, I
welcome the opportunity to present our thoughts on the important task
of developing public policies for economic advancement, creation of

job opportunities and full employment.

The Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities has set €or
itself a rather ambitious task. We applaud the subcommittee's desira
to help to create career opportunities for those in low-income
situations, to strive for the goal of full employment, to improve U.S.
competitiveness in the world economy and to achieve general economic
advancement. By creating public awareness for these issues, the

subcommittee is providing a valuable service.

In the pursuit of these objectives, it is important for us to
assess the role and limitations of public policy. We should be able
to learn from our past experiences with fiscal, monetary and other
public policies. Fror example, we can learn a great deal from the

successes and failures of differing economic policies as they have
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been applied in major industrial countries. We can also learn a great
deal from the longest peacetime expansion that is now occurring in the

U.S. economy.

These experiences demonstrate what kinds of fiscal and
monetary policies lead to economic growth and job creation. However,
it is important to note the limitations of these macroeconomic
policies. Fror example, since 1982 we have been able to achieve
sustained economic growth that has created nearly 13 million jobs in
the U.s. However, we are still left with intractable pockets of
unemployment and poverty. This indicates that there are limits to the
effectiveness of these policies. In our opinion, to go beyond these
limits will requires the appropriate microeconomic policies that
reduce impediments in labor markets and instill a better attitude
toward work for those trapped in poverty. 1In this way, hopefully,

"all bcats can rise together.®

Economic Growth and Job Creation

There is no doubt that the recent performance of the U.S.
economy provides us with a valuable lesson. It shows how vitally
important it is to install policies that improve economic incentives.
Policies such as the historic reduction of marginal tax rates,
anti-inflationary monetary policy and deregulation have increaged the
reward to productive behavior, which has given a spirited boost to
economic activity. 1In this regard, we have become the marvel of major

industrial nations. This is illustrated in Table I, which shows that
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TABLE I

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH IN THE MAJOR INDUSTRIAL ECONOMIES
(Millions of Workers)

YEAR U.S.A. CANADA JAPAN  GERMANY U.K. ITALY  FRANCE
1982 101.71 10.72 55.86 25.66 23.87 20.63 21.75
1983 103.03 10.81 56.79 25.29 23.76 20.67 21.67
1984 107.22 11.08 57.11 25.32 24.16 20.79  21.47
1985 109.38 11.39 57.50 25.49 24.46 20.89 21.38
1986 111.84 11.71 57.98 25.74 24.56 21.01 21.44
1987%* 114.42 11.99 58.38 25.90 . 21.11 .
Job

Growth

1982-87 12.5% 11.8% 4.5% .02% 2.8% 2.2% {.02%)

* Not available
“* 1987 data is for the sccond quarter

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

“3-

ag
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S ——————




35

job croation over the last tive years in the U.S has been far qroater

than job creation in the other major industrial nations.

It ig irstcuctive, at this point, to document the remarkable
93ins made during the recoent reocovery. As of November 1987, this
recovery will rank as the longest poacetime recovery since 1796. Wao
\ave oxporioncod continuous economic growth over a 59-month period
that began in November of 1982. During this period, recal economic
(irowth, on 3 yoarly basis, has averaged 4.1%. 1Inflation has been
reducod from the double-digit rates of the early 1980's, falling from
an annual basis of 10.4% in 1981 to 1.9% in 1985.

In human torms, the recovery has croated a plethora of job
opportunities. Tho unomployment rate hrs fallen from 10.8% in August
of 1982 to 5.9% in August of 1987. ODuring the last year, the
unemployment rate has fallen by & full percentage point, fadicating
that job growth {n the U.S. continuos to outstrip even the most

optimistic forecast.

Except for Japan, the 11.S. unemployment rate is now lower than
every major industrial country; and since 1982, it has fallen faster
than it has in every other major indusirial country. Over this
period, the rocord shows that most of these countries have experienced
substantial increases in their unemployment rates, and the U.K. and
France, in particular, are mired with uiemployment rates that oxceed

10%.
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While the U.S. unemployment rate has fallen, the civilian
labor force participation rate has risen to an historical high cof
65.3%. The percentage of the adult population currently employed
stands at . record 61.2%. These rising labor participation rates
indicate that oconomic growth has croated many job opportunities for

those dosiring galnful omployment.

As the numbor of jobs has oxpanded, the quality of jobs has
also increased. There has boen much speculation that the current
recovery has rosulted in a high proportion of low-paid, low=-skilled
Jobs. Yet, a loock at tho record proves this false. During the 1981 to
1985 poriod, 46.1% of the net now jobs were in the high-wage category
of $28,048 and over. At tho samo time, only 6% of the not jobs
croated wore in the low-wage category <f $7,012. 1In striking
contrast, during the 1977 to 1981 poriod, 41.7% of the net now jobs

creatod were in tho low-wage category.

wnile the share of high-income jobs has increased, median real
femily income has also risen. During the period 1982 to 1986, modian
fanily income increased by 10.7% (in constant dollars), the best
increase since tho 1960's. This incroase has revargzad an actual
reduction in real wedian family income of 5%, wh.ch occurred during
the 1977 to 1981 period. Finally, the real median income of blacks
has increased by 12.7% from 1981 to 1986, which exceeds the 8.7%

growth in median income for whites during tho samo period.

The main lesson to he learned is that oconcalc qrowth is the

-5-
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necessary condition for job creation and reducing unenployment.
Without robust economic growth, it not only becomes difficult to
create opportunities for the general population, but also it becomes
more difficult to address the problems of the poor. For example, a
1986 Rand Corporation study on black economic progress found that the
ranks of the black poor were 25% larger in 1980 than they would have
been had economic growth in the 1970's continued at the pace of the

1960's.

The Economic Foundation or Economic Growth and Job Creation
4he rconomlic foundation or Economic Growth and Job Creation

The reasons for *sb creation and the current economic recovery
are no great secret. They go hand in hand with an environment that
provides economic incentives or the rewards for productive behavior.
This means that the return to hard work, ambition, risk, saving and
entrepreneurship must reinforced. This implies installing policies of
low taxation, limited government and monetary stability. Only in this
way can individuals be assured of a decent return for their hard-gpent

efrorts.

For this reason, we believe that the recent economic recovery
is no mere accident. It is a consequence of economic policies that
were crafted to improve economic incentives. The historic reductions
of marginal tax rates that have reduced the top rate from 70% in 1981
to 28% in 1988, give us the lowest income tax rate among major
industrial countries. This has created an environment conducive to

investment and job creation.

41
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Income tax reduction has also increased the share of taxes

paid by the wealthy, causing them to move out of tax shelters and into

productive ventures. For example, the share of taxes paid by the

upper 5% income group has increased from 35% in 1981 to 40% in 19°%5,

As Table II indicates, the tax shares paid by the $50,000 to $75,000

income group and all income groups above that level have dramatically

risen since 1981. Furthermore, the reduction of capital gains tax

raies that began in 1978 and resulted in a top rate on individual

long-term capital gains of 2(% for the 1981 to 1986 period provided an

important boost to capital formation. Unfortunately, recent tax

reform legislation has had the effect of raising the capital gains tax

rate up to 28% and, thereby, hinders future capital formation and new

ventures.

The economic recovery is also due to monetary policies that
have dramatically lowered the double digit inflation rates of the late

1970's and early 1980's. Policies of less government intervention

have also contributed to economic growth.

For example, according to

the Council of Economic Advisors' 1986 Econcmic Report of The
President, deregulation initiatives undertaken in the late 1970's,

such ag deregulation of the airlines and of interstate trucking, have

contributed to economic growth,

£
There is now 2 wealth of information that shows that economic

growth and job creation ary inversely related to the gize of che

public sector. For example, consider the case of the major industrial

-7-
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TABLE 11
P TA* 198}~
1981 1982 Nlet Income 185

Groyp (0005) 1983 1984 % Change
$ 0-10 7,975 7,090 6,148 5,864 5,475 -31.3%
10-20 39,51 34,567 31,463 31,283 30,352 -23.2
20-30 §5,657 51,966 46,321 44,778 43,344 -22.1
30-50 86,592 84,995 82,629 87,280 91,835 6.1
50-75 36,299 35,892 38,353 47,355 56,385 55.3
75-100 14,715 14,595 15,393 18,759 21,683 47.4
100-200 21,506 21,869 22,014 25,763 30,218  40.5
200-500 12,750 14,032 15,613 18,775 22,423  75.9
500 & above 8,988 21,648 200.5

TOTAL 283,993 277,598 274,056 301,505 328,720 15.7

Tax Share Under ERTA 1981-1985
Perceptage of Total Jax Burden
Net Income
1931 1982 1983 1984 1985
$0-10 2.81 2.6% 2.2% 1.97 1.7%
10-20 13.9 12.4 11.5 10.4 9.2
20-30 19.6 18.7 16.9 14.9 13.2
30-50 30.5 30.6 30.2 29.0 21.9
50-75 12.8 12.9 14.0 15.7 17.2
75-100 5.2 5.3 5.6 6.2 6.6
100-200 7.6 7.2 8.0 8.5 9.2
200-500 4.5 5.1 5.7 6.2 6.8
—2.1 4.9 5.9 1.2 8.2

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

*ERTA - Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981

-8-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




40

econcmies in the organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) Europe. In the early and mid 1960's, public spending averaged
33% of Gross National product (GNP), and real economic growth soared
at an average 4.42% rate. Since that time, public spending in the
major OECD European countries has gone over 50% of GNP. These
countries are now mired in economic stagnation. Annual average
economic growth rates have been on a severe downward trend since the
1960's. In the 1980°'s, economic growth among the major OECD European
countries has barely averaged 1%, with job creation at a virtual
standstill. This performance pales in comparison to the current U.S.

experience.

The international experience indicates that it is the economic
policies of moderate taxation, limited government and monetary
stability that provide the basic macroeconomic foundation for economic
growth and job creation. Those countries that create such an
environment tend to prosper while those that promote excessive

government spending and taxation suffer with economic stagnation.

Job Creation and the public Sector

The reiatively large size of European public sectors and the
inability of such countries to create jobs weaken the case that more
government intervention into labor markets and more government
spending can lead to more and better jobs. Let us explain more fully

the reasons for this result.
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First, it should be apparent that any increase in federal
spending has to be financsd from some source. Generally speaking,
more federal spending can either be financed with higher taxes or
greater federal deficits. 1In either case, resources are drawn from
the private sector and state and local units of government to pay for
more federal programs. The implication is that one must, in essence,
"rob Peter tO pay Paul.” There is no net increase in output since
vhat is gained in one area is lost in another. Therefore, more

federal spending cannot lead to sustainable net iob creation.

In fact, one could make the case that more federal spending

can lead to smaller output and 1less ¢ creation. This is because the

resources taken from the private sector are often used less
efficiently by the public sector and the increases in tax rates needed
to finance such spending create disincentives for labor and capital.

Research by economist Charles Stuart shows that the marginal cost of

an acditional dollar of public spending ranges between $1.17 and
$1.57. 1/ This indicates that as one shifts resources to the public
sector, the loss in private-sector output can often be greater than
the increase in public sector output. iIn addition, such effects are
quite high when one considers government transfer payments. This is
because the transfer payment discourages the work effort of recipients
while the higher tax rates needed to finance the transfer discourage

labor effort and investment.

Secondly, we must recognize the nature of net job creation.

Net Job creation does not simply occur by government mandate. Job

1/ See Charles Stuart, "welfare Costs per Dollar of Additional Tax
Revenue,” American Economic Review, June, 1984.
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opportunities have to be created by ultimately producing a product or
service that satisfies the consumer. This takes a variety of
productive factors, such as risk, entrepreneurship and capital
formation. These factors must be combined with labor to produce a
product and each factor has to be rewarded. Capitul formation can
hardly occur if the return to investment is highly taxed: people will
not be motivated to create and take risks if the returns to these
activities are low. Moreover, the supplies of these precious factors
are very sensitive to the returns on such activities. For example,
high taxes can send more resources into tax shelters, can lead to
capital flight overseas and can lead to the deterioration of

entrepreneurship.

The realization that labor must cooperate with other factors
to create value makes it ap.arent that actions taken to increase the
cost of hiring labor will reduce the return to the other factors of
production. As a result, the labor demand and job creation crumble.
Therefore, it is important not to drive a cost "wedge" between
employer and employee. For example, a large tax on labor will
increase the cost of hiring labor. This translates into less profit
and a smaller demand for labor. The result is lower wages ar1 fewer

job opportunities.

The labor wedge concept explains why labor market
interventions, such as minimum wages, government mandated health
benefits, government mandated family benefits and plant closing

legislation, are often self-defeating. Each of these policies drives

-11-
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a cost wedge between employee and employer. For example, government
mandated benefits raise the cost of hiring a unit of labor and,
therefore, reduce the net value of the worker's contribution. 1iIn
effect, such policies are the equivalent of a tax on the hiring of
labor. As a consequence, we would expect that less labor would be

hired and the unemployment rate would rise.

This has, of course, been the experience of the major
industrial European countries. They have carried labor market
interventions to great levels. As a consequence, the "tax" associated
with the hiring of labor is significantly greater than is the case
with the U.S. economy. The result has been much higher unemployment
rates and negligible increases in employment. For example, a recent
study by the National Bureau of Economic Research concluded that the
continuing rise of West German unemployment was primarily due to labor
market impediments, such as minimum wages and generous benefit

packages.

Eliminating Hard Core Unemployment

While economic growth provides the foundation for job
creation, there are limits to the effectiveness of macroeconomic
poliry. The truth of the matter is that even under very favorable
cir-umstances poverty and certain types of unemployment will exist.
The r’sing tide of economic growth and job creation will cpuse most
"boats to ciz~ " but it does not necessarily 1ift all "boats."™ We
need to go further and investigate the problems of those who are
chronically unemployed and trapped in poverty.

-12-
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At the outset, it is important to realize that the main route
to alleviating poverty is through job creation or the r«duction of
unemployment. For example, among families whose head of household
works full time, only 4% are in poverty. There are, of course, other
elements as well. For example, some are pointing to the role of the
traditional family since such a high portion of poor households are
headed by a female. And cne must also realize that a basic high

school cducation is a virtual necessi-y in today's economy.

