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RECOGNIZING THE PENN WYNNE-
OVERBROOK HILLS FIRE COM-
PANY ON THEIR 75TH ANNIVER-
SARY

HON. JIM GERLACH

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 8, 2003

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker. | rise today to
recognize members of the Penn Wynne-
Overbrook Hills Fire Company on the 75th An-
niversary of their company’s founding.

In the spring of 1928, the Penn Wynne-
Overbrook Hills Civic Association purchased a
single, used, chain-drive “Brockway” pumper
truck, recruited a few eager volunteers and
began operations out of a private garage that
is now known as the Penn Wynne-Overbrook
Hills Fire Company. In just a year, the newly
formed fire company purchased a new “Amer-
ican LaFrance” pumper truck and installed a
roof alert system signifying their newfound
presence in the local community. In 1931, the
Board of Directors of the Company purchased
land just down the road from their temporary
home and erected the fire house that remains
on Rock Glen and Manoa Roads today. The
new firehouse provided not only a home for
their new truck, but also a meeting place and
classroom for present and future generations
of volunteers to train and serve.

As the community has grown and prospered
over the years, so has the Fire Company, ex-
panding to three garages for its two pumpers
and one ladder truck. They have also added
sleeping quarters so that there can be 24 hour
coverage by paid firefighters, as well as mak-
ing further renovations and improvements to
the meeting rooms.

Over the past 75 years, Penn Wynne-
Overbrook Volunteer Firefighters Brigade and
Board of Directors have been examples of ex-
emplary governance and planning, as they
have served the community with dedication,
devotion and sound business management.
The Penn Wynne-Overbrook Hills Fire Com-
pany is consistently able to update and re-
place old or out-of-date equipment in order to
maximize their ability to protect the health and
property of those that they serve. In 2004,
they anticipate the arrival of a new rescue
truck and personnel carrier that is currently
being designed.

The 45 volunteers of this fine company de-
serve all the support that we may offer. They
serve selflessly and tirelessly in order to pro-
tect their fellow citizens and, in the times of
uncertainty we face today, their heroics are
immeasurable. They are citizens just like you
and |—teachers, students, doctors, lawyers,
electricians, engineers, police officers. The list
goes on and on—all willing to make sacrifices
to ensure public safety. Before a member of
this Company even sets foot into their first fire,
they must undergo 80 hours of training and,
once completed, the education continues with
advanced classes to learn vehicle rescue, fire-
fighter rescue, pump operations and so on. As
a service to the community, they put on dem-
onstrations that educate us on how to stay
safe in emergency situations. They are an irre-
placeable and integral part of our community,
whether it is raising money for a cause, add-
ing to the joy of a local parade or hosting
meetings and social functions. Clearly, the
members of the Penn Wynne-Overbrook Hills
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Fire Company have served proudly and | rise
today to recognize their service over the past
75 years.

| ask my colleagues to join me today in rec-
ognizing the Penn Wynne-Overbrook Hills Fire
Company on their 75th Anniversary and sa-
lute, admire and appreciate all the volunteers
that have served this community for so many
years.

——————

IN DEFENSE OF HYPOTHETICAL
QUESTIONS

HON. BARNEY FRANK

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 8, 2003

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
from time to time Members use the vehicle of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to emphasize
their positions on ideological or political issues
of great importance. That is an entirely valid
function for those of us who are supposed to
be engaged in democratic debate. But | think
it is also important from time to time to call at-
tention to non-ideological, non-partisan mat-
ters which could improve that debate and the
recent article by Michael Kinsley in the Wash-
ington Post entitled, “In Defense of Hypo-
thetical Questions” is a superb example of
this. Often when we are using the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD to call attention to an impor-
tant statement we seek to summarize its mes-
sage in prefatory remarks. In the case of Mi-
chael Kinsley's article—as is often the case
with Mr. Kinsley—he does such a good job of
making the case that my trying to do so here
would be not only redundant, as these sum-
maries are by definition, but a mistake be-
cause it would not do justice to his argument.
Instead, in the interest of improving the quality
of political debate in America, | ask that Mi-
chael Kinsley’'s defense of hypothetical ques-
tions be printed.

[From the Washington Post]
IN DEFENSE OF HYPOTHETICAL QUESTIONS
(By Michael Kinsley)

One of the absurd conventions of American
politics is the notion that there is something
suspect or illegitimate about a hypothetical
question. By labeling a question as ‘‘hypo-
thetical,” politicians and government offi-
cials feel they are entitled to duck it with-
out looking like they have something to
hide. They even seem to want credit for
maintaining high standards by keeping this
virus from corrupting the political discus-
sion.

“If I’'ve learned one thing in my nine days
in politics, it’s you better be careful with hy-
pothetical questions,” declared Gen. Wesley
Clark in a recent presidential candidates de-
bate. He might have learned it on TV, where
“Never answer a hypothetical question” is
one of the rules a real life political strategist
offered to real-life presidential candidate
Howard Dean in HBO’s fictional Washington
drama, ‘K Street.”

