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many already do: with embarrassment when
they haven’t lived up to what they know to
be right and with pride when they know
they’ve done it right.

That’s why I remember that beaming clerk
in Tupelo 28 years ago. And, by the way, I
don’t recall the faintest indication that her
black colleague found it demeaning to have
been hired for what may have been the best
job of her life.

f

THE WRONG TARGET

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, recently,
Bob Herbert, a columnist for the New
York Times, had a column about af-
firmative action and how the politics
of meanness is in the ascent.

My colleagues have heard me address
this question before. Affirmative ac-
tion is basically an excellent thing
that has helped to make opportunity
available to many people who other-
wise would not have it. Has it been
abused occasionally? Yes, like any
good thing is abused, just as religion
and education are abused.

In this column, he concludes ‘‘All of
this will pass. Eventually we’ll find our
higher selves.’’

I hope he is right.
But there is both the beast and the

noble in all of us, and unless our lead-
ers appeal to the noble in us, instead of
the beast—instead of hatred and fear—
the better instincts in our people will
not come forward. That is true, not
only in the United States but in any
country.

It is important for politicians, jour-
nalists, members of the clergy, busi-
ness leaders, labor leaders, and people
of every walk of life to call upon us to
reach out and do what is noble.

‘‘One nation, under God, indivisible’’
should be more than a phrase in our
country.

At that point, I ask that the Bob Her-
bert article be printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:
[From the New York Times, Apr. 5, 1995]

THE WRONG TARGET

(By Bob Herbert)

One of the many important issues to
emerge battered and distorted from the in-
sidious cavern of political demagoguery is
affirmative action. If you listen to the latest
crop of compulsively deceitful politicians, or
tune into the howling degradation of talk
radio, you might become convinced that the
biggest problem of discrimination in the
United States today is bias against white
men.

The complaint is that legions of African-
Americans, women and assorted others are
taking jobs, promotions, classroom slots,
theater tickets and the best seats on the bus
from the folks who really deserve them—
white guys.

The arguments against affirmative action
are almost always crafted in racial terms be-
cause the demagogues know that race is the
way to get the emotional flames roaring. In
fact, the primary beneficiaries of affirmative
action are women. If all parties would lower
their voices and try to communicate in good
faith, it could be pointed out that while
there are problems with affirmative action—
including some serious problems of fair-
ness—the negative impact on white men has
not been great, and the problems are correct-
able.

What you do not want to do, in a country
where there are still prodigious amounts of
race and sex discrimination, is abandon a
long and honorable fight for justice in the
face of political hysteria.

The Federal Glass Ceiling Commission re-
cently reported that 95 percent of top cor-
porate management positions in the United
States are held by white men. Throughout
corporate America, women, blacks and
Latinos are paid less than white men for
doing the same work. And if you believe
there is a bias against white males in hiring,
just pair up a white guy with a black guy
and send them off in search of the same job.

Racism against blacks and sexism against
women abound. And yet the outrage we hear
today is about discrimination against white
men.

A report on discrimination in employment
commissioned by the Labor Department
found very little evidence of employment
discrimination against white men. The re-
port was prepared by Alfred W. Blumrosen, a
law professor at Rutgers University. It found
that a ‘‘high proportion’’ of the so-called
‘‘reverse discrimination’’ claims brought by
white men were without merit.

The politicians will tell you that the at-
tack on affirmative action is a cry for racial
justice. That is not so. It is an expression of
the anger and frustration felt by large num-
bers of overwrought and underemployed
white men. Their anxiety is understandable,
but affirmative action is not their enemy.
Downsized to the point of despair, their
wages stagnant or falling, their prospects
dim, these men are caught up in the treach-
erous world of technological innovation, eco-
nomic globalization and unrestrained cor-
porate greed. Buffeted by forces that seem
beyond their control (forces that are affect-
ing everybody, not just white men), they lis-
ten to the demagogues. It’s the blacks doing it
to you. It’s the women. They’re getting your
piece of the pie. Otherwise you’d be O.K.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION ISN’T ANTI-WHITE

The Clinton Administration, under pres-
sure, is reviewing Federal affirmative action
programs. Fine. Let whatever abuses exist
come to light. Scrap whatever programs are
unnecessary or unfair. Where affirmative ac-
tion is being used to help the disadvantaged,
remove the racial or ethnic requirements.
There are white kids all over the country
who are economically and educationally de-
prived. Give them a hand.