It is also important to realize that certain kinds of
unemployment will be with us under the best of conditions. For
example, there are the frictionally unemployed or those who are
unenmployed due to the shifts in consumer preferences among commodities
and changes in technologies. Economists have long argued that the
existence of frictional unemployment explains why it would be
difficult for ary kin. of economy to reach an unemployment rate of
less than 4%. Unemployment of this sort is a characteristic of a
dynamic or changing economy. Jobs are lost in some areas of the

economy, but other jobs cpen up in other sectors.

In some cases, there is also strvctural unemployment, which
requires that workers undergo a re-tooling or education process to
acquire the skills necessary to take the new job To alleviate these
problems, it is quite important to have an eco . is growing so

that new opportunities become available.
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We also have to realize ‘that the problem will not necessarily
go away with more federal spending. There has been an extremely large
surge in federal spending on job and poverty programs since the advent
of the Great Society programs. Yet, there is now a widely emerging
consensus that these programs have not come close to meeting
expectations. Ffor example, from 1977 to 1981, as spending on poverty
programs soared, the percentage of families with incomes under $12,500
(constant 1986 dollars) rose from 34.7% to 36.6% for blacks and from
13.9% to 15.9% for whites. But, since 1981, as social spending
flattened out, the low-inccme percentage for blacks fell from 36.6% to

33.5% and for whites to 14.7%

The truth of tne matter is that many of the chronically

unemployed are prevented from taking advantage of job opportunities
due to impediments in the labor markets and a lack of willingness of
many to take the job opportunities that do exist. The result, as Bill
Moyers and others have shown us, is a subculture in America, which is
generations deep and which has no familiarity with the traditional

work ethic.

Let us begin with impediments. These can take the form of
minimum wages, occupational licensure and legal barriers to small
business. In effect, these restrictions constitute barriers that make

it difficult for many to take jobs and eventually escape poverty.

These impediments constitute significant obstacles. For
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example, estimates by Professor Richard McKer~ie of Clemson University
indicate that rec. t legislative proposals designed to increase the
minimum wage from $3.35 to $4.65 by 1990 will have the effect of
eliminating 765,000 job opportunities. 1In a similar vein, economist
Michael Bernstam has found that as the real minimum wage fell from
1981 to 1986, black employment at ages 16 to 19 rose by 7.7%. One
important way, then, to increase employment opportunities is to reduce
the minimum wage or, at least, prevent it fron increasing. 1In this
way, We preserve the stepping stones to better career opportunities

for many of those in poverty.

In addition, there are other legal impediments that have
stymied employment opportunities. These impediments have been well
documented by Professor Walter Williams in his book, The State Against
Blacks. For example, in most cities it is very difficult for
lower~income individuals to enter lines of commerce such as driving a
taxicab due to the existence of expensive licensure. However, in
cities where the taxicab market is relatively op~n, such as Washington
D.C., it has been estimated that minorities own and operate
approximately 70% of the cabs. Other research has found that
examinations used to screen applicants for job licenses have had the
effect of eixcluding minorities from a variety of occupatiors even
though they possess the practical knowledge to do the job. For
exanple, in some states tha failure rate on written tests required to
ohtuin a cosmetology license has been much higher for blacks compared
to whites. Yet, black performance on *the practical test was no

different chan that of othars.
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Finally, economists have shown that occupational licensure has
long been used to exclude individuals from relatively well paid
occupations, such as the plumbing and electrician trades; the
implication is that such licensure is often used as a technique to
protect the high wages of present employees. As a consequence, many

capable individuals are excluced from obtaining such positions.

In our opinion, the subcommittee should investigate the job
opportunities that would be available if many such restrictions were
reduced in the many lines of commerce in which they exist. Similarly.,
the subcommittee should consider ways of alleviating such restrictions
in poverty-stricken areas through the development of concepts such as

free enterprise zones.

While there are serious impedisents in the way of those
striving for job opportunities, there are also very severe
disincentives on the part of many to undertake the many opportunities
that are available. In truth, many are unemployed hecause of welfare
dependency. In such cases, accepting welfare is a more attractise

offer than taking a job.

For example, "Reforming Welfare,” a Heritage Foundation study,
found that Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) mothers in
the Work Incentive Program claimed that they wanted to work, but 70%
actually turned down jobs for which they were qualified. In addition,

a ghetto renovation project in Newark, New Jersey, an area of severe
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unemployment, recently could not attract local labor at $5.00 to $6.00
an hour. Other ovldence'lndicates that many opportunities exist. For
example, scue estimates suggest that the U.S. employs as many as 10

million illegal allens, mostly in entry-level positions.

It appears, according to Charles Murray's eplc study Losing
Ground, that a major source of the hard-core unemployed is the
disincentives contalned in our welfare system. In this regard, it is
encouraging to see the emerging bipartisan support in Congress for
reform of the welfare system. Howover, it {s important in these
endeavors to learn from the mistakes of the past. For example,
establishing expensive jobs programs will not provide an effective
solution if individuals on welfare have few incentives to complete
such programs and are prevented from taking iobs that fall to be
created due to a lack of capital formation. 1In addition, we must also
bear in mind that expensive jobs programs draw resources from
productive uges in othe.r areas of the economy that result in the loss
of other jobs.

It should be recognized that a successful job experience
requires the proper attitude toward work. As a consequence, welfare
reform should be geared towards tighter eligibility standards that
encourage individuals to take the jobs that are available to them.

For eXample, according to ®Reforming Welfare,” a mother with a
full-time, minimum wage job coupled with remaining welfare benefits
still available to the working household will provide enough income to

1ift the average AFDC family above the poverty .lne. Encouraging such
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individuals to take available jobs allows them to develop the proper

attitude toward self-reliance and financial independence.

Other recommondations for improving incentives should address
the fact that nearly one-half of all poor households are headed by a
female. It i3 no secret that the current welfare system creates
strong incentives to encourage the father to leave home. According to
a study by the Department of Health and Human Services, Targeting
Recipients of AFDC, bonefits such as AFDC and others are primarily
paid to female heads of household, which has the unintended effect of

breaking up the traditionadi family.,

solutions to these preblems are not easy, and we concur with
the subcommittee that creative ideas ave noeded. 1In this regard, we
suggest that you study the innovative approaches to welfare reform.
We need to develop a plan that oncourages work and discourages the
break up of low-income families. For example, one interesting
proposal would require and guarantee a capable welfare recipient a job
at 90% of the minimum wage. The program would include supplemental
crodits for thosy families still below the poverty line and qre ‘tor
penalties for parents who are delinquent on their child support
Payments. This plan would mean that the capable wolfare recipient
would receive as much or more money than does a current nonworking
welfare recipient. As a consequence, the recipient's standard of

living would not be jeopardized as he gains valuable work experience.

-18-

53

ERIC

‘ Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




50

Finally, it i3 important to roalize thal many remain in
poverty because of hardships beyond their controi. Some individuals
have physical and mental impalrments, and others find themselvoes in
tomporary situations that make it very difficult for them to
participate in the job market. We firmly beliove that the goverr.en
should provide the necessary beneflits for such individuais. Howover,
the government has a rosponsibllity to corvect tho defects in its
current welfare policles that dostroy tho fincentive to work for those

who possess the ability to do so.
Summar

The rziant ceconomic resovery indicates that economic growth
constitutes the foundation for employment opportunities. We have
created more job opportunities in the U.S. than has occurred in any
major industrial nation. Consequently, it i{s very important that
future oconomic policies not jeopardize the conditions for economic
growth. This roans maintaining the commitment to limited governmont

and low taxation.

Solving the problems of the chronically unemployed and
hard-core poverty tests the bounds of macroeconomic poliszy. Also,
microeconomic approaches are greatly needed to complement the policies
of economic growth. These include removing barriers in labor markets,
an overhaul of the current wolfare system and the maintenance of
government's role in supplying basic education and delivering benefits

to those who are truly in neoed.
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Appendix 1
The De-Mythification of America

The current economic expansion is unique hy historic
standards. As the economy enters its 59th month of recovery, all signs
point to a continuation of lhealthy rates of economic growth, thus
virtuaily guaranteeing that the present expansion will become our
longest peacetime expansion since 1796. But there have been an
abundance of myths created about the current expansion that, if
allowed to influence pelicy, could derail the recovery:

MYTH 1
THE SERVICE SECTOR IS DESTROYING THE MIDDLE CLASS.

There is no evidence that the middle class is disappearing.
The fact is that the middle three-fifths of the population, ranked by
income, receive about 52 percent of total pational income, a
proportion that has been virtually unchanged since the Census Bureau
began keeping such statistics in 1947. & similar analysis of annual
earnings by the Bureau of rabor Statistics indicates that the middle
third of workers, ranked by earnings, make up exactly the same
percontage of total employment that they did ten years ago. In short,
there is notking in the data to indicate that recent changes in the
economy, such as a shift from manufacturing to services, are eroding
the middle class.

MYTH 2
THE U.S. IS BECOMING A SERVICE ECONOMY.

Services have been a main source of job growth in recent
years. But the service sector is not made up solely of low-paid jobs
nor does its jrowth come at the expensc of manufacturing, which is
actually doing quite well, Employment in manufacturing was 19.2
million in 1586, an increase from 18.4 million jobs in 1982,

émployment in services has risen by more than 10 million jobs
since 1980, up from 64.7 million to 75.2 million in 1986. Thus, 75
percent of all nonagricultural workers in America are employed in jobs
clasgified as crrvice producing. Services have grown rapidly because
ag an economy grows and matures, there is a greater demand for
services. The consumption of services has increased dramatically,
from 33 percent of total personal expenditure in 1950 to sver 52
percent in 1986,

MYTH 3
LOW PAYING JOBS ARE REPLACING WELL PAID MANUFACTURING JOBS.

It is the higher paying service jobs rather than the lower
paying unskilled gervice jobs that are expanding most rapidly. The

proportion of jobs in the low paying category has declined fcom 33
percent of the new jobs created in 1981 to 31.4 percent in 1985,
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Furthermore, during the 1981-85 period, 46.l1 percent of the net new
jobs created were in the high-wage category ($28,048 and over). At
the same time, cnly 6 percent of the net new jobs created were in the
low-wage category (S7,012).

MYTH 4 )
THE U.S. IS LOSING ITS MANUFACTURING BASE.

virtually all discussions of the U.S. manufacturing sector
concentrate on employment. But the real measure of manufacturing
performance is output. Manufacturing output as a share of GNP has
held remarkably steady for decades. In 1950, manufacturing output as
a proportion of GNP was 21.4 percent while in 1985 it was 21.7
percent.

HYTH S
FACTORIES ARE CLOSING DOWN IN THIS COUNTRY AND WE ARE PRODUCING LESS.

Industrial output hit a new record this past July and is now
25 percent above the level it was at five years ago. The data for
July show that industrial production surged at a 9,7 parcent annual
rate, bringing the annual growth rate for the past three months to 7.8
percent. And for thc past year, manufacturing output has risen at a
4.8 percent annual rate.

Manufacturing capacity is greater than it has ever been in the
history of this na*‘on. In the past year, industrial capacity
increased by 2.5 percent. Contrary to ‘he popular perception, more
factories are opening than closing. Fo. example, there are more
companies making cars in the 1,S. today than there have been in the
last thirty years.

MYTH 6
U.S. WORKERS ARE NOT AS PRODUCTIVE AS WORKERS IN OTHER INDUSTRIAL
NATIONS.

U.S. workers are the most productive in the world. 1In 1986,
gross domestic product per employed person in the U.S. was 45 percent
greater than Japan, 42 percent greater than the U.K., and about 25
percent greater than Gercany. Manufacturing productivity climbed at a
4.9 percent annual rate in the second quarter of this year.

MYTH 7
AVERAGE AMERICAN FAMILY INCOMES HAVE BEEN FALLING IN THE PAST FOUR
YEARS.

Over the past four years, median real family income has
increased by 10.7 percent, the best increase since the 1960s. In
contrast, during the 1977-81 period, real median family income
decreased. And real income and wealth have both been increasing, not
falling, in the past five years. Part of the reason is hecause there
has been an increase of $1.8 trillion in the value of stocks directly
owned by gome 46 million Americans and real after-tax labor
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compensation has also risen, which did not happen with the high tax
rates of 1976-80. .

MYTH 8
U.S. PER CAPITA INCOME IS OECLINING.

U.S. per capita income is at a record level. Per capita real
personal income was $10,773 in 1986, about 10.8 percent above 1980.

MYTH 9
TOTAL U.S. FINANCIAL WEALTH HAS FALLEN.

Since 1980, U.S. financial wealth (in constant 1982 dollars)
has soared by 53.3 percent, from $5.8 trillion to almost $9 trillion
in 1986. In contrast, during the 1970s, it rose by only 17.6 percent.
Since 1980, the value of corporate equities has risen by more than
$1.3 trillion, while during the 1970s those values fell by $500
billion.

MYTH 10
IN RECENT YEARS, HOUSEHOLD NET WORTH HAS PALLEN.

Household real net financial assets have risen from $3.5
trillion in 1980 to $5.4 trillion in 1986--a 55 percent increase in
net assets, at a 7.5 percent annual rate of growth. In comparison,
during the period 1970-80, household net financial assets grew by only
2.9 percent--an annual rate of growth of less than 0.3 percent a year.
In 1980, household net financial assets were 109.5 percent of GNP
while in 1986, they were almost 147.5 percent.

MYTH 11
THE U.S. HAS LOST ITS COMPETITIVE EDGE.

Our competitive stance with the rest of the world can be seen
by comparing the share of income that the average American spends on
foreign goods with the share the average foreigner spends on U.S.
goods. If Americans spend a large share of their incomes on goods
from, say, Sweden while the Swedes only spend a small part of their
incomes on U.S. goods, this suggests that the Swedes are more
effective in selling their own products than we are. Moreover, it
implies that Swedish goods are more competitive than U.S. goods, at
least in each other's markets. If competitiveness is viewed this way,
America's perceived trading position changes. Rather than being
uncompetitive, by virtue of its merchandise trade deficits, the U.S.
ic extremely competitive because of the relatively large portions of
their incomes that foreigners spend on American goods. In 1985,
Canadian citizens spent over 14 percent of their incomes on American
goods while Americans spent only 1.7 percent of their incomes on
Canadian goods. The average person in Taiwan spends nearly 8 percent
of his income on U.S. goods, but the average American spends less than
half a percent of his income on Taiwanese goods.

