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Responding to the Double Standard
of Workeyr/ Public Protection

(Environment, September

1981), we posed the general so-
cial problem of differential protec-
tion as illustrated by three hypothet-
ical individuals: a Connecticut glass-
blower whose workplace exposure to
nitrogen oxides, while deemed
““safe,’”” was nearly 25 times greater
than his exposure outside the factory;
a neighbor of the Three Mile Island
nuclear plant whose work decontam-
inating the plant will expose him to
much higher levels of radiation than
those experienced by members of the
public during the accident; and a U.S.
embassy employee in Moscow whose
microwave exposure, while exceeding
permissible levels in the Soviet Union,
was only 1/500th of that allowed in
the United States.

The exposure of these and other
workers to the hazards of technology,
we argued, is generally much higher
than that permitted for the public. In-
evitably, one is led to question wheth-
er such differential protection is justi-
fied.

At the outset, we recognized a
number of preliminary findings to be
explored further in subsequent ar-
ticles in this series. They were:
—that there is a double standard of
protection for workers and publics,
manifested in a significant portion of
all technologies and in recently en-
acted occupational and environmen-
tal standards. While public protection

l n the first article of this series
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is ordinarily set below the level of
medicaily defined hazard, worker
protection is customarily set above
the hazardous level, thereby exposing
workers to known dangers;

—that this double standard of protec-
tion is not unigue to the United States
but exists across a wide variety of eco-
nomic, political, and ideological sys-
tems;

—that differential protection is a
problem in part because of the signifi-
cant, if poorly understood, health toll
that it represents and in part because
of the serious questions of justice it
raises about parts of our social and
economic systems; and

—that four major justifications—
utility, ability, consent, and compen-
sation—have been offered to support
this double standard, but each is sub-
ject to questions concerning the valid-
ity of assumptions, both empirical
and moral. :

In regard (o the last, we formulated
four justifications as principles of
equity that could support the exis-
tence of the double standard. Stated
briefly, they are:

OUTILITY: An allocation is just
if, and only if, it maximizes the
summed welfare of all members of
the morally relevant community. If
“summed welfare’’ is understood col-
lectively, the roots of this principle
can be traced to the earliest docu-
ments of our civilization. If ‘‘summed
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welfare’” is understood distributively
(as simply adding up individual wel-
fares), the principle takes its classical
formulation from the work of the
Utilitarians, Bentham and Mill.
JABILITY: An allocation of risks
is just if, and only if, it is based upon
the ability of persons to bear those
risks. Since “‘need for protection”
mirrors ‘‘ability to bear risk,” this
principle is simply a special case of
the more general claim that alloca-
tions are just if, and only if, they treat
people according to their needs.
COCOMPENSATION: An alloca-
tion of risks is just if, and only if,
those assuming the allocated risks are
rewarded (compensated) accordingly.
This principle is derived from the
somewhat more general one that an
allocation is just if, and only if, it is
made according to the actual produc-
tive contributions of persons.
[JCONSENT: An allocation of
risks is just if, and only if, it has the
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consent of those upon whom the risks
are imposed. Typical formulations of
the principle are found in the Nurem-
berg Code and in guidelines for ex-
perimentation on human subjects.

At one level, these principles are
distillations of common sense and
readily appear, consciously or uncon-
sciously, as part of a discussion of the
magnitude of occupational risk. At
another level, the principles are part
of the venerable history of writings in
ethics. We have used the principles in
two ways: as social theory, potential
empirical explanations for the dis-
crepancies we have found between
worker and public protection; and as
a normative base for evaluating the
existing state of affairs.

In both cases we have examined
(1) the regulatory mechanisms that
affect the allocation of risk to deter-
mine whether they explicitly consid-
ered the principles, and (2) the actual
allocations of risk to determine
whether they satisfy the conditions of
the principles. This inquiry has re-
vealed that it is often difficult to
ascertain when the conditions are, in
fact, satisfied and that the four prin-
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ciples are frequently in conflict.

Over the series of articles, we have
reported on the following detailed
work:

® Three cuse studies—lead, radia-
tion from power plants, and para-
thion—in which we examined the al-
location of risks between workers and
the public, identified the operative
regulatory structure, and evaluated
the extent to which the four equity
principles were applicable.