But neither Bill Clinton nor anybody else
should back off from the commitment to
fight what is still an enormous and debilitat-
ing problem—discrimination against blacks,
other ethnic minorities and women. Where
affirmative action is needed to counter the
effects of discrimination, let it be.

The United States is going through a pe-
riod in which the politics of meanness is in
the ascent. In many circles, it is
unfashionable to be compassionate. Putting
down others is the dominant mode of politi-
cal expression, preferably with a vicious re-
mark accompanied by cruel laughter.

All of this will pass. Eventually we’ll find
our higher selves and chase the dogs of big-
otry and fear and ignorance from the yard. I
am convinced this will happen. We are Amer-
icans, after all. We are better than we have
been behaving lately.∑

f

DR. HENRY FOSTER SHOULD BE
CONFIRMED

∑ Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I had the
privilege of serving in the House of
Representatives with Congressman
Paul Findley, who is now retired and

writes a Sunday column for the Jack-
sonville Journal-Courier in Illinois.

My friend, Gene Callahan, who once
served as administrative assistant for
Senator Alan Dixon, still get the Jack-
sonville newspaper, and he sent me
Paul Findley’s commonsense reaction
to the nomination of Dr. Henry Foster.

I ask that it be printed in the
RECORD.

The column follows:
DR. HENRY FOSTER SHOULD BE CONFIRMED

(By Paul Findley)

During a discussion at a meeting of the
Pittsfield Rotary Club, a member asked if I
favor the confirmation of Henry Foster,
M.D., President Bill Clinton’s nominee to be
surgeon general of the United States.

My answer was affirmative. Based on what
I believe to be factual about Foster’s career,
he should be confirmed. The president is en-
titled to have a surgeon general of his own
choosing, barring the disclosure of some im-
portant flaw in character or record.

A casual reader glancing at headlines and
picking up snippets from televised news re-
ports might easily reach the erroneous con-
clusion that Foster’s record is badly flawed,
that he is a back-alley disgrace to the medi-
cal profession who has spent a long career
performing abortions.

It was a curious happenstance that the
question was raised in Pike County, once the
family home of a physician who fit that
dreary description and gained a reputation
as one of Chicago’s preeminent abortionists.
This was a half-century ago when abortion
was illegal, not job in Illinois but through-
out the nation. Never indicted, the doctor in
question made abortion his career, perform-
ing the surgery clandestinely in various
parts of Chicagoland. It was his specialty. So
far as I know, he did nothing else. He catered
mainly to people who could not afford to
travel to Sweden for the desired surgery.
Legend had it that he periodically hauled
bags of money back to Pike County.

By contrast, the president’s nominee is not
an abortionist. In the years since abortion
has been made lawful by ruling of the U.S.
Supreme Court, Foster, by his own account,
performed 39 abortions, all of them to save
the life of the mother or to end pregnancies
caused by rape or incest. He has delivered
several thousand babies and declares that he
abhors abortion.

Some years ago, like many other physi-
cians, he performed procedures that steri-
lized institutionalized women who were de-
termined to be severely mentally retarded.
At the time, that procedure was legal and
broadly accepted by the medical profession.
Both law and medical policy have since
changed. Under existing law, sterilization
can be performed only through court order.

Abortion, of course, has been legal for
many years in the United States and is wide-
ly practiced. In fact, the Accreditation Coun-
cil for Graduate Medical Education now re-
quires that programs to train doctors in ob-
stetrics must include abortion skills. About
a million abortions are performed here each
year, notwithstanding widespread con-
troversy that sometimes becomes violent
and even fatal. House Speaker Newt Ging-
rich, although anti-abortion, wisely advises
his Republican colleagues in the Senate,
where the confirmation vote will occur, not
to focus on Fosters, abortion record.

Although, like thousands of other U.S.
physicians,, Foster has performed a few abor-
tions since the procedure became legal, it
has never been more than a minor part of
this 38-year practice. To his credit, he has
been candid on all points.
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