-22-

K7y




ERI

MYTH 12
THE U.S. INTERNATIONAL DEBT IS GREATER THAN THE PROBLEM DEBTORS IN THE
LESS DEVELOPED COUNTRIES.

In 1986, the net international debt of the U.S. ($263 billion}
amounted to only 6.3 percent of GNP. In contrast, according to
International Monetary Fund data, the external debt of the problem
debtors averaged 54.8 percent of their Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
Brazil's debt amounts to 40 percent of its GNP.

In addition, U.S. data is not comparable to that of the less
developed countries as the numbers are computed differently. For
example, Brazil's $110 billion debt is simply its financial horrowings
from banks and governments, net of its official reserves. By
contrast, America’s net foreign position also includes net foreign
direct investment and private assets.

MYTH 13
THE U.S. IS NOW THE LARGEST DEBTOR NATION IN THE WORLD.

Clearly, the problem lies in how the debt numbers are
computed. If America's assets and liabilities were valued correctly,
at the end of 1986 the U.S. had net foreign assets of about $200
billion. This figure is roughly eguivalent to Japan's, which is now
tho world's largest creditor nation.

Direct investment by U.S. companies abroad and by forei;ners
in america are recorded at book value. If direct investment were
revalued at current market prices, the value of U.S. investments
abr ~ad would rise by much more than the value of foreigner's
investment in the U.S. For instance, U.S. gold reserves are still
valued at $42.22 ounce. If our 262 million ounces of gold were valued
at today's market value, U.S. assets would be boosted by $100 billion.

MYTH 14
AMERICA IS BEING TAKEN OVER BY THE JAPANESE.

America is not being taken over by the Japanese. In fact,
Western Europe accounts for 60 percent of foreign direct investment 1n
the U.S. Japan accounts for less than 12 percent, despite being the
world's largest creditor nation. Even on an individual country basis,
Japan ranked behind the U.K. and the Netherlands in 1986.

MYTH 15
FOREIGN INVESTMENT IS BAD FOR THE ECONOMY.

There is nothing intrinsically wrong with importing capital if
the borrowing is used to finance productive investment. The
Department of Commerce cata show that the largest increases in foreign
assets in the U.S. take the form of direct investment and equity
investment. Foreign investment means jobs. Nationwide, the number of
American jobs dependent on foreign direct investment is 3 million.
Increased productivity results from increased investment 1n more and
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better machinery and equipment. 1In addition, foreign investors are an
important source of funds for fledgling u.S. companies. Of the $2.3
billion of venture capital funds raised last year, nearly 25 percent
came from overseas. These investors are interested in -he wealth of
new technology that they hope to develop.

MYTH 16
TAX INCREASES WILL REDUCE THF FEDERAL BUDGET DEFICIT.

The evidence proves this false and indicates instead that more
taxes are recycled into greater fede -al spending. Professors Richard
Vedder and Lowell Gallaway of Ohio University show that for eact tax
dollar collected, federal spending increases by $1.58. Moreover, the
large business tax increase of 1982, the Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Act of 1982, promised $3 of spending reduction for
evely dollar of tax increase. But the evidence shows that for every
Collar of tax increase, spending went up by $1.26. In addition,
evidence from Europe shows that when taxes have been raised from 33
percent of GNP in 1965 to over 45 percent of GNP in 1986, public
spending has also increased to over 50 percent of European GNP in
1986.

MYTH 17
OUR FEDERAL DEFICIT IS DRAINING CAPITAL FROM OUR TRADING PARTNERS,
THUS STUNTING THEIR GROWTH.

This proposition is false as the public sector deficits of our
trading partners are larger than our own. For example, in 1986 the
combined deficits of Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) European countries were 4 percent of OECD European
GNP whereas the U.S. buddet deficit was 3.4 percent of GNP. In fact,
over the past seven years, the U.3 budget deficit, as a percentage of
GNP, has been less than European deficits as a percentage of their
GNP.

The supposed drain of foreign capital is not due to the U.S.
budget deficit since foreign deficits are larger, but because the
investment climate is superior in the U.S. We have much lower
marginal tax rates on income anG a relatively smaller public sec.or
than most of our trading partners.

MYTH 18
THE "SUPPLYSIDE" TAX CUTS OF 1981 HAVE NOT INCREASED THE SAVINGS RATE.

Most critics who make this erroneous claim ignore two salient
facts: the tremendous growth in household net worth over the 1980°'s
and the growth of business saving. Taking these factors into account
leads to the conclusion that the the tax cuts have contributed
significantly to asset and wealth accumulation. During the period
1979 to 13986, household net worth (adjusted for inflation) has
increased by 25 percent or by $2.9 trillion (in 1982 dollars). This
exceeds the gain made over 13 years previous to this period. Aand
during the current economic expansion, gross private saving (personal
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and business saving) has averaged 17.3 percent of GNP, versus the
postwar average of 16.7 percent.

MYTH 19
TAXES HAVE BEEN CUT SUBSTANTIALLY SINCE 1981.

By virtually any measure, taxes are as high or higher than
they were in 1981. Tax Freedom Day--the day when we begin to work for
ourselves instead of the government--is May 4th, as late in the year
as it was before taxes were reduced in 1981. Federal tax revenues
(1982 dollars) increased from $612 billion in 1980 to $751 hillion in
fiscal year 1988,

MYTH 20
CUTTING THE CAPITAL GAINS TAX RATE RESULTS IN REVENUE LOSS.

Historical data prove that after capital gains tax rates are
cut, federal government capital gains revenue actually increases. In
1978, capital gains tax rates were reduced from 49 percent to 28
percent. This rate reduction lead to an increase in capital gains
revenue each subsequent year--$3.5 billion more by 1980. Wwhen the
capital gains tax rate was further reduced in 1981, capital gains
revenue increased again and revenue was $2.3 billion higher by 1983,

MYTH 21

THE ECONGMIC RECOVERY TAX ACT OF 1981, WiICH CUT TAXES ACROSS THE
BOARD AND REDUCED THE TOP TAX RATE FROM 70 TO S50 PERCENT, BENEFITED
THE RICH.

Internal Revenue Service data for the period 1982 through
1985 (the latest available) demonstrate that the percentage of the
overall tax burden borne by the wealthy has increased dramatically
since the top tax rate was cut. In 1981, individuals earning over
$500,000 annually paid 3.3 percent of the overall tax burden. And in
1985, they paid 8 percent. In 1981, the top ten percent of taxpayers
paid 48 percent of the tax burden, vhile in 1985, the same ten percent
paid 51.8 percent of the total tax burden. Jn contrast, those
taxpayers earning under $20,000 annually paid 16.9 percent of the
total tax burden in 1981, but paid only 12.1 percent in 1985,
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Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you.
We now turn to Dr. Moses.

STATEMENT OF DR. STANLEY MOSES, PROFESSOR OF GOVERN-
MENT PROGRAMS AND URBAN PLANNING, HUNTER COLLEGE,
NY

Mr. Moses. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Again, I'd
rather not read from my statement and request——

Mr. MarTiNgz. It will be recorded in its entirety.

Mr. Mosks. Thank you very much.

One of the problems or challenges of coming number three is
that I've already heard two speakers and before I go into my own
speech or brief remarks, in order to give you time for questions,
I'm wondering wkere I'm sitting and whom I’ve heard. It seems
like I've heard a description of two different countries during the
last twenty minutes or half hour. And I don’t know if I'll be any
closer to reality, but at least it’s an interesting testimony to the di-
vergence of——

Mr. MARTINEZ. Are you somewhere in the middle?

Mr. Mosk.. Well, Solomon was, I'm not sure if I'll be.

And of course, before Congressman Owens left I thought I was
seeing all of America before my eyes, going from Brooklyn, New
York to Chicago, Illineis, to the Coast of California. And as 1 looked
at the geography spread before me, I was wondering how these dif-
ferent impressions coincide with your various districts. But I'm
sure as Congressmen frem across the country, you have a betiar
sense of that than on an immediate level than I, as a professor,
could tell you.

But be that as it may, I feel very privileged to come here again
and participate in a continuing debate which is as old as the
modern industrial history of this country and that is a question
over full employment.

Yesterday I had the opportunity to meet some people on various
committees, staff, around these different buildings, and their ques-
tion to me was are you still around with the issue of full employ-
ment. And as I saw Congressman Hawkins ccme inte the room
before, I realized this is an issue that’s always been here and will
always be around. And I thank you and this committee for again
bringing this bill before us and trying to recreate an interest in
that broader issue of general governmental policy towards the
needs of the entire population not to deprecate issues regarding
low cost employment ¢t public service employment, or public jobs
bills, but also the larger issue of Government responsibility to full
employment.

And one might ask, we do have a Humphrey-Hawkins bill, which
was passed in 1978. And we do have an Employment Act which
was passed in 1946. But we have not had an aggressive commit-
ment to implementing those policies either under Democratic or
Republican presidents, and as a result we have fallen far short of
that goal. And even though we talk once more of the need for
indeed another bill, we have to remember that a bill which be-
comes a law is not the attainment of a goal. A law is only a state-
ment of goals which need to be aggressively sought and implement-
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ed by a commitment, by a National commitment, and the Congress
and by the President to aggressively pursue that goal. And not as
in Humphrey-Hawkins in the case—I don’t mean Congressman
Hawkins himself, personally—but in 1979 people said well, we now
have a full employment law. We've achieved it. And as a result in-
terect waned and ‘here was a perception that we now had the law,
there was no need to do anything else.

And a law without active public mobilization and strong commit-
ment by the President and Congress is dead letter. And we have
many laws that will always remein dead letter. That dead letter
only becomes live when people give meaning and groups see that
they have a strong unifying interest together that makes this an
important prime target to strive for. And indeed we have had high-
est post-World War II unemployment rates, subsequent to passage
of the Humphrey-Hawkins Law. I don’t attribute any causation
there, but I think it’s interesting as we proceed down this road of
hearings and new debate, that we once more realize that that con-
cept and goal of full employment which is so vital to the functior-
ing of the American economy requires awakening consciousness
and educating people and bringing them once more to realize how
important that is, which I thank you very much for.

And as I 4gain see Congressman Hawkins entering the room, I
think he understands this more than many of us, and certainly
more than I do. Because he has been down that long and tortured
road of seeming triumph and then only to meet a seeming lull in
activity by a seven-year incumbent President.

Now, there is something unique about today that goes aside from
the long-term struggle for full employment legislation. There’s
something unique about the bills you have presented before us.
There are three bills that I was asked to comament upon and the
comments are in my prepared testimony.

But 1398 and 2820, that is the Economic Rights Bill being intro-
duced at the same time as a Quality of Life Full Employment Bill,
mark a historic period in the history of full employment thinking
in this country in that we are bringing the concept of economic
rights and tying it once more to the full employment goal. And
indeed that is what was originally meant by original full employ-
ment activists, and by Fronklin Roosevelt in his 1944 Statc of the
Union address. When he talked about a post-War program for
American democracy, he talked about economic rights. And central
to his concept of economic rights, was the right to employment, the
right to have a decent living, the right for people who were unem-
ployed to be guaranteed certain rights of a basic standard of living.
And indeed in that 1944 address, the State of the Union address, he
outlined various rights, such as education, health and housing,
which were articulated elements of a full employment post-World
War II program for American democracy.

Now when v-e got to the movement towards the Employment Act
of 1946, a lot of this concern with the guarantee and with the com-
mitment to rights was set aside as increasing attention was given
to issues of macro-economic planning, the planning of framework
for Government pursuit of new economic policies, fiscal and mone-
tary in the World War II period. Concern was given to economic
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po}écy, to GNP indicators the notion of rights was somewhat set
aside.

And I want to applaud my appreciation for the committee and
for these two bills as once more bringing these issues and pointing
out how imporcant it is to think of full employment as part of a
forward movement towards progress in the larger issue of human
rights. Full employment itself—Hitler had full employment; Stalin
had full employment. That in itself is not what we pursue as a
single goal. We pursue full employment as it is related to other
goals of economic progress and development. I think it was Hagle
who once said the march of history is the march of freedom.

And in the discussion between Senator Simon before and a
number of you on the Committee, he pointed out to the difference
between the United States and Russia today as to how rights are
viewed. And certainly the United States has a far superior record
on political and social rights and guarantees regarding that.
During this period of the Bork hearings we understand how central
that is to the American National consciousness and National
debate. The Russians have always argued that they were superior
in all these areas, but we've always wondered about—especially
credited them with economic rights, namely the elimination of un-
employment. Now we find for the first time the Russians that they
have not eliminated unemployment, that they have serious pockets
of unemployment.

And for the first time under General Secretary Gorbachev
there’s an opening up and an admission that they have camou-
flaged and hidden t,.eir unemployment through redundant workers
placed on payrolls as alternative welfare benefits are handled
through employment sites. Which is what they admit now has been
a great cause of inefficiency in their system. And secondly, thev
also admit to the fact of large pockets of unemployment in de-
pressed areas that they have not been able io conquer. The first
time they’ve admitted that, publicly, on the record in the last year.

But even if we see the Russians, that issue of economic rights, we
must understand that there is a gap in the American tradition that
we have not moved from political and social rights in an equal
manner towards economic rights. And for many, political and
social rights lose their meaning when economic rights in the sense
O}fl' a basic standa~d of living, of adequacy, of opportunity are not
there.

And in this country, in the United States, we also especially have
visited that deprivation. We’ve hidden the losses of full employ-
ment, the lack of full employment, of iarge unemployment, the
social, economic and psychological impact of that have been con-
centrated in certain groups of the population, both by area, by
place and by human charact. . stics; color, ethnicity. So it is pn-
marily the minoritlz gﬁoups, Black groups, Fispanic groups, who
endure the costs of high unemployment, who suffer the outrages at-
tendant upon not achieving full employment. And if we look at
that full employment question within that context, perhaps we can
look at them. They are the worriers of the—they are the ones who
have sacrificed for our anti-inflation policy. They are the casualties
of a high unemployment policy. And in that sense, White America,
of whom I'm one—the majority of White Americans can claim the

R4




61

high attainment of a political, social and economic set of rights.
But it is incurred at a very high cost to many Americans.