@ Three cross-hazard studies
treating the screening of sensitive
workers, the existence of wage dif-
ferentials based on risk, and the in-
forming of workers about risks, stud-
ies which have permitted an in-depth
examination of the opceration of three
of our equity principles.

®One international comparison,
contrasting the protection of workers
in Sweden and the United States.

In this concluding article in the
series we have two objectives: first, to
summarize what we have learned in
the various studies as to the existence
of the double standard and whether it
is justified; and, second, to propose
how society may respond to this situ-
ation. We begin with our surprises.

Two Surprises

Unexpected findings in science are
a cause of both dismay and de-
light—dismay because they may lead
to rejection of a favored hypothesis
and delight because discovery of the
unexpected can lead to new hypothe-
ses and understandings. We found
two major surprises over the course
of our research.

The worldwide existence of differ-
ential protection and the lack of safe-
ty margins in standards for workers
were features we anticipated. We
were surprised, however, by the per-
vasiveness of that pattern and the ap-
parent absence of societal awareness
of its existence. Both in the general
literature and in our case studies, we
unearthed little if any discussion of
the double standard and little or no
debate as to its justification.

A second surprise is the degree of

inconsistency in the treatment of dif-
ferent groups of workers exposed to
similar hazards. We found inequities
as great as those that prevail in the
differential between publics and
workers. Primary workers (those un-
jonized and possessing job skills,
security, and high wages) appear on
the average to receive a wage incre-
ment associated with hazard expo-
sure, yet secondary workers (those
non-unionized and possessing few job
skills, lack of security, and low
wages) experience greater danger,
have higher death rates, and appear
to receive no wage increment for haz-
ard exposure. Screening procedures
intended to identify and protect
workers more sensitive to hazards
themselves, we found, involved po-
tential abuse and unintended conse-
quences (such as social or sexual dis-
crimination).

The Double Standard in Law and
Practice

The preliminary findings reported
in the first article dealt with the scope
of differential protection and its asso-
ciated health toll. We now reconsider
both of these areas of inquiry in light
of the series as a whole.

Scope

There is a universal differential in
societal protection for workers and
the public embodied in law, adminis-
trative standards, and current prac-
tice. The baseline for the occupation-
al standard is to permit workers to be
exposed to deleterious materials or
energy at levels at or above the level
of observed harm without a signifi-
cant margin of safety. This contrasts
with the public standard, where per-
missible exposure levels 10 to 1,000
times lower than the occupational
standard characteristically prevail.

The three case studies—dealing
with lead, radiation from power
plants, and parathion—confirm the
discrepancy in mandates in govern-
mental regulatory agencies. The dis-
crepancy operates at three levels: in
the statutory authority under which

the agencies operate; in the reguiatory
proceedings of the agencies on specif-
ic hazards; and in the results of stan-
dards afrer they arc imposed.

The regulatory authority of OSHA
derives from the Occupational Safety
and Health Act of 1970, which re-
quires the secretary of labor to

set the standard which most adequately
assures, (o the extent feasible, on the basis
of the best available evidence, that no em-
ployee will suffer material impairment of
health or functional capacity even if such
employee has regular exposure 10 the haz-
ard dealt with by such standard for the
period of his working life.

The regulatory authority for EPA
derives from a number of statutes, in-
cluding the Clean Air Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Safe Drinking Water
Act, the Toxic Substances Control
Act, and the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).
The Clean Air Act, which covers
many of the same substances regu-
lated by OSHA in occupational set-
tings, requires the EPA administrator
to set standards that *‘. . . in the
judgement of the administrator . . .

. [allow] an adequate margin of safety

. . . to protect the public health.”

There are at least two significant
differences between the statutes.
OSHA is required to consider the
technical and economic feasibility of
any control it might impose, whereas
EPA must not. OSHA is required to
prevent ‘‘material impairment,’’
whereas EPA has the more stringent
duty of protecting public health with
an adequate margin of safety (sce our
discussion of lead, Environment,
January/February 1982, for a more
detailed discussion of the statutes).

A double standard functioned in
the action of the regulatory agencies
in each of the three cases we exam-
ined. It was most transparent in
EPA’s treatment of occupational and
public standards for radiation ex-
posure. There, the public standard
was set at one-tenth the occupational
standard to ‘‘provide a margin of
safety”’ (see Environment, December
1982).