So I'm very happy to see that we’ve moved in this committee to
link once more, and move to the high plain of human rights and
link that once more to the goal of unemployment.

I might mention the Precident recently spoke very much, around
dJuly 4th, of a new bill of economic rights. And he spoke about in-
troducing that before the Congress. He hasn’t come with that bill
yet, but his bill of economic rights speaks very much towards free-
dom from taxation, balanced budget and line item vetoes. It does
not talk to the notion of minimum levels of human welfare. And by
welfare, I don’t mean public assistance. I mean human dignity
guarantees for the American population.

And T applaud that H.R. 2820 speaks to a differ~nt version of
human rigﬁts than the President has included. And I'd like to reas-
sure—it’s more akin to a document recently published by the
Catholic Bishops on Economic Justice for All, Catholic teaching in
the U.S. Economy. And in that document they make very cl~ar the
notion of human dignity, the need to have some sense of public pro-
duction and belonging, and the need to relate back to society and
production, and unmet needs of the society which can only be met
by actively involving people in the positive contribution. And al-
though I believe in separation of Church and State, I strongly advo-
cate this document for the consideration, I'm sure you're aware of
it, of this committee, because they have raised the full employment
issue once more in a moral sense. Not to deprecate economics, that
is very important. But they have expanded the economic analysis
to include the moral dimensions and have linked that to a positive
program, an advocacy of a positive program for American democra-

cy.

And not only just to bring the Catholic Bishops’ statement as a
support for this kind of a linking, I want to assure my colleague
from the Chamber of Commerce at my left that there is nothing
subversive about the notion of full employment. There’s nothing
contradictory to the American way of life about the goal of full em-
ployment. Achieving full employment is a major way to strengthen
American democracy and indeed strengthen American capitalism.
American capitalism has benefitted very greatly from strong,
active full employment pursued by Government in the post-World
War II period. '

The Government rescued American capitalism in the 1930’s. It
did not abandon it post-1945. The commitment of the Employment
Act of fiscal and monetary policies laid the basis for successful
post-World War recovery and the avoidance of mass depression,
which to this very day have provided a very positive environment
for American capitalism and private enterprise to successfully go
about their business, and they’ve done it very well. But they’ve
done it not with Government as an enemy, they have done it with
Government as an active collaborator and stimulant co the process.
And the notion of pitting Government against capitalism, or Gov-
ernment against the Chamber of Commerce as the enemy of eco-
nomic growth—as the enemy of employment expansion—I do not
believe is supported by the evidence.
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I don’t want to quibble about the economic rates of growth that
were cited before. I don’t have my own statistical backup material
with me here. I don’t see any 4.5 real GNP growth over the last
four years. Mﬂ numbers that I calculated the other night—it was
iate at night, but I think I'm right—it’s about 2.4 real growth over
the 1981-1986 period. Real growth 2.5 percent. And indeed the
President has impressive economic achievements in certain areas
of GNP growth and employment growth. But those are not unique
achievements. Under President Carter employment expanded more
rapidly, certainly more rapidly as the proportion of total em loy-
ment, and certainly less in absolute jobs as much more rapicﬁy a
propottion of total employment.

I'd like to submit later for the committee, these numbers to sub-
stantiate that record. And I'm not coming here to applaud Presi-
dent Carter, but I'm just coming here to make mention of the fact
that successful economic growth policies are not a unique charac-
teristic of the post-1981 Reagan Economic Reform/Tax Reform
measures. Although they did stimulate growth. But the major
impact of the post—the major cause of the post-1982 growth, the
recovery from the very deep, deep recession or depression, however
you want to characterize it, was lowering taxes, which created a
massive stimulus. There was a deficit driven tax reduction, mili-
tary expansion. And those throe factors are what laid the basis for
the avoidance of mass depression, which would have occurred in
1982 had the President not ione to those policies of tax reduction.
For another set of reasons, he wanted that policy anyway, but he
went to it 1982 and military expansion at the cost of significant re-
ducuien in social programs.

So we traded In a social stimulus, replaced it with a milita
siimulus, reduced the tax structuce very heavily. And that combi-
nation kept us from going into mass depression in 1982. It gave us
other problems regarding international trade and the deficit. But it
did help us avoid mass depression, and I’'m very aware of Ronald
Reagan’s positive contribution in 1982 for implementing an aggres-
sive Keynesian set of programs in order to avoid the recurrence of
the 1930’s. And I applaud the President for his pragmatic common
sense response to the 1982 situation. If he had followed his stated
platitudes of politically conservative orientation economics, I think
we "vould hare gone into an even greater depression in 1952-1983,
but I think we were rescued from that by some basic intelligence
operating there.

I have commented—and again, as I mention, this full employ-
ment economy we're talking about by relatiiig human rights to eco-
nomic planning, provides a basis for a continuing growing Ameri-
can democracy and lays the basis for sustained purchasing power
and continuing and maintenance of market demand and continu-
ing profits for American business. Maybe the rates won’t be as
high, but the profits will be larger. Larger profits, lower rates, but
more sustaineg. And this is because of a Government commitment
to use economic tools of planning to meet unmet human needs, es-
pecially as we talk about a post-Gorbachev, or post-arms deal con-
version type of economy we have to talk about new roles for eco-
nomic planning to take the place of the military stimulus of the
last five years. Then we're again .alking to an increased expansion
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of Eublic sector spending, social spending. And in that sense we're
talking about the rights that are spoken about in 2870, rights relat-
ed to housing, education, health, unmet needs of the American pop-
ulation which have been disregarded in the last——

I'll try and limit my remarks to allow for cross examination. Re-
gacding these bills, there are some criticisms and suggestions that I
submit in the record. I think Senator Simen’s bill, while it has
many positive feacures, is too narrow. It doesn’t take enough of a
view of hiow public works could relate to the expansion of a job op-
portunity program. I think his limiting of the capital spending to
10 percent really constrains the type of jobs and skill training and
education that can be developed in those programs. And I think
there’s room for a more ambitious approach that would »xpand
some of these notions of this training program to include that kind
of orientation.

The ‘hree bills, H.R. 1398, S. 777, and H.R. 2870 have many posi-
tive ingredients and I think in your deliberations you're going to
have to consider whether you leave them as is, or try and combine
various elements of the bills. It might be that the human rights
bill, sections of it should go back into the Hayes Full Employment,
Quality of Life bill. It might be that some of the sections in the
Quality of Life bill, such as the one on public works could better be
merged with a Simon bill to expand that orientation, so we're not
just talking about public service employment at the lowest wage
level. We're talking about other, more ambitious—and I tkink to
plant trees means you go beyond the 10 percent capital allowance
that’s mentioned in the Simon bill, and you probably go beyond
that minimum wage plus 10 percent.

I don’t know what they paid you, Congressman Hayes, back in
the 1930’s——

Mr. Haves. Thirty bucks a month.

Mr. Moses. Well, this is 1987. We wouldn’t want to do that today,
although it is true that I think my colleague on the left, and my co-
witness testified on the wedge—I forget the term.

Mr. RABN. The labor wedge.

Mr. Mosks. The labor wedge, and I think we’ve always known
that the lower the cost of wages, the more we can get people to
work, especially if you have no social welfare system. ’Fhe chal-
lenge in this country was always to develop a hi%her paid labor
force. That doesn’t mean to drive business out of business, but it
does mean to try and develop guarantees and labor market inter-
ventions that would bring up the wages of workers, which in the
end is good for business, because the wages of workers are the pur-
chasing power that keeps that engine going. And I don't think we'd
want to go back to the CCC level. I don’t thiztk you do either.

But I think we have to talk akcit how we could develop jobs
within a framework of upgrading of the labor force through the
education and training programs that Senato. Simon alluded to.

Again, I could go on, but I'd rather give you an opportunity to
present your questions. And I very much appreciate—someone, a- ~
said, are you back again? Is full employment still around? We ha.
Humphrey-Hawkins. I anticipate this is an issue that will always
be here as long as we have a thriving, functioning, competitive
American democracy with Government and labor and business ar-
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guing about what should be the appropriate economic policy. Axd
as long as we have that kind of an argument going on, then I think
full employment is a central issue that has to be discussed.

However, I think you gentleman by broadening out the concept
of full employed to include the notion of human rights, have really
raised full employment to another level that goes beyond just the
notion of fiscal stimulus regardless of what it is really to the notion
of what is the content of full employment. What is to be dore?
What are the unmet needs that should be matched with underem-
pioyed, estranged workers in order to together bring a more posi-
tive contribution to the society as a whole.

Thank you very muc.: for the opportunity to testify.

[The prepared statement of Stanley Moses follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF STANLEY MOSES

I wish to express my appreciation for the opportunity to participate in this Hear-
ing being conducted by Conﬁessmnn Martinez and the House Subcommittee on Em-
ployment Opportunitics. I believe this to be very important opportunity to once
more raise tﬁe standard and goa! of full employment as a foundation for progressive
policies to respond to the economic and social problems of this country. While specif-
ic issues and concerns may change, the commitment of the Federal government to
full employment policies has always been the single best indicator of a positive in.
volvment and response to national needs.

We do have a full employment law which was passed by the Congress in 1978 and
signed into law by President Carter, the “Full Employment and Balanced Growth
Act of 1978,” popularly referred to as the Humphrey-Hawkins Act of 1978. This law
is an outcome of the hard work and dedicated efforts of ple like Congressman
Hawkins, Chairman of t__> Committee on Education and Labor, who was at the time
Chairman of this sub<committee. But what we have learned from the Humphrey-
Hawkins experience is that laws very easily become dead letter unless there is o
strong national commitment jeined by political mobilization and action to achieve
implementation. The goal ot! full em ‘l)gyment has been set aside as President
Reagan has regularly ignored the mandates contained in both the Employment Act
of 1946 and the Humphrey-Hawkins Act.

If the provisions of Humphrey Hawkins were being implemented by this adminis-
tration, especially in regard to the goal of a 3% adult and 4% overall rate of unem-
ployment within five years after passage, the discussion this morning would be very
different. Humphrey-Hawkins was predicated on the assumption of strong involve-
ment and support by the executive branch. Instead, we have had the experience
under President Reagan or someone whose ideas of economic rights relate more to
the privileged and affluent while ignoring those millions of Americans whose needs
for jobs and income are not being mot, evon undér conditions of so-called “economic
recovery.'

So I wish to thank Chairman Martinez for bringing these issues once more to the
fore. And of course, also Congressinan Heyes who has brought the full employment
iden to the center of attention by the reintroduction of H.R. 1398, the “Quality of
Life Action Act,” along with a companion piace of new legislation, H.R. 2870, the
‘“Economic Bill of Rights Act.” The third fiece of legislation being considered today,
S.717, the “Guaranteed Job Opportunity Act,” introduced by Senator Simon, is very
closely related to the Hayes full employment bills. It reflects the good sense of this
subcommittee to include in this hearing a bill that is often associated with the cur-
rent discussion of “welfare reform.” The important contribution of S. 777 is that it

! Stanley Moces 13 an nssociate Professor in the Graduate Program of Urban Planning of
Hunter College, City University of New York. He is editor of Planning For Full Employment,
spesial issue of the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, March
1975, and has an extensive bnckﬁound in rescarch and other activities related to full employ-
ment. He is also a founding member of New Initiatives For Full Employment (NiFE), an organi-
z2ation locatad in New York City, which develops political, educational, and organizing programs
related to full cmployment. His most recent publication is Neither Equity Nor Equality: The
gtrugg;% 8(3l>r Educationnl Opportunity (with Edwin Margolis), forthcoming, Associated aculty
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responds to the problem of public essistance with jobs and makes a guarantee of a
job opportunity the foundation of any reform of the public assistance system.

The uni(ﬁxen%s of today’s meeting is symbolized by the joint consideration of HR.
1398 and H.R. 2878, for this is the first time that the issue of full employment is
joined directly to the consideration of economic rights. Such was the intention of the
framers of the original full employment bills that were developed in 1945, but the
outcome of the political process leading to adopting was that the bill became more
restrictive in sccpe, and focused only on a planning framework for an expended gov-
ernmental role in planning for economic growth and full employment. Issues such
as basic economic rifhts, guarantees of employment, and the specific Federal com-
mitment to full employment. goals were jettisoned as part of the price paid for legis-
lative paseage. A similar experience occurred during the even longer time it ¢ k to
pass the Bumphrey-Hawkins law, as some of the basic principles of that full em-
ployment bill were also eroded.

Presid~nt Roosevelt in his State of the Union address of 1944 presented a “Second
Bill of Rignts” that included job rights expressed as “a right for all (to) . . . a useful
and remunerative job in the industries or shops or farms or mines of the nation.

. . ."” Employment was to be only one of the rights to be guaranteed to all Amezi-
cans as part of his program for post-war America. Other rights were housing, medi-
cal care, educaticn, economic security, adequate food, clothing and recreation, and
the protection of the interests and needs of farms and businesses.

The Roosevelt bill of economic rights provided a platform for attending to the un-
finished business of American democracy and expanded on traditional notions of the
basic social contract of American democracy. While attention to economic and social
needs has been an important part of the expansion of governmental activity during
these last fifty years, the vision and ideal of full employment as part of a compre-
hensive program of democratic planning for human needs has been discarded. In
fact, the governmental role increasingly became construed as one of attention to
macro-economic goals related to economic stabilization and depression avoidance
with less attention to the human content and outcomes of these activities. Respond-
ing to these needs was to provide the stimulus for creating a full employment econo-

my.

;i'he “Economic Bill of Rights Act” before us, H.R. 2878, serves a very important
urpose in recovering part of our national memory which has been buried for so
ong. It does this by reasserting President Roosevelt’s Economic Bill of Rights but
also by relating these rights to specific legislation currentl?y being considered by the
Congress, as described in Sec. 3, “To Secure These Rights”. It calls for appropriate
executive action to implement these rights with special attention to the neglected
mandates of the Employment Act and the Humphrey-Hawkins Act

H.R. 1398, “The Quality of Life Action Act,” provides a comprehersive framework
for implementing and updating the full emploiment commitment embodied in pre-
vious laws. It also improves upon these laws by calling attention to international
economic issues and the need for conversion planning from areas of civilian and
military decline to areas of needed civilian expansion.