In the case of lead, the occupa-
tional standard for lead in the air is
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50 micrograms per cuhic meter
(zg/m?), more than 30 times less
stringent than the public standard of
1.5 pg/m’. (The occupational stan-
dard, it should be noted, is relevant
only during working hours and is bas-
ed on a different averaging time.)
Both EPA and OSHA set the level of
their air standard to achieve certain
goals in controlling the amount of
lead in blood. EPA set a more str-
ingent upper limit, 30 micrograms per
1/10 liter of blood (30 pg/dl), than
OSHA's 40 pg/dl level. EPA further
demanded a much stricter observance
of the upper limit than OSHA. EPA’s
public standard aimed to leave a max-
imally exposed group of 6,000 (urban
children) with blood levels of 30-40
ug/dl, while OSHA’s occupational
standard was expected to leave 35,000
workers above 40 pg/dl and 2,000
above 60 pg/m>.

EPA’s decision in 1972 to secure
increased protection of the environ-
ment by banning DDT and substitut-
ing parathion was taken with full
awareness that an increased risk to
the 400,000 workers exposed to para-
thion was likely. Moreover, the EPA
never addressed the particular prob-
lems posed by worker exposure to
field residues or the presence of large
numbers of Mexican agricultural la-
borers.

The discrepancy is a matter of fact
as well as regulation. In the case of
radiation, nuclear power plant work-
er exposure averages 5 times the
natural background, with numerous
workers receiving 10-30 times natural
levels. “‘Normal’’ releases from nu-
clear power plants, by contrast, are
required to produce exposures no
greater than one-half of natural
background, and the actual average
exposure to the public from nuclear
power reactors is negligible.

In the case of lead, although com-
pliance with the occupational limit of
50ug/m? may not be achieved for
many years, blood-lead levels are im-
proving and approaching the OSHA
targets (which are much higher than
levels of public exposure). Air-lead
levels in cities are also improving,
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principally as a result of controls on
fead in gasoline; however, measured
blood-lead distributions show more
people with high levels than predicted
by EPA in its model.

The case of parathion shows both
worker and public impacts. Along

cluding life-shortening effects to the -
neurological system and to organs
such as the kidneys.

Meanwhile, the substantially lower
Swedish mortality rates for workers
(as compared with the U.S. rates) hint
that a more determined effort to

EPA’s decision to secure increased pro-
tection of the environment by banning
DDT and substituting parathion was
taken with full awareness that increased
worker nsls was likely.

with the occupational poisonings
from parathion anticipated by EPA,
accidents to the general public (par-
ticularly children) as well as mass
poisonings due to accidental contami-
nation of food in warehouses and
cargo ships have occurred.
Interestingly, highly exposed work-
ers are apparently drawn from both
the most skilled and the least skilled
segments of labor. Thus, in our case
studies we found both highly skilled
specialty workers and unskilled tem-
porary workers in nuclear power
plants, reproductively active workers
in lead, and migrant agricultural

workers in areas of parathion use to-

be highly exposed because of the
operation of this double standard.

Health Toll

The health toll attributable to the
double standard varied widely across
our cases. In the case of radiation, the
extra occupational toll is small but
not negligible (5-9 premature
deaths/year). The use of parathion
involved a relatively comparable
heaith toll: some 22 job-related
deaths, 71 public fatalities, and ac-
cidental exposures of 1300 workers
and 300 members of the public be-
tween 1966 and 1972, The toll from
lead is much more serious: 40,000-
50,000 workers with blood levels in-
dicating physiological damage, in-

reduce the differential could reduce
the toll from occupational hazards.

Is the Double Standard Justified?

The double standard for protecting
workers and publics from particular
technological hazards is not, in itself,
necessarily unjust or inequitable.
There can be compelling justifica-
tions for such differentials in par-
ticular cases. But neither should dif-
ferential protection, in general, be
presumed to be acceptable. Each case
requires careful analysis of the moral
argument, social context, and empiri-
cal facts. Some differentials may well
prove just; others likely wifl not.

There are, in our view, four major
moral justifications that may apply to
particular cases of the double stan-
dard: differential protection maxi-
mizes benefits to socicty as a whole;
workers are better able than members
of the public to cope with hazardous
exposures; workers are compensated
for the risks they bear; and workers
voluntarily consent to higher risk as a
condition of employment.