H.R. 1398 is a planning bill providing a framework for full employment. For im-
plementation it is dependent on the development of various companion pieces of leg.
1slation devoted to specitic policies and programs. The realizstion of the goal of full
employment is dependent on the quality and sul .tance of th. different parts of the
comprehensive legislative package that still needs {3 be developed. It is important
that this limitation of the bill be understood, otherwise some of the disappointment
that occurred subsequent to passage of Humphrey-Hawkins will be duplicated. The
content of policies that will implement the goals of this bill, regarding both sub-
stance and apprornatlons, must come from other sources.

The Simon bill is an example of such legislation that directly complements the
fuli cmployinent planning framework of H.R. 1398. The Simon bill, S. 7777, the
“Guaranteed Job Opporiunity Act,” a})plies a full employment concept by guaran-
tecing a public sector job opportunity for every person with five weeks previous un-
employment who hau unsuccessfully sought private employment. The Simon ap-
proach establishes basic moral principles regarding social and individual rights and
responsibilities. It strongly affirms a social contra~* between each individual and so-
ciety. Society must guarantee everyone an oppo: .unity to earn a living but n¢ em-
ployable person is guaranteed public support unless there 1s_cooperation with re-
quirements of job search, work placement, and education and training efforts. No
one is guaranteed an income but each person is guaranteed a job and an opportuni-
ty to earn an income. The emphasis is on eventual placement in private sector em-
ployn;)enftf trlgough education and training efforts and one day devoted weekly to job
search efforts.
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I wish to make a number of sugfestions regarding each of these bills. Regarding
the Simon bill, I question the }- vel of wages being offered, which is the minimu .,
wage or 10% above the person’s previous public assistance or uneraployment com-
pensation. I doubt it is high enough to stimulate interest in these public service job
opportunities, or that it will result in the development of productive public sector
jobs. Even where people may be attracted to this program, there still remains the
always present danger with public service employment programs of the puolic per-
ception of dead end non-productive Jjobs.

I am especially concerned because the current bill envisions highly labor jntensive
work programs with no more than 10% of total funds being allocated for capital
expenditures. In order for these programs to succeed they must develop work
projects that stimulate positive pullic identification and support. The limitation on
capiial expenditures strongly limits the potential for developing such projects and
also for successful skill training efforts. As a result, the bill, while being sensitive to
stimulating individual motivation and development, lacks a positive vision of the
challenge of public works planning. The public works section of the Hayes 1398 bill
does provide such a perspective and som2 of its ideas bear looking into for this pur-

pose.

In addition, the bill Goes not pay enough attention to the different characteristics
of the population to be served. The way I read it, this bill has a strong welfare
reform component and would result in the termination of public assistance for all
emploYable recipients. If that is the aim, than more attention has to be given to the
special needs of different population groups and the supportive services Necessary
for the largest public assistance group, female household heads with dependent chil-
dren. Especially needed is clarification of the rzjationship between the Job Opportu-
nity Program and welfar. recipients regarding their rights of choice as to participa-
tion and how this is affected by family size and age of children. In spite of these
objections, however, I wish to state my strong support for the principles of opportu-
nity ::nd job guarantees that are at the heart of this proposeg legislation. Ipwould
Just urge that attention be given to sor__ of the objections which I have raised.

H.R. 2870, the “Economic Bill of Rights,” essentially reaffirms and strengthens
the full employment commitment b relating it to a concept of economic rights. The
major problem I have with the bilf’relates to implementation and enforcement. It
does rot call for a guarantee, does not define the subtance of the right beir:F grant-
ed, and does not provide a means by which indivicuals can seek redress for denial of
their rights. This bill is a statement of desirable values and goals and relates these
ideals to full employment, but it does not provide a mechanism by -/nich these
ideals can be translated into reality. It develops the philosophical basis of a full em-
ploﬁrment bill and also refers to various existing legisiative proposals to secure these
rights. However, it does not deal with either the sugbstance or cost of these programs
and is essentially a statem t of basic principles of economic rights. J suggest that
consideration be given to mer, 'n% this bill with H.R. 1368 so that the issue of rights
is directly joined with the goals of full employment.

The “Quality of Life Act,” H.R. 1398, should be trimmed even more than it has
been to a fozus on full employment. Although the bill has already been significantly
modified, .. still claims too broad an ager.da. | refer especially to the inclusion of
sections dealing with conversion planning, public works and international economic
policy. Although these are all important :lements of full employment planning thoy
refguire much more detailed attention and analysis and should be so treated in spe-
cific legislative proposals. Their inclusion in the bill, while intellectually stimulat-
ing, tends to weigh the proposal with far too much baggage thereby diverting atten-
tion from its central issue—the achievemen: of full employment.

Regardless of some reservations regarding emphasis and relatedness, 1 strongly
support the work of this sub-committee in bringing forward the important question
of full employment. Some may think these proposals too idealistic, vague and im-
practical, and especially out of touch with current political reality. I1deed in the
current political environment dominated by Reagaromics and Grainm-Rudman-Hol-
lings, it would seem there is little possibility for such initiatives. However, the para-
doxes of history and politics oftenn seem to create new unforeseen opportunitics.
While many deride full *mployment as an issue whose time has passed, it is a suh-
Ject that is likely to reappear very soon and perhaps in a most forceful manner. fs
America again ready to respo'd positively to a full employment program? If the
%uestlon is directed at the immediate time, I would have to Saﬂ the answer is no.

owever, there are indications that we may be headed for something new.

l The legacy of Reagonomics is likely to have results that will cause us tn look once
’ more for new governmental responses o economic problems. Work such as that
done by this committee preserves and develops a storehouse of information, propos-
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als and programs that become part of the stock of knowledge that we eventually
drew upon, even if in the short run these bills are not adopted. But there is some-
thiug more that we can learn from the last seven years, and from Ronald Reagan.
That is the ability of ideas and vision to excite and lexd. He has taught us the im-
portance of having a dream and learning to think big.

Ronald Reagan brought to the presidency the gospel of supply side economics and
now after almost seven years we can evaluate some of the resuits. It’s clear that he
has had some important successes but also clear that he has has had a lot of fail-
ures. He spoke a%ainst big government, unbalanced budgets, unemployment, infla-
tion, and also evil empires. Most of these ills were to be corrected rather painlessly
through the application of various forms of supply side economics. Many of his pre-
dictions and forecasts have been further from the mark than that of any other
American president. There have been some significant accomplishments during the
Reagean administration, especially regarding GNP growth, economic stability, price
stability, job growth and a decline in official rates of unemployment. However, the
facts remain that regarding GNP growth and employment, two areas that are often
touted as the great achievement of supply side economics, the Reagan record is no
better than that of the preceding administration. Furthermore, this has been
achieved through reckless economic policies, the consequences of which are likely to
be felt severely during the next recession.

There is no reason to believe that Reaganomics has rsulted in the repeal of the
business cycle. By hyperstimulation through tax reductions and a huge military
buildup fed by reco:d deficits, this administration has succeeded in delaying the reg-
ular rhythms of the business cycle. But because of its extravagances it is likely that
the next recession will be a very deep one. It is at that time that there will be a
more receptive audience for the kind of measures being discussed today. These bills
providz the framework for a a full employment economy responsive to improving
the quality of life in the nation, extending opportunities and benefits which are still
denied to large numbers of the population.

The president has even proposed and economic bill of rights of his own, an idea
that was ;i{obably inspired, although not given proper attributior, by Congressman
Hayes’ H.R. 2870. His bill offers a vision for a new American fulure, based upon
balanced budgets and freedom from taxation, that expands and protects the quality
of life of the privileged. The Hayes Eill promises instead economic rights that will
improve the quality of life of the majority of the population.

The president has had access to a bully pulpit and has used it most effectively. He
has not quibbled at the margins or indeed hesitated over hugh discrepancies that
have appeared in his program. Compare Ronald Reagan with the advocates of full
em(})loyment. Liberals used to tear each other apart in disputes over the existence
and size of both the cost and inflationary impact of reducing unemployment. Forget
about full employment—that wasn’t even in the realm of serious discussion. How
puny and petty our past arguments now seem, flinching over prospects of expendi-
tures of a few billion, unxious about tightening labor markets, concerned about the
inflationary consequences of a budget deficit of a few billion, and challenging, each
other with questionable economic projections that were bound to paralyze our will
to risk for new possibilities. Perk-aps we might learn a lesson from the grand master
of them all about ideas, polit:~1l power and communication, and the need to state
our goals with a broad and clear purpose. This program for full employment will
es?<  liy be in great demand at the onset of the next recession, the exact date of
whicn will not be revealed at this time.

In order to further develop the ideas contained in these bills, I urge that consider-
ation be given to creation of a special sub-committee dealing with full employment
planning. A major part of the committee’s work should be the consideration of
which companion pieces of legislation would provide the program and details neces-
sary for a comprehensive full employment program. I hope this sub-committee will
ctl)ntin_ue to be a forum for responding to those new challenges of full employment
planning.

Mr Chairman, members of the committee, thank Yyou for inviting me here today
to participate in this discussion which I hope v..1l bring the goal of full employment
once more to thr center of the political agenda.

Mr. MaRmiNEz. Thank you, Dr. Moses. That was very, very inter-
esting testimony.

I like the way you started out, two different worlds we live in.
The truth of the matter is that foo many Americans there are two
different worlds.

¢
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You know, with some people in this country, if they’re rich, com-

fortable, and have nothin

g to worry about, they say 1t’s enough for

you to be free. What good is to be free if you're starving? I don’t
think that’s what we intended when we deveéloped this country,
Just to be grateful that we’re free. Because we can’t really be free if
we're starving. There’s no way we can express ourselves if we're
starving. We're starving in a lot of ways

But you know, I want to address something that concerns me, be-
cause maybe I read too many things, you know, and conflicts often
arise in my mind over the things I read. But I read an article re-
cently concerning Americans economic growth, something like,
“Who's Buying America.” And it seems the growth we've known is
due in large part to foreign investment. The Japanese are build.ng
factories here. Most of the video cassettes you buy, and audio tapes,

are actually made by Jap

anese companies. The Japanese are open-

ing, in the Magquiladera concept, factories along the borders. They
use the cheap labor on that side, doing the small portion of high
tech work on this side, then claiming and bragging that they are

creating jobs here in the

United States. But all of this contributes

to the great figures that we hear repeatedly.

But is that growth, and

as our friend from the CWA said, is that

growth only benefitting the very few? And are the rich getting
richer and the poor still getting poorer? If you look closely at the
actual figures, that’s how it seems to be.

You know, as far as the Government being an impediment, I
wonder if Jacocca thought it was a Government impediment to
guarantee a loan for him to save his company. There are many
people in this country who think that was corporate welfare. I

don’t share that opinion.

I think it was an important thing to do,

because it saved jobs. And again, we're talking about jobs here.

You know, what 2 lot of

people forget is that people are units of

production. And with companies, a unit of production is the most
valuable asset they have. And those units of production are vrhat
actually provide the profit that they make. And they ought to be
damned concerned about it. But sometimes it seems that in an
effort to hide the fact that they lack the developing-marketinﬁ
skills they need to be competitive worldwide, they blame the hig

cost of labor.
So I think that we ar

e living in two different worlds. But in

terms of Governmeqt impediments, I've seen all kinds of deregula-
tion recently. And in the process we've scen the breaking up of
unions. 4nd they’ve gotten greater white-collar tax breaks, greater

breaks in anti-trust suits,

which have all but halted now. Corporate

regulations have been eased to where we allow takeovers and a lot

of things that actually e

ost us jobs. And so even though there’s

been a removal of Government impediments, we still see the grow-

ing deficit both in budget

and trade.

0 what are these Government impediments now? We've re-

moved those things that

deficit and a greaier trad

supgosedly had caused a greater budget
e deficit. I don’t understand that. The

Government is involved in this deregulation effort, to remove im-
pediments and create better situations, but actually have not.
There are more people living below the overty line than ever
before and there are more people unemployed. Never mind the
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growth rate. My father used to say, figures never lie. And then “e
used to follow that up with something that I've improved a little
bit, but prevaricators often do use figures to distort the truth. And
the fact is that there are more people living below the poverty line
than there were six years ag~ aven though recently it has de-
creased a little bit.

Every year we have emigrants coming into this country and
adding to the work force, which skews the numbers. There are in-
creasing numbers of people dropping out of high school, 50 percent
ot Hispanics across the Nation, unqualified for any kind of a job.
And if we look at the ads in Virginia, we see those ads are for min-
imum wage jobs, not jobs with futures. The reason the ads are
there is because people don’t want to take those jobs. Instead,
they’re looking and hoping for a little better job with a little better
wage so they can afford the things they need to maintain a reason-
able standard of living. If you offered me a minir um wage job, I'd
rather keep on looking for a better paying job than take that one,
because I know my skills and my abilities are worth more than
that. There’s many people that feel that way.

Is it going to be dishwashers or high tech? That’s the question. I
think that if we talk about providing advance information to em-
pleyees about plant closings, there’s a reluctance of companies and
corporations to provide that information, even when they’re going
to close down. And they don’t care whether or not that person has
a job to come to the next day, as long as they protect their inter-
ests. Now in Canada they don’t do that. They’ve come “0 terms
with advance notice. And they’ve found it’s also beneficial for the
corporations. I know from my own experiences in my district, busi-
ness and corporations have had the good sense to realize that full
information is as beneficial to them as it is to the employees.
They've sometimes found out that it worked to a greater benefit
than they even thcught, as some have been able to save their busi-
nesses by sharing that information.

So I think, you know, there’s a point in time and I think you’ve
addressed it. And if you asked in the beginning where you were be-
tween the two thoughts expressed here, I think you're right on
target. I want to commend you for that.

Mr. Mosks. Thank you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. And just I would like you to respond to some of
the things I've said from your own information and experiences.

Mr. Mosgs. Yes, I thinK, Congressman, you point out a very im-
portant question which is being argiiad now. Are we indeed, and I
notice Dr. Rahn has some of the data in his own presentation at-
tached which I'd like to look at when I have a chance, the question
of as we move more into a service economy, are we moving increas-
ingly with the job expansion? I don’t mean in attributing this to
President Reagan, it’s just because it goes before President Reagan.
We have been in a post-World War I7 rovement to a service econo-
my where in 1958 we reached a point where 50 percent of Ameri-
cans who were emplcyed were in service employment. Today it’s
about 73 or 74 percent, depending on how you want to count that.

That’s been a long term trend and we've always had to deal with
the question of what does that shift mean? Does it mean higher
tech, higher skilled, higher wages? Or does it also mean lower
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skilled, lower tech, lower wages? And there’s both extremes in
there. And I don’t—1I would comment off the cuff about just taking
that data and trying to disaggregate it, is a massive job. Are we in
a transitional state as we go to an even more 75-80 percent service
economy with the big shocks of the last couple years, the impact of
the computer, the information revolution, certain dimensions of
international trade. What will be the increasing shape of the
American labor force? There’s no question an overwhelming pro-
portion of the new jobs tend to be lower wage, lower skilled, but
there’s the other extreme. And education and training is one way
of expanding that part of the other extreme.

And to the extent that we do get into this on the downward side
of the service economy expansion, with the massive expansion of
low paid jobs. And that bec' mes a competitive factor to what you
mentioned, people who would rather not wark than work in those
jobs. We get a serious problem regarding the economic future of
this country. And part of that relates then & family factors, social
factors, the fact that we know—the family income levels that have
remained the same or increased all because you’ve got the second
earner. Sure family income has risee. It’s riscn because of the
second earner, not because of the income of the first earner, which
has declined significantly in real income. And this is scmething we
just can’t deal with through legis!ative mandate. Some of the facts
of the international economy and domestic economy that would
confront anyone. But I think the education and training orienta-
tion of some of these bills is very critical here, very, very critical.

Because only by upgrading the labor force and investing in the
labor force, the dropouts, unemployed people, mid-career changes
at age 40 or 50, who are increasingly being displaced through in-
dustrial change. Only by investing in their retraining do you lay
the basis for getting a labor force on a higher level that will be
more productive and then upgrade the economy in all the ways
we’re talking about.

So I think you’ve pointed out a very important point here that
really has to receive attention. When we talk about full employ-
ment, we don’t just mean everybody employed at Burger King. I
don’t mean to deprecate Burger King. We do mean education and
training and programs to upgrade the skill levels of all people who
seek that opportunity, who seek that opportunity to education in
order to accomplish that goal.

Mr. MARTINEZ. You know, the funny thing is that McDonald’s
ialye}x]'age wage is highe. than the minimum wage, considerably

igher.

Mr. Bahr.

Mr. Banr. I'd like to make just a couple of comments, Mr. Chair-
man.

When we tend to think of the iobs as we refer to them that have
left our shores, we look at them as blue collar, the steel, the auto
and so on. And we have tended then to look at the so-calied higl
tech service industry as one that will pull us out of the doldru.=s.

Well let me tell you what is happening now to some of those so-
called good jobs as a result of computer driven technology and sat-
ellite communications. Travelcro Company in Dallas is now in the
People’s Republic of China where they train college students, not
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on how to read and write English, but just how to understand the
English alphabet. And upon their graduation they are employing
them at $1.00 a day to punch information into huge data bases that
are now located in the People’s Republic.

And some of Americs’s major corporations, some of America’s
major hospitals today are storing their records in the People’s Re-
public. And because of computer technology, satellite cominunica-
tion, it’s easily retrievable. American Airlir.es used to do its billing
in Tulsa, where key punch operators worke1 at $8 or $9 an hour.
Today it i done in Barbados for $3 a day. And I can give you ex-
ample after example after example, where the techno 0gy now is
permitting the very jobs that were supposed to be created to offset
the loss of the blue collar jobs to follow the same route.

The other area I'd like tc comment is the question of worker edu-
cation, both from the pre-jol: period as well as the post-job period.
In the first 7 months of this year, and I'm sure Major Owens is
very much aware of it, New York Telephone interviewed 90,000
workers in New York City to fii! 2,000 entry level jobs that did not
require a high school diploma. Eighty-seven percent of the 90,000
could not pass a relatively simple test. I think it says someth’ng for
the educational system.

But if we are foing to be succassful in the long term in this coun-
try, as the worid continues to shrink, the concept of continuing
workers’ education must be a reality. We do have it iu a few indus-
tries now as a result of collective bargaining. And we’re proud t'.at
in our negoti tions with AT&T last year, we established what is
known as the Alliance for Employee Growth and Development,
which is a jointly owned, non-profit corporation that has as its
charge dealing with potentially laid off workers and displaced fami-
lies. But over the long haul to provide for ongoing, continuous
worker education, both job specific as well as career oriented, and
perhaps a career with another employer. And as a result we have
changed our thinking from job security to employment security.
Because we came out of an industry where an 18 year old can grad-
uate from high school, go to work and stay there for 40 years in
even the same building. That, of course, no longer is there.

So where you have continuous education, where you have the
willingness of employees to take the training and a more mobile
society, we then can be in a greater position to provide employ-
ment security in this country. But it raises another question. How
many of the ATT’s are there that are willing and are progressive
encugh and have the revenue to endorse this?

So I think it’s in the best interest of our Nation over the long
haui for the Chamber, for the AFL~CIO, and the role of Govern-
ment to be working together and not only in the pre-job education,
but certainly in continuous worker education.

Mr. MarTiNEZ. Would you support a concept whereby an employ-
ee and employer alike would contribute to a fund so that should a
factory close, or employment ceuse to exist, there would be monies
there to educate or train that person for other employment?

Mr. BaHr. There’s no easy answer to that, Mr. Chairman, he-
cause there are a vast majority of workers today that couldn’t
afford to divert a nickel an hour, or whatever it may take, from
their wages. They’re iiving paycheck to paycheck to paycheck.
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We get into this concept when employers now suddenly want to
talk to us zvout proiit sharing, and as «. way of making us more
competitive, and having workers put more of their income at risk.
Now it’s one thing for a manager who is in the six figure bracket
to put his wages at risk, but that person who’s making $300 a
week, I submit to you, has no leeway to put anything at risk. And
we in the AFL-CIO are discussing this concept. I certainly don’t
d}sr}rilss it. I think it's one avenue to look as dealing with the future
of this.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. Thank you.

I know you’d like to respond to some of the comments that were
made, Mr. Rahn, but before you do, I'd like to ask you to incorpo-
rate something into that response.

And before I say what I'd like you to include in your response, I
want to say from the outset that I read the Power of Positive
Thinking by Norman Vincent Peale and I subscribe to the theory. I
also learned that there are realities to deal with even in your
power of positive thinking.

In that regard, I understand that it’s good to cite positive figures
that show good growth rate and wonderful things happening and
we have to keep good thoughts so that good things will happen, but
there are realities. Would you incorporate, into your responses to
the other comments you’ve heard, why you think we have such a
high trade deficit and budget deficit, and why the poverty levels
are so great in light of the great growth rate?

Go ahead.

Mr. RauN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think, first, I want you to understand the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce is as interested in full employment as anybody in the
country, or as any of the rest of you are. It is, first of all, our
people are as compassionate as anybody else. And also it’s in the
interest of American business. If you have full employment, you
have more workers generating higher real incomes and you have
more customers. We all want full employment. And our only dis-
cussion, it seems to me, or difference of opinion, is perhaps how to
get there, and how is the most effective way to get there.

Also, I try to be very careful with the figures I present. I never
try to mislead people with data. We try to check and double check
all of our data. There are problems. As 1 mentioned in my earlier
remarks, and I don’t want to imply that everything is nirvana out
there. But I also think that as important as it is to focus on the
problems, it is important to focus on what we have done correctly,
and what things have improved and what set of policies brought
about the improvement. And there’s a couple of numbers here I
feel it is important to correct.

It is indeed true that inflation adjusted real wages declined from
1973 through 1983. However, s, ~ce that period of time inflation ad-
justed real wages are increasing. It is indeed true that the rate of
poverty increased in the ten-year period 1973 through 1983. But it
1s also indeed true that the rate is now falling, and that’s even
without counting in kind benefits. The data I'm presenting w0 you,
an’ T'd be happy to go through, back through all the sources, some
of 1t’s presented in my testimony, is all strictly Government
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Jources. They’re not things that are developed or made up at the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

It is clear that we have made a lot of improvement. Now it was
mentioned earlier, this is a Keynesian recovery. It is no such thing.
Again, you go back to the predictions of the leading Keynesian
economist in 1981 and you look at their predictions and testimony
before various Congressional committees, and versus what hap-
pened, I mentioned this earlier, versus those of us who have com-
monly referred to as neoclassic or supply side economists, and I
think it is unambiguously clear that we were much closer to the
mark than the Keynesian economist. You take a look at Western
Europe. Western Europe, for the most part has followed Keynesian
policies of increasing marginal tax rates and “Jovernment spending.
OECD Europe has a higher average percentage deficit, a percent-
age of GNP, than we have had. They have had much higher tax
rates. They have had virtually no job creation, and for the most
part very close to stagnant economic growth.

#Jso, when I cited my economic growth figure, 1 said from 1983
to tne present date, .he average of rate of real GNP growth has
beon 41 percent. I stand by that. You can check the data your-
selves and you'll find it indeed is true. The reason I picked 1983 is
because that's when the new economic program was largely imple-
mented of" the reduction in the marginal tax rates. Average tax
burdens have not been reduced in this country. The average tax
burden right now is about ::e same as when Jimmy Carter lefy
office. But the difference has been in the structure of taxes. We
have broadened the base and brought down the high marginal tax
rates and most notabl: the tax reform that you gentlemen passed
this past year.

Now you asked me abcut both the trade deficit and the Federal
deficit. From the standpoint of the Chamber of Commerce, we have
not been happy with tﬁe Federal deficit. There is plenty of blar-e
to go around. It is indeed true that the Reagan Administration
never once submitted a budget that hit their own target levels as
proposed in their 1981 game plan. And we have been critical of the
Administration on that. It is also indeed true that the U.S. Con-
gress overspent what the Reagan Administration proposed in their
budgets by about $92 billicn in the period from 1981 through 1986.
And my source on that is the Congressional Budget Office.

Third, the Federal Reserve also ended up causing much higher
deficits, because in 1981, late 1981, and early in 1982 they collapsed
the growth of the money supply. And \3is was far lower than
either the Administration or you members of Congress had antici-
pated. You budgeted to what you considered a higher ievel of infla-
tion to real growth, the higher level of nominal GNP. This put us
up at a permanently higher level spending level. Instead we have
to give tﬁe greatest credit for bringing down the rate of inflation.
They, more than either the Administration or the Congress were
the primary reason that inflation fell. But the Fed is also the pri-
mary culprit in bringing us about the 1981-1982 recession, and the
fact that we end up with a higher level of spending than either you
gentlemen or the Administration had proposed.

In terms of the trade deficit The trade deficit kas a number of
sources. And it is limited to what either the Administration or you
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in the Congress can do about it. The trade deficit, in large part,
comes about the fact that we have had a higher rate of real eco-
nomic growth than our foreign competitors. And if your customer
is not growing as far as you are, if your income is rising more rap-
idly, you will tend to buy more from him than he will from you.
And even, you know, the Japanese have done no better tha» we
have over the last 5 years, and as I mentioned Europeans nave
done significantly worse. So they’ve not had the buying power to
buy U.S. exports anywhere near as rapidly as we have had the
demand for their goods and services.

Another problem is the U.S. dollar is stiil the reserve currency.
The Treasury and others have tried to get the Japanese to make
theirs also a reserve currency. But as long as the U.S. dollsr is a
reserve currency, the only way foreign governments can attain
U.S. dollars is by sending goods and services to us. This gets com-
plicated monetary mechanics, but it is a fact of life as long as the
U.S. tends to be the world’s leader in monetary pelicy, we’re some-
what stuck with this unless we move to gold or have a basket of
currencies or commodities to back up worldwide currencies.

The third aspect of this is the United States has been very desir-
able for foreigners to invest, both because we have a stable, predict-
able democracy where we respect property rights and we've had a
higher rate of return to capital. 1{)5 a result, for foreigners to ac-
quire the dollars to juvest in the United States, the on y way they
can get them is by selling us goods and services. We must remem-
ber that we were a debtor country and ran a trade deficit from
1607 to 1914. And the question crosses not so much whether we ran
a trade deficit or a debtor country, it is how we use the money.

During the 19th Century, the British sent us the investment cap-
ital to build our railroads. We paid the British bond holders off and
thef' were happy. But we really gained from that, because the
building of railroads across this country so improved our transpor-
tation and industrial structure, it reduced cIsts, Americans all
gained from that investment, because we invested wisely. During
the first several years of the economic expansion, 1983 through
1985, it was clear that we were investing most of that borrowed
capital productively. This past year it’s been more questionable
though. The question is now, are we shifting tu just borrowing
money for consumption? If that indeed is true, then we could have
a long run problem, and we would be greatly concerned about that.

Now there’s things we can do about that in terms of tax treat-
ment of cagital formation and so furth, but that goes well beyond, 1
think, the discussion that you want to get into today.

I hope I've answered your question, sir.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, you have.

And you know, I've far exceeded my time. And I'd like to go into
the history of our country as you just did, because there were de-
pressions in those times before the Great Depression, during that
period of time you mentioned. A war brought us out of it for a
period of time, and then after the war, there was growth in oppor-
tunities for Americuns. But eventually that ended in the Great De-
pression. But I think we’d have to hold another hearing to go into
all of that. But thank you very much.

At this time I'd like to turn to the Honorable Gus Hawkins.
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Mr. Hawkins. Let me ask Dr. Rahn, on the question of economic
growtaf,, are you saying that 1985 and 1986 were years of economic
growth?

Mr. RauN. Very high rates of——

Mr. Hawkins. What were the rates in those two years? Whate
the current rate?

Mr. RanN. The current rate the first quarter was 4.3. The second
quarter was like 2.7.

Mr. Hawkisis. For the first six months?

Mr. RauN. For the first six months of this year, it averaged
about three and a half percent.