Utility. The principle of utility sug-
gests that the discrepancy in protec-
tion may be justified on the grounds
that the benefit 1o society outweighs
the cost to workers. This is certainly
plausible, since the high concentra-
tion of hazardous material in the U.S.
occupational setting and the compar-




atively small number of people ex-
posed suggest that there will be differ-
ences in the most efficient manage-
ment of hazards in the two areas.

The evidence from our case studies,
however, shows that the particular
existing discrepancies do not in fact
maximize social welfare. The ‘‘spread-
ing”” of risk to temporary workers in
nuclear power plants in preference to
more effective exposure reduction
management programs and broader
use,of remote control maintenance
have contributed to a growing total
radiation burden for society and to
reduced incentive to employ cost-
effective measures.

In the case of lead, where we were
able to compare directly the imposi-
tion of controls based on human
health effects, the imposed incremen-
tal cost-per-health effect on the mar-
gin was significantly lower for oc-
cupational standards than for envi-
ronmental standards. It appears like-
ly that the level of parathion expo-
sures for field workers is not justified
by any utility calculus.

Ability.  Considerations of dif-
ferential ability to bear hazards can
justify differential protection in par-
ticular cases. The differential protec-
tion in lead and radiation standards,
for example, can be partly justified
by consideration of the specially vul-
nerable publics (e.g., infants, preg-
nant women) who are excluded from
or receive special protection in em-
ployment. But there are other
cases—and our work would suggest
that they are more typical—in which
considerations of ability do not justi-
fy current practices and standards.

As discussed in our case studies,
the regulatory agencies (EPA and
OSHA) took seriously the need to
identify sensitive populations. Yet,
their treatments of sensitivity in the
standard-setting process differed.
The discrepancies in differential pro-
tection for workers and the public, it
should be noted, cannot be accounted
for by differential sensitivity. In the
case of lead, for example, the public
standard was based on the character-
istics of children, the most sensitive
subgroup; OSHA, by contrast, iden-

tified workers of reproductive age
(both male and female) as the most
sensitive group at risk but conctuded
that it was not feasible to set stan-
dards that would protect their poten-
tial offsprings.

We have also considered a second
issue with regard to differential sen-
sitivity within the population of
workers. The use of screening pro-
grams to identify and remove from
the workforce people who are at
greater risk of adverse health effects
is increasingly common and carries
the potential for abuse and unin-
tended consequences (Environment,
June 1982). In some cases, the means
by which less risk-tolerant workers
are protected are themselves unjust,
when all potentially fertile female
employees, regardless of family
plans, are excluded from workplaces
posing possible teratogenic hazards.

In other cases, it is the differential
consideration of such ability that is
unjust, as when blacks with hemoglo-
bin defects are ‘‘protected’’ from mil-
itary flight duty while white officers
with recessive genes for similar hemo-
globin defects receive no such similar
“protection.”” In still others, the
groups placed at most risk are in fact
least able to bear the risks imposed,
as in the use of the elderly, children,
or the malnourished for agricultural
work in pesticide-treated fields.

Compensation. Explicit compensa-
tion through wages for risk occurs
rarely. Although a few jobs do ap-
pear to compensate occupational risk
through specific increments in wages,
these are the same parts of the labor
market that are already best-off in
other ways (see Environment,
January/February 1983). Thus, po-
licemen, who are at far less occupa-
tional risk than cab drivers, are ex-
plicitly compensated for risk, whereas
cab drivers—already much less well
paid than policemen—are not.

Temporary nuclear power plant
workers hired for specific tasks in
high radiation environments receive
no specific compensation for risk.
The protracted legal debate over the
““medical-removal’’ provision of the
occupational lead standard never

considered risk premiums in wages.
Ruckelshaus did not count the in-
creased payments that pesticide ap-
plicators and farm workers ought to
receive as an additional cost of chang-
ing from DDT to parathion.

Of course, compensation for haz-
ard exposure in wages need not be ex-
plicit. Our detailed analysis of the
factors (including health risks) affect-
ing worker earnings (Environment,
January/February 1983) concluded
that some workers in the major un-
ionized manufacturing sectors, the
primary segment, may receive an im-
plicit wage premium for hazard expo-
sure. Most workers in the secondary
labor segment, by contrast, do not
receive any such increment to their
wages even though they experience
equal or greater risk and their ac-
tuarial mortality is higher.