Mr. Hawkins. T think it’s either 3.4 or 3.5. I've forgotten which.

Mr. Rann. I'll give you the exact number.

Mr. Hawkins. It was either one or the cther.

Mr. RAuN. The first quarter was 4.4, the second quarter 2.3, and
that works out to about 3.3 for the first six months.

.Igr. Hawkins. I can’t discover all this 4.5 or 4.4, whichever you
said.

Mr. RAHN. I said 4.1 ¢ 2 average since 1983.

Mr. Hawkins. You're counting in the 1983.

fI}'Igré'?RAHN. I'm counting 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, and the first half
) ;

Mr. Hawkins. It started out with a very high growth rate in that
period of time.

Mr. RAuN. It started out at first at three and a half and then
went up very high and then it dipped back down, but that’s the
normal pattern of an economic expansion.

Mr. Hawkins. It’s the normal pattern for a recovery period.
Don'’t forget that we’re recovering from the worst recession since
the 1230’s. And obviouslf' if you take 1983 as compared with the
1981-1982 recession levels, it would be tremendousl high, but it
still is not high enoueh to put the unemployed to work, because it’s
merely a period in which you are dealing with a 10.8 percent un-
employment rate.

Mr. RAHN. Mr. Hawkins, if you want——

Mr. Hawkins. And obviously if you want to get down from 10.8
to what we have experienced since then, you would certainly have
what looks to be good recovery.
hMr. RAHN. Mr. Hawkins, if I could just reply, just one moment to
that.

We have had the highest five-year continuous peace time expan-
sion in our Nation’s h'story. Never before in our history have we
had as long a period. And having as high of ave, age rate. You were
indeed true that the 1981-1982 recession was a severe recession——

Mr. Hawkins. Well, we haven’t had that——

Mr. Rann. But we had very high unemployment rates. However,
if you go back and you look at the testimony of many of Mr.
Carter’s economists and most other economists in the late 1970’s,
at that point they were saying full employment was in the low 6
percent rate. We have already exceeded that. Now, I'm not claim-
ing we 1.ave full employment and I want to do better than we have.

Mr. HAWKINS. Let’s not get away from the growth rate. Includ-
ing since 1980, what has been the growth rate, the average annual
growth rate, in real terms?
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Mr. RaAHN. I think it's been about iwo and a half. That covers
two Administrations.

Mr. Hawkins. Two and a half since 1980. Now that’s what we
should be dealing with.

Mr. RaHN. No, we should be dealing with the correctic.\ in poli-
cies. We went or. a new course of economic policy and the question
is, did that policy work or did it fail——

Mr. Hawxkins. Too, under the same fiscal restraint, under the
high interest rates of the Federal Reserve Board, which produced
these recessions. And so you have a lot of people who were harmed
by two successive recessions and who are still suffering. Now you
can’t say that there’s been recovery, when you have such an enor-
mous extent of poverty. I think you mentioned that.

You've got to admit there are around 23 million Americans now
in poverty. Now you can’t say that is recovery.

Mr. RAHN. I say the rate of poverty has been declining. It rose
from the decade of 1978 through 1983. It is clear to me that we
were engaged in a set of policies during the 1970’s, and it covered
both Republican and Democrats, there’s plenty of blame for every-
body to go around, that resulted in lowering of wages and higher
rates of poverty. It is also clear that when we reverse the course of
economic policy, you members of Congress reducing those high
marginal tax rates, that that change brought about an improve-
ment in the situation.

Now I want to continue to improve, and I want to make sure we
bring down thoss unemployment rates and we continue t. increase
real wages. And I sometimes get disturbed when I see people rec-
ommending going back to the pulicies of the 1970’s, which clearly
failed us. That’s the point I'm trying to make.

M. Hawkins. Well it depends on what years you're talking
about. You select certain years and say the policies are working
well. Some of us don’t see it. And I don’t think staustics will bear
you out. If you have 33 million people today in poverty, aad if you
have the real unemployment rate, counting in the discouraged,
counting in those who work part-time, then you have a rate today
that’s closer to 10 percent and not six.

Mr. RAHN. I don’t accept that number, sir.

Mr. Hawkins. Well—

Mr. RAHN. I don’t think the data breaks that out and——

Mr. HawkiNns. I know you don’t.

Mr. RAHN. And you’d have a higher percentage of the adull pop-
ulation employed at any time in our Nation’s history. And that just
basically contrudicts, I think, the point you're trying to make.

Mr. Hawkins Well, look, I heard you say then——

Mr. RAHN. I'1 1 sorry, I just don’t agree with it.

Mr. HAwkINS. I've heard the President say that. But population
has increased——

Mr. RAHN. I'm talking about the percentage of the adult popula-
tion.

Mr. Hawxins, Well, I'm talking about jobs. Population increases
each year, so you should have more people employed.

Mr. RAHN. True.

Mr. Hawkins. Now, you've got to——

Mzr. RAHN. But you're also getting a higher percentage.
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Mr. HAwkins. if an individual is employed, let us say at a rate
that’s impossible for an individual to live on, you count that as a
job, it isn’t. And if you count a person who the previous period of
time when the official statistics will go out and say, well look, did
you work two houis a week in that period of time, and you count
that as a job? Obviously, that isn’t a job. You can reduce wages
until it becomes profitable for welfare recipients to empicy each
other. Now are you going to go bark to that type of economy in
which individuals you count everything.

On a nel basis the ones who have lost the most during this recov-
ery period have been white males, on a net basis. Thev are the
ones who are at the lower end of the income level scale. Now we
talk about minorities and we accept them. It’s normal for minori-
ties to be unemployed. And it’s normal for Blacks, Hispanics and
the poor Whites in Appalachia, we rub them off and say it's
normal for them to be unemployed. But now during this period of
so-called recovery, the ones on a net basis who have lost the Jobs
that paid well, and are now earning at the lower end of the wage
scale less than $10,000 a year are White males, by and large. Per-
centage wise they’'ve lost the most.

And I don’t know. I just think that to credit these to the policies
of *he Reagan Administration, to me, is a travesty on trath. Sure,
in the 1981 tax—if you want to get back to that. That was the
worse thing we ever did. Because what we did, despite the increas-
ing need of the low and moderate income people, we granted great
tax relief to those in the higher brackets.

Mr. RAHN. The fact of the matter is, the tax burden has been
snifted markably frem the lower income to the upper income
groups. And your top ten percent of your tax ‘ayers are now paying
a higher total percentage than they did in tae past. It is also the
fact that of the new jobs being created, 46 percent have been in the
high wage category, $28,000 or higher. Only six percent have been
ilrs\)”t%}e low wage category. And that is a remarkable shift from the

+)'S.

Mr. HawkiNs. When I look into your report here and I see the
individuals that you're quoting, where apparently your ideas come
from, according to Heritage Foundation, which has been tlie main
ore to attack worker education and education in general as a
matter of fact. They advocate virtually that we do away with the
public school systera. They think we're spending too much money
on the so-called disadvantaged. We should concentrate the money
on those who are so-called talented and the ones most deserving.
You quote Walter Williams. He’s always quoted by those who want
to pick up something, and he’s quoted as a Black, apparently to dis-
credit Blacks in general.

Mr. RauN. Walter Williams is an extremely distinguished econo-
mist who is a friend of mine, and I don’t think we ought to dispar-
age him because he’s an outstanding American.

. Mr. MARTINEZ. Let me remind you, Dr. Rahn, it's not polite to
Interrupt——

Mr. RauN. Well, I resent disparaging an outstanding Ameri-
can——

Mr. MARTINEZ. You're interrupting——

Mr. RAHN [continuing]. Like Dr. Williams.
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Mr. Hawxkins. It isn't a digparaging remark. I say that Walter
Williams is quoted as a Black, whenever there’s a t.>dency to
really discredit all of the Blacks.

Mr. RagN. I consider that a disparaging——

Mr. Hawkins. And you go out to Stantord and you select a soul
who has written a recent book fighting affirmative action. And ke
wouldn’t be at Stanford if there hadn’t been affirmative action, be-
cause there’s no other reason for Stanford to employ him as a
Black, ¢~apt they wanted to increase their percentage.

Mr. he 'N. I think that’s a racist statement and I think it's
untrue.

Mr. Hav'kins. Well, it is a statement that I am making and I
would—and Charles Murray, now you have collected all of the dis-
crediting individuals that can possibly be used to discredit full em-
Eloyment. And yet you say you're for full employment. Now you

ave a strange way of getting it when you quote these individuals.
And I think you ought to get some better sources of information to
quote then.

Let me ask you this. Let’s get on something positive, because I
don’t accept the sources of your information.

Let us get on something, worker education. And let me go to the
private sector. Recently the Committee for Economic Development
issued a report, Children in Need, a very excellent report. Now this
is a group of corporate exscutives issuing a report, and in their
report they indicated that we were not spending sufficiently on
educating a work force, and they included Chapter 1 and preschool
education as being of primary importance to the education of our
children, starting at the early grades and going through high
school. They had other prograins, but I jus. don’t have time to
mention the other recommendations.

Now let me ask you, does the Chamber support that recomr
dation that we should be spending more in the field of pre-prima.y
education, that we should b fully funding compensatory educaticn
in order to educate our children for the future, and that we should
be encouraging them to g1 into college with student aid programs
and what-not ﬁrants and what not? What is your position on this,
because I think this strikes very hard at productivity, at what you
want, what we want, and some recommendations like this, it seems
to me, would place you in a much better light than (;luoting the
tiy;pe of individuals that I've mentioned. But staying with, let’s say,
the CED report.

Mr. RanN. The U.S. Chamber has consistently supported a much
stronger educational system. We’ve been concerned about failures
of our educational system in certain areas of the country. We have
supported public e(ﬁxcation. We now have a committee studying
that particular report. And I don’t believe they’ve come out with
all their recommendations yet. And as soon as they do, of ~ourse,
we'll forward them to this committee. The U.S. Chamber realizes
as much as anybody that we need an educated work force.

'e are as concerned as any group in the country when we see
people graduate from th~ high school who don’t have the funda-
mental skills. We think this is a National travesty and much needs
to be done about it. And we, of course, have supported strong
public education. Getting to the specific proposals of that report, as
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I said I know it’s under study at the Chamber and I'm not yet
aware that they’ve come out with specific recommendations on’ it.
On the broader issue, I would just implore the members of the
committee or your staffs to go back again to the period of 1980,
1981, look at the testimony before a particular Ways and Means
and Senate Finance Committee, by the economist of all stripes,
Walter Williams and Tom Soul and the people on the left, look at
their recommendations and their predictions. And look what has
happened. And I think much of the truth will come out of that.

Mr. Hawkins. Well, what is the truth?

Mr. RanN. The truth is and I think you n.issed my opening state-
ment, Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Hawkins. Do you support these programs thai for 15 years
have been operating so you've had time to assess them the same as
the CED, - nd——

Mr. Rar N. Well, for instance, we'e supported educational vouch-
ers as an :lternative, which is I think a way of bringing competi-
tion——

Mr. Hawxkins. Well, do you know that you're one of only about
two groups in the country who suppost vouchers. Obviously, from
what you've been reading, you would supy. »rt vouchers, because it's
a destruction of the public school system. That’s what it adds up to.

Mr. RaHN. It's not at all, sir.

Mr. Hawkins. Well, let me get away from vouchers and things
that you and I disagree on. I'm trying to get something we can
agree on. You say you're for education.

Now, here are programs——

Mr. RanN. The question is how do we bring the most effective
education in? Right now we have to admit that certain of our ¢2u-
cational programs have not worked.

Mr. Hawkins. But do you think that Headstart has worked?

Mr. RaHN. Yes.

Mr. Hawkins. Do you think that compensatory education has
worked, Chapter 1?

Mr. RaHN. In some cases. And I think there’s also been some
problems.

Mr. Hawkins. But generally speaking, overall?

Mr. RanN. Yes. I think a lot of it has worked quite well.

Mr. Hawkins. Okay.

Well, does the Chamber suppert funding them then?

Mr. RanN. Yes, we have.

Mr. Hawkins. Fully funding those two nrograms?

M- RanN. Well, 'm not quite sure abot:t fully funding——

i Hawkins, Well, do you believe that if it works for 18 percent
in the case of Headstart, that it probably would work for the other
82 percent and therefore the 82 percent should not be denied?

Mr. RauN. We have tried to look at program by program, of the
various public Government programs, educational and job training
programs. Those that are clear winners, we have supported. Those
that haven’t worked particularly well, we’ve said let’s take a look
and try to change these things. We have not been flat r it opposed
any of these. We have been strong supporters of a s. ong educa-
tional system, and—you know, you try to take a look at the most
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cost effective way of %etting to things. 2nd some of our concern has
been programs that clearly have not worked——

Mi. HAwkins. Which are the ones that didn’t work?

Mr. Rann. I will get you the list. I'm sorry, I am not that pre-
Eared today to go into the specifics of those programs, bu’ I'd be

iappy to supply you with a list.

.r. HaAwkins. And you support that Headstart has worked,
should be funded so that all the kids entitled to it wsuld get its
benefits? Do you——

Mr. RanN. Just so I'm totally accurate and because I don’t want
to misspeak myself at all and make sure that I have all my data
correct there, because I don’t have all that with me today, I would
prefer to send you a letter detailing it out of our sp2cific positions
on those various programs.

Mr. Hawkins. We would appreciate it on boin Chapter 1 and on
Headstart, and the other programs that you would agree would
have been reasonably successful. And also stipulate the ones that
you think should not be supported, the ones that have not proved
successful?

Mr. Raan. I would be pleased to do so.

Mr. Hawkins. Thank you, very much.

Mr. MarTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Hawkins.

Mr. Hayes.

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Chairman, I’'m going to be as brief as is humanly
possible and live witnin the time constraints that we operate on if
possible, as we try to deal with this very irportant issue of full em-
ployment.

And Dr. Rahn, please believe me when I say that I firmly think
that you occupy more influence in the organization that you repre-
sent with this Administration, and unemployed, and poverty strick-
~n people too. You have a lot to do with the sense of direction
which they’re traveling. And I don’t think you're about to relin-
quish that influence without some action on our part.