Consent. An ethically adequate
consent to specific occupational risks
would require at minimum that it be
both free and informed. Our work
suggests that these criteria are rarely
met in the workplace. Rather, a con-
sistent pattern emerges that (J) work-
ers are primarily provided informa-
tion directed toward telling them
what they should do to control their
exposures once they are on the job;
they are not provided information
with the expectation that they will
choose whether or not to accept the
exposure; and (2) workers do not
generally feel free to accept or reject
exposure; the prospect of losing one’s
job is considered more serious than
even the possibility of quite severe
health effects (Environment, Novem-
ber 1981).

Because of workers’ fear that a
severe lead poisoning could lead to
dismissal, when OSHA established a
medical-reproval provision for the
lead standard, one-and-a-half years’
jobsecurity and wages protection were
offered so that employees would not
refuse to have blood-lead measure-
ments taken. Most temporary work-
ers in nuclear power plants and most
agricultural field workers are not in a
position to refuse employment in an
economy where the unemployment
rate is running higher than 10 per-
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cent. It is largely for these reasons
that the Swedish approach to occu-
pational health protection assumes
that free choice of employment by
workers is impossible and that infor-
mation concerning risk should be
geared to risk reduction programs.

Why the Double Standard?

In light of our findings that these
four potential justifications are not
met, why does the double standard
exist at all? The roots of differentiai
protection are complex, and they de-
rive from at least three distinct
sources: technological, historical, and
socioeconomic. By definition, work-
ers are at the source of occupational
hazards and many of these hazards
are concentrated at their points of
production. Thus, if no effort were
made to reduce exposures, workers
would be exposed to higher fevels of
hazard simply by their connection to
the productive process.

Because of these higher exposures,
workers have experienced impair-
ment, disfigurement, and death from
occupational sources for hundreds of
years. Thus, the essential inequality
in exposure has become fixed in socie-
ty’s practice and expectations. In-
deed, we seem to tolerate the highest
hazards in some of the oldest occupa-
tions (e.g., farming, forestry, and
mining). The recognition that the
general public may also be seriously
affected by similar poliutants is of
much more recent origin.

The technological principle of
heavy concentrations of deleterious
materials at points of origin also leads
to differential protection arising from
socioeconomic  stratification. The
lives and interests of workers in the
older, dirtier, marginal occupations
have always been further from cen-
ters of power, influence, and con-
cern. Employers quite naturally have
focused on production first and on
health issues only secondarily. Work-
ers, as they have gained collective
strength in bargaining for conditions
and protection under law, have em-
phasized economic conditions rather
than heaith and safety.
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Public health and environmental
protection command the support and
attention of the majority of citizens,
whercas occupational health issues
arc generally restricted to a small seg-
ment of workers and industry. As
pointed out in our review of occupa-
tional health protection in Sweden
(Environment, May 1983), strong
worker links to a major social demo-
cratic or labor party have wiclded
considerable influence in shaping na-
tional responses to workplace haz-
ards. Thus, as the Swedish example
demonstrates, public attitudes and
political influence can affect the
perpetuation or narrowing of dif-
ferential protection.

To conclude, our analysis of these
relevant principles—consent, com-
pensation, ability, and utility-—finds
that these considerations are rarely
publicly discussed and are honored at
best only in very limited ways. Some
workers, but not most, are partly in-
formed of risks and tolerate them,
but only with hindsight after they
have accepted employment. Only un-
der rare conditions are risk premiums
in wages directly paid; when they are,
these compensations tend to corre-
spond with social class rather than the

(to be found both in opinion and law)
and some evidence (as in our nuclear
and parathion studies) that the over-
all aggregate <ocial benefit can be in-
creased by selective use of differen-
tials in exposure.

What Should Society Do?

In light of our findings concerning
the broad scope of the double stan-
dard, the significant associated health
toll, and the intrinsic injustice to
workers embodied in differential pro-
tection, we believe that society should
act to rectify this situation. There are
two major responses society can make:
it can take measures 1o decrease dif-
ferential protection for workers and
publics, or it can increase the applica-
tion of other means of redress to
make the differential more morally
acceptable, We recommend the fol-
lowing guidelines (see Figure 1 on page
35) for response:

Step I: In all cases of differential
protection for workers and publics, it
should first be determined that the
discrepancy carries significant bene-
fits to society as a whole. If such
benefits do not exist, the level of risk
presented to workers should be re-

The use of workforce screening programs
is increasingly common and carries the
potential for abuse and unintended

consequences.

level of risk experienced by the in-
dividual worker. Some workers dem-
onstrate greater ability to tolerate
hazardous exposure either because
the least appropriate among them
have been screened out of employ-
ment, because they are inherently
healthier and are thus able to survive
as the fittest, or because they have
had training and experience to cope
with or reduce their exposure. Addi-
tionally, there is the widespread belief

duced to that which prevails for the
public.

Step 2: Even if differential protec-
tion carries significant benefits to so-
ciety, action should be taken to re-
duce the risk to as many workers as
possible and to reduce it to as close to
the level of protection afforded to the
public as can reasonably be achieved,
where ‘‘reasonablencss’” isdetermined
according to the viability of the in-

{continued on page 35)
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The Double Standard
(continued from page 11)

dustry and net benefits to society as a
whole. The argument for such action
is not only an equity one; the widely
recognized ethical principle of non-
maleficence calls for the avoidance of
harm wherever possible as a hallmark
of decent and responsible behavior.
Care should be taken that the risk is
actually reduced and not simply real-
located and that other equivalent new
risks are not substituted in its place.

Step 3: For those workers for
whom the risk cannot reasonably be
reduced to the level of public protec-
tion, action should be taken to in-
crease the degree of consent (through
increased information and enlarged
choice in employment) and compen-
sation (as through insurance or risk
premiums in wages). Increased infor-
mation will also, of course, better
equip workers to enter into negotia-
tion with employers.

Step 4: As a last step, a determina-
tion should be made as to whether
there remains residual risk to certain
groups of workers due to differential
sensitivity to hazards. If so, special
educational and protective measures
should be undertaken to achieve as
much equality in risk as is reasonable.
Only as a last resort should exclusion
of groups of workers from exposure
to the hazard occur, with transfer to
equivalent jobs (as measured by vari-
ous social goods) the preferred strat-
egy. Since this action carries the dan-
ger of abuse and other unintended
consequences, it should be particular-
ly avoided where the groups involved
are traditional victims of economic or
social discrimination.

The potential applicability of these
guidelines is suggested by our nuclear
power plant case study (Environ-
ment, December 1982), where we rec-
ommended that:

(/) the occupational radiation ex-
posure standard should be set at the
level of public protection (0.5 whole
body rem) except for a small group of
specialty workers;
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Does the
risk differential
provide significant
social benefits?

Reduce the
risk differential 1
to zero, or ALARA

as feasible.

Is there sti
a significant
risk differential
for subgroups
. 0f workers?

remaining risk
differentials.

Do any
significant risk
differentials due to
hypersensitivity
remain?

sensitive workers;

a last resort.3

! As low as is reasonably achievable.
Because, of course, there is no excess risk that requires any special consent or compensation.
Because the avoidance of bodily harm in this way carries the potential for substituting other serious
harms associated with exclusion and discrimination. ldentifying and responding to differential sen-
sitivity to hazards poses a complicated set of scientific and ethical problems, issues which we have
begun to explore in a new research effort.

for as many workers

Enlarge compensation/
consent to reflect any

Employ special educational
and protective measures for

worker exclusion is
permissable only as

Eliminate the differential,
since it helps neither
labor nor laity.

Special problems of
consent and compensa-
tion disappear t00.2

e A

The risk distribution
in place is equitable.

FIGURE 1. Schematic diagram of guidelines for responding to inequities in risk.

(2) these high-risk workers should
receive special education and training
in radiation health risks as well as
special hazard compensation (set at
$1,000 per person-rem) in their
wages;

(3) annual collective radiation dose

limits for individual reactors should
be established to reduce the spreading
of risk over an expanding workforce,
particularly to those workers less able
to assess and respond to risk; and
(4) increased worker participation
in risk control should occur, through
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financial incentives and specially de-
signed programs.