I am not interested in the kind of employment, full employment,
we had as Blacks during slavery. We were fully employad, my an-
cestors told me. And I'm not interested in that. I'm not concerned
about whether or not I go back to tl:irty bucks a month that I got
when I was planting trees or. the banks of the Mississippi River as
a part of the Civilian Conservation Corps. I'* was a necessary func-
tion. It was not—and at that time we had soil erosion, you've got it
now. You've got flooding and everything else. You've got a need for
this kind of work.

I don’t think the private sector—I think this is a basis for our
disagreement——is really concerned about jobs for people as they are
being motivated by their profits. And this goes directly to my first
question, Mr. Bahr, as head of a union.

You mentioned the hearings which I’ve %:2en a participant in for
Jobs with Justice. I was in the Miami hearing. And we got testimo-
ny from your union, and we got testimony from the flight attend-
ant’s unions, and from the Airline Pilots Association, and some
others. I come from the industrial sector, you know. They are con-
cerned, and I want to know from you if you think there isn’t some
necessity for some legislation? I don’t know—I don’t think this is
necessarily, any of these tkree bills we’re talking about, cover this.

Ve
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Not from the point of view of protection. We got the situation now
where mergers and buyouts, while not limited to the airline indus-
try, are really making jobs disappear at a really accelerated rate.

When Texas International, and you might address yourself to
this question too, Dr. Rahn, can take over Eastern Airlines, elimi-
rate a certain amount of jobs. Texas International can take over
Continental Airlines that used to have union pilots and union
workers, after they have reduced their rates of pay, which they
didn’t need in order to reap the profits that they want, without
consideration to what happened to the fate and the jobs of those
people. It's my opinion did we need some legislation in this area,
really badly need it. And I just don’t know—I'm sort of at a loss.

When I go into Cicero, Illinois, and stand at a mass meeting
along with the I .ayor of the City of Chicago and one of the aspi-
rants for the Presidency of the United States, but more important
than their participation was those 1,500 workers who were em-
ployed by General Electric Company, who had been notified that
the next two years that plant where they produce small refrigera-
tors is going to go out, or they’re going to close that plant, “hat sec-
tion of it, which will effect 1,000 jobs and combine it with the same
company’s plant in Decatur, Georgia, which is unorganized, with-
out even being told. The rates that they pay in Decatur, Georgia
are much lower than they pay in Cicero, Illinois. But more impor-
tant the rate, they are non-union. And the fact is that I think that
the Federal Government has a responsibility to at least do some-
thing in the way of legislation. Even at a time, Dr. Rahn, th=% the
Chamber of Commerce had a greater control and influence over
not only the Executive Branch of our Government—I think they
have a great influenc~ over the Legislative Branch. I think there’s
a human interest issue involved that goes beyond partisan politics.

Ard T would just like for you to answer for me—Mr. Bahr, you
can ansv *r to me if you think there is need of legislation in this
area, anu Dr. Rahn, if you'd just let me know ws to whether or not
you can see {he hun:an issue involved in tnis question of loss of
Jobs through plant closedowns, mergers, and yes, the loss of job_ to
foeign interests in the quest of unorganized cheap labor. This is
part of our problem.

Mr. Bagr. I think, Mr. Hayes, you made the argument. But let
me just make a couple of comments.

If we could stick with a moment with Continental and Eastern.
To put the pressure on Eastern, which is organized, Continental is
now saying unless vou agree to give back even more than they
gave back over the years what we will do is simply repaint the
Easicrn Ajrline airplane and put a Continental logo on it. And
thus it becomes a plane that’s operated at half the rate that the
Elastern is. And under our presert laws, that’s perfectly permissi-

e.

Now the debate that went on fo. ' -v law reform baciz in 1977-
197, if the American labor movemeut nas its way won't take place
again in that form. We are, and we hope that as a result of this
committee’s hearings around the country, where we did not discuss
legislation, but are rather saying and urging you to co~duct hear-
ings as we have had to elevate to the consciousness of the decent
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Americans in this country who are by far the overwhelming
number who are not aware of what is happening.

The ability of a company to permanently replace a worker was
resolved by the Courts in 1938. That a company had the right back
in 1938 to permanently replace a striker. We don't have any
records of it being used. I'm sure that maybe somewhere in the ar-
chives—until after PATCO. When suddenly it became fashionable
for a company where there were labor relations for 80 and 40
years, to say well why not me. To where in che paper industry
today, where the paper workers union is under severe attack. Not
by companies that are marginable, but by the Boise Cascades and
International Paper.

To where had I thought about it, I would have brought copies of
the advertisements, advertising for permanent replacements in the
event there is a strike. Now I ask you, what type of free collective
bargaining that was thought of in" the original Wagner Act could
take place under that kinZ of threat?

And so where in 1978 we thought that labor law reform, which
missed by one vote in the Senate, might have changed this, we are
¢oming around to think that in 1989 when there'll be the 101st
Congress. There’ll be a new Administration in the White House.
And it will alsc be the 200th anniversary of the Bill of Rights that
indeed there should be a workers’ rights. And it goes, I think,
somewhat along what you're talking about in relation to econom.
ics. I don’t know how you separate economic and human rights
from workers rights, because it is a fact as I stated, when you go
through the factory door you suddenly lose the rights that you
have as an individuzl. And we think that has to be changed.

Mr. RanN. On the airline deregulation case, clearly we have to
look with the interest of workers, owners and consumers. Bt I
think the facts are rather overwhelming. Since airline deregulation
the average air fare dropped considerably. As a result we have
twice as many people now flying as pass .ygers, as we did in 1978. 1
find a iot of the folks who want reregulation are those, and I bhave
tv include myself as orie who nermally flies on some’ ody else’s ex-
pense account, because e doi.’t like to crowd into the airports.
Nrw that - ‘e nave all these other people flying. But people who are
out there who can now get to see their friends and relatives at
much lower fares than they could in the past, and grandparents
who hadn’t seen their grandchildren, but now visit them, because
airlines have come, to go ahead and deny them that opportunity, I
think would bc a great mistake.

It is indeed true that some werkers. some managers, and some
stockholders have been hurt as we went from the transition from a
regulated environment {0 a deregulated. But I also think it is true
that millions of Americans now enjoy the freedom to travel around
this country, which they didn’t used to have because of the old
high air fares.

Mr. Havgs. Dr. Moses.

Mr. Mosks. I just wanted to make a remark for the record.

I think the disput: before about interpretation of economic data,
first citat'»n and then interpretation, the dispute between Dr.
Rahn und myself which has been carried on lor.ger by Congress-
man Fawkins, really reflects part of the problem o. this analysis
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it relates also to the full employment j=~ . And that is depending
where on the cycle you take your cutoff '.te. We're on the business
cycle. Dr. Rahn chooses—and that’s legitimate—he chooses 1983,
which is the beginning of the recovery. If\Lchose 1981 I'd get differ-
ent data, which is before the recovery——bu}c\e the great recession,
that is, which preceded the recovery.

However what is key to our long term analysis as it relates, I be-
liave to the discussion of the Jegislation today, is that I dorn’t think
anyone wounld »rgue that Ronald Reagan has permanently repealed
the business cycle. Regardless of whether one attributes the recov-
ery to changes in marginal tax rates or as I do, more to fiscal
policy, Keynesian-tvpe techniques hased on military expansion and
(deficit expansion and certain kinds of tax reductions.

So I think it basically was a Keynesian-type stimulus far exceed-
ing that that all the liberal Democrats would have ever dared to
propose. The Democrats got nervous and Republicans got nervous
pre-Reagan when the deficit went to $20 or $30 or $40 billion. That
was out of control. Now to me when it seems the deficit is hitting
$200 billion area for a three-year period, we're talk.uys about a mas-
sive stimulus. But even with this massive stimulus I don’t think
there are many who would argue that this is a permanent fix for
the economy. The economy is on a fix now tied to that stimulus.
But eventually the driving basic truths of our kind of economic
system will reassert themselves. We will go through a cycle. I don’t
know if it starts tomorrow, or next month, or six months, but that
it will come is clear, I believe, based on our previous historical ex-
perier e,

And it’s at that point when ‘he cycle reasserts itself, when we g0
into a dip, that JShe interest. I believe, will once more return to the
types of issues discussed in the bills before us todwy. And that
people who ask me, is full employment still an issue. It’s not an
issue any more. Things are getting better, the general pOpL:Ar per-
ception. All we need is a mop up bill of perhaps a public service
type bill to mop up some of the problem areas. But the full employ-
ment basically has been resolved by economic growth and employ-
mer:t expansion, which is a popular perception in the media today.
I think that popular perception will last a very short time when we
go into our next recession which may be, in fact, deeper than any
we've experienced before in ti:e post-World War II period and
maybe be deeper, especially because of the current economic poli-
cies of deficit driven stimulus, a Government stimulus, driving the
economy it never has before, the magnitude of it.

I don't welcome the recession. I hope it doesn’t come. I'm afraid
when it does, however, it will be so severe in magnitude that we
will be forced really to confront some of the basic fundamental
issues of governmental responsibility and economic management
that are contained in 1398. And it’s a shame that we have to have
that kind of economic crises to stimulate that kind of discussic.1 in
a popular manner, but I think that’s been the evidence of history
really. That we don’t pay attention to those kind of issues unt’l we
have an extremely deep recession.

Mr. Haves Just let me finish with this statement and one brief
question of Dr. Moses.
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By backgrourd places me in a position as a trade unionist, where
I get more discussions, more constituency mail, about this question
of jobs, I guess, than any member in this House. I feel somewhat
frustrated L scause it appears sometimes I can’t really do anything
about it, necause it seems the sensitivity is not there among our
colleagues, as to the severity of the problem.

I would like, at least for representative business to understand
that you can’t answer people who want a job when they’re reach-
ing tge proportions that they are now, by saying that we’ve had
economic growth over the past 10, 5, or 4 years of x number. With
them, they’re in a depression already.

I don’t want to see these particular young people—I represent a
district that is the poorest district, I've been told, in the whole
United States. The first district in Chicago, Illinois. Sometime we
compete with Garcia out in New York, it is the poorest district
from the poirt of view of per capita income in the whole United
States. Unemployment runs almost 18 psrcent in that district. Un-
employed black youth is 92 percent black, runs almost 40 percent.
These are recent figures. So when I talk to them about growth, and
where we're going in terms of new jobs being created, they say to
me, Hayes where are they?

And I just want to close with this question of you, Dr. Moses.
You say in the rext to the last paragraph in your statement, I just
want you to embellish on it a little bit, in order to further develop
the ideas contained in these bills I urge that consideration be given
to a creation of a special subcomnittee dealitg with full employ-
ment planning. Just give me 1 little idea of what you have. Are
you saying we need some structural difference up here?

Mr. Mosgs. What I meant by that was, Congressman, to focus on
those issues, of the broad issues of human rights, as delineated in

" your bill, s related to full employment, as delineated i Quality of
Life, the 1398 bill. And to study ways in which these basic rights
could be developed and reisted to economic planning. That is not to
deprecate the work in ot} er bills that is being done, like Senator
Simon’s which is an atiempt to go forward with various undertak-
ings, but I think these issues are se basic and fundamental they re-
quire a full attention to them, and I think that the audience is
there, maybe small today, but much larger tomorrow.

And in order to be able to respond to that kind of an audience, in
terms of shifting economic realities, I think we need that kind of
full scale attentior. And by the way, I did not mean in that testi-
mony about the creation of a subcommittee, I meant really with a
focus on economic rights and relating it to full employment and
showing those distinctions. I mean, I think the work that this com-
mittee does is far too important to shift it elsewhere, a= { in no
way meant to imply that.

Mr. Haves. I wasn’t opposed to it. I just wanted to understand it.

Mr. Moskgs. Oh, OK.

Because I think the agenda 3 come out of your own develop-
ment. It behooves me to suggest—but certainly the creation of a
body that would focus on rights which have never been dealt with
as related to a full employment ¢ momy, and would talk to the
needs that you’ve just described in your locai district, in a way that
our normal concerns in policy planning and program development
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do not do. Especially because it may not be tied into a bill that’s
immediately here today or tomorrow. But I think it's pait of the
long term agenda of this country which car’t be evaded. Long
term, however, may be a very long time.

Mr. Haves. Robots can’t buy cars. [Laughter.]

Mr. Banr. They don’t pay dues either.

Mr. Havyzs. That’s right.

Mr. MARrTINEZ. Is that it?

Mr. E.aves. That's it.

MMr. MarTiNEZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Hayes. Thank you Dr.
oses.

As I said earlier, it's always a prerogative of the Chair to have
the last word. And before I thank you, that being the last word, I'd
like to say that today’s policy is the most inconsistent policy I've
ever heard. The Chief Representative of the Administration says
that we must provide jobs for all Americans so that they might
have pride in themselves .  confidence in their future, and then
promotes policies saying that in order to achieve that they've got to
work for less. I don’t know how a person can have pride in them-
selves and confidence in their future when they’re asked to work
for peanuts. That's not a real job. A sub-minimura wage job is not a
real job. I think that when we look at who's benefitted in this great
economic recovery and who is benefitting by this great percentage
of National growth, we've got to look at it in terms of the entire
Populace, not just those who control it, or the few at the top. But
what’s happening to people across the spectrum, middle class as
well as those living below the poverty line? Almost everything we
do or have done in recent years, determines that. Many middle
class people are paying more tax than they ever did. The people at
the lowest end who don’t have jobs don’t pay tax anyway. And if
they work at sub-minimum wage or slightly above, they still don't
pay tax. So, tax reform wasn't really a great benefit to them.

But when we do things in the Federal Government, we ought to
start looking at the total spectrum of people, not just those at one
end or the other. For that reason I think these hearings are impor-
tant, and we i'.iend to continue them. Like you say, Dr. Moses, this
is an issue that really has to ke aired, and al’ sides have to be
heard. I think that we've got to try to bring more public attention
to these issues. And under the capable leadership of Mr. Hawkins,
the Chairman of the Full Committee, Mr. Ilayes, one of the most
prominent members on Education and Labor, and myself as the
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities, we
intend to bring as much focus as we can on this issue. Hopefully we
will be able to proluce some kind of legislation or some kind of
policy that will provide a better benefit for all Americans.

And I thank you for appearing here before us today. Thank you.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:22 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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