These guidelines are our preferred ap-
proach. But recognizing that they will
be employed only by those already
committed to narrowing differential
protection and that the current anti-
regulatory climate in Washington
makes a timely response unlikely, we
see the need for more direct and prag-
matic action.

We recommend, therefore, that the
Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration institute a comprehen-
sive review of its existing standards
for the protection of worker health
and safety. Where OSHA finds that
its standard exceeds (in equivalent
terms) the level of protection af-
forded to members of the public in
comparable standards and regula-
tions enacted by other government
agencies, we propose that the secre-
tary of labor institute procedures to
adopt the more protective standard,
and thereby eliminate the current dis-
criminatory practices against the
American worker.
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residents and local financial institu-
tions, the money market fund offered
security and a higher interest rate.
But the price was a lack of funds
lendable to local residents and busi-
nesses.

The Municipal Corporation

Caught in a vicious cycle, cities end
up competing for fewer and fewer
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companies. In 1971, there were 12.4
million business enterprises of all
sizes and kinds in America, including
3.3 million farms. Of that 12.4
million, over half (6.4 million) had
gross sales of less than $10,000.
Another 3.4 million failed to reach
$50,000 in sales, and still another one
million had $100,000 in yearly sales.
Thus, nearly 11 million of the
nation’s 12.4 million firms, or 87.2
percent, had sales of less than
$100,000 in that year.’

On the other hand, less than one
percent of the service firms had
multistore operations. Of the 275,000
manufacturing companies in the
United States, about 10 percent had
more than 99 employees.® Three com-
panies sold 80 percent of the cold
breakfast cereal in 1975. Three com-
panies sold 80 percent of the home
insulation in that year. Four sold 70
percent of the dairy products. One
sold 90 percent of the canned soups.’
Fewer than 30 giants owned over 20
percent of the cropland. Eight oil
companies controlled 64 percent of
proven oil reserves, 44 percent of
uranium reserves, 40 percent of coal
under private lease, and 40 percent of
copper deposits.®

Yet it turns out that small busi-
nesses, not the giant corporations, are
the backbone of local economies. A
massive study of 5.6 million firms
(representing 82 percent of the
nation’s private jobs) was conducted
by David Birch. He tracked these
firms over a seven-year period, from
1971 to 1978, and concluded that the
country’s biggest job producer was
small firms. Two-thirds of all new
jobs were created in companies
employing fewer than 20 people. The
top 1,000 firms on the Fortune list
generated only 75,000 jobs, or just a
little more than 1 percent of all new
jobs created between 1970 and 1976.°
Birch found that most jobs came
from the start-up of new firms and
the expansion of existing small
businesses, destroying the myth that
economic development is created by
plant relocations and expansion by
big corporations.

These figures gave an ironic twist

to the frenzied competition among
cities for giant plant locations. Cities,
built on a foundation of thousands of
small businesses, often found them-
selves in the position of forcing out
small firms in order to make room for
a branch of a larger corporation.

By the end of the 1970s, cities were
beginning to understand the nature of
their dilemma. They began to directly
involve themselves in economic devel-
opments. In 1974 the Housing and
Community Development Act pro-
vided Community Development
Block Grants (CDBG), lump sum
payments to cities that enabled them
to coordinate community develop-
ment and economic development
planning. The 1977 amendments to
this act expanded the economic
development activities permitted
under the CDBG program.

Increased funds and authority gave
rise to dozens of local economic
development corpordtions, with the
power to acquire land, lease land, con-
struct buildings, and provide
short- and long-term financing to
businesses. Cities directly control vast
human, physical, and financial
resources. There are at least seven
counties or cities in California that
have over $100 million in public pen-
sion funds. The city of Washington,
D.C., owns over 4,000 buildings and
hundreds of acres of land.

Cities have an important lever in
encouraging local small business
development: government purchas-
ing. The dollar volume of state and
local government purchasing has
grown dramatically in the past
decade, and it now exceeds that of the
federal government.

This abundance of resources is now
combined with expanded municipal
authority. The judicial system has
accepted the right of cities to favor
local commerce. Detroit and Liver-
more, California, have purchasing
provisions awarding contracts to’
local suppliers even if they bid up to 5
percent higher. The state legislature
in Maine mandates that state institu-
tions such as penal institutions, voca-
tional and technical schools, and state
hospitals purchase food produced
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