The question Clark was trying not to an-
swer was ‘‘your vote, up or down, yes or no”’
on President Bush’s request for $87 billion to
finance the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan for
another year. This question is only hypo-
thetical in the sense that Clark doesn’t lit-
erally get to vote on the matter. That kind
of literalness could make almost any ques-
tion hypothetical. The obvious purpose of
the question was to elicit Clark’s opinion on
the $87 billion. And surely it is not unreason-
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able or ‘“hypothetical’” to expect candidates
for president to express an opinion on what-
ever controversy surrounds the presidency at
the moment.

Secretary of State Colin Powell was asked
this week whether Americans would have
supported the Irag war if they’d known we
weren’t going to find those weapons of mass
destruction the administration used to jus-
tify it. This really is a hypothetical ques-
tion, as Powell labeled it in declining to an-
swer, but it’s a darned interesting one and
one an honest leader in a democracy ought
to be pondering about now, even if he doesn’t
care to share his thoughts.

Neither of these examples is the kind of
hypothetical question that calls on the an-
swerer to imagine a situation that is un-
likely to occur and one there would have
been no good reason to think about. What if
a man from Mars were running in the Cali-
fornia recall? What if President Bush were
secretly writing a treatise on moral philos-
ophy? And so on.

Avoiding questions (from reporters, from
opponents, from citizens) is the basic activ-
ity of the American politician. Or, rather,
avoiding the supply of answers. Skill and in-
genuity in question-avoidance are a big fac-
tor in political success. Usually, avoiding the
question involves pretending to answer it or
at least supplying some words to fill the
dead space after the question has been asked.
But if you can squeeze a question into one of
a few choice categories, the unwritten rules
allow you to not answer at all. There’s na-
tional security. (“I’m sorry, but revealing
the size of my gun collection might imperil
our war on terrorism.””) There’s privacy. (“‘I
must protect my family from the pain of
learning about my other family.””) There’s
legal proceedings. (““That arson allegation
has been referred to the Justice Department
and | cannot comment further.””) But only an
allegedly hypothetical question may be dis-
missed because of its very nature, irrespec-
tive of subject matter.

This is silly. Hypothetical questions are at
the heart of every election in a democracy.
These are questions the voters must answer.
Voters are expected to imagine each can-
didate holding the office he or she is seeking
and to decide which one’s performance would
be most to their liking. Every promise made
by a candidate imposes two hypothetical
questions on the voter: If elected, will this
person do as promised? And if this promise is
kept, will I like the result? The voter cannot
say, ‘I don’t answer hypothetical ques-
tions.” And voters cannot sensibly answer
the hypothetical questions they’ve been as-
signed without learning the answers to some
hypothetical questions from the candidates.

Hypothetical questions are essential to
thinking through almost any social or polit-
ical issue. In law school there called ““hypos”
and the process is called ‘“‘salami slicing.”
Imagine this situation and tell me the re-
sult. Now change the situation slightly—
does the result change? Now change it in a
different way—same result, or different one?
It’s just like an eye exam, in which you peer
through a series of alternative lenses until
you zero in on the correct prescription.

Yet even lawyers turn against the cher-
ished hypo when nominated for prestigious
judgeships. Then they say self-righteously
that they cannot answer hypothetical ques-
tions about how they might rule. Once they
are safely on the bench, of course, they issue
public opinions every day that are, among
other things, statements about how they
analyze the issue at hand and strong indica-
tions, if not more, of how they will rule in
the future.

A refusal or inability to answer hypo-
thetical questions is nothing to be proud of.
In fact, it ought to be a disqualification for
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public office. Anyone who doesn’t ponder hy-
pothetical questions all the time is unfit for
the task of governing. In fact, it’s hard to
see how any halfway-intelligent person can
manage to avoid taking up hypothetical
questions a dozen times a day.

But we can all name a few politicians we
suspect are up to this challenge.

———

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 3,
PARTIAL-BIRTH ABORTION BAN
ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF

HON. CHET EDWARDS

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 2, 2003

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, | strongly op-
pose all late term abortions, but when a moth-
er's health is at risk, that decision should be
made by a woman and her doctor, not by poli-
ticians in Washington, D.C. If there is one friv-
olous later term abortion, that's one too many.
That's why | want to pass legislation that bans
all late term abortion procedures, not just one.
This bill is not a serious attempt to save ba-
bies. It is a cynical attempt to make political
points. Do you know what? There is a dirty lit-
tle secret about this bill that is starting to get
out, and that secret is that this bill does not
outlaw late-term abortions. Let me repeat that.

Under this bill, late-term abortions under
Federal law, will still be perfectly legal. Why
do | say that? Very simply, because this bill
only outlaws one late-term abortion procedure,
while allowing all others to remain perfectly
legal. For 8 years, | have asked on this floor
the supporters of this bill to explain why they
did not want to put in this bill an outlaw of all
late-term abortion procedures like | helped do
in the Texas legislature 13 years ago.

| think probably the honest answer to that
was given by Ralph Reed a number of years
ago when he said, “the partial-birth abortion
bill is a silver political bullet.” And | think the
people in America who should truly be upset
about this bill and the effort to pass it for 8
years, are not just the pro-choice people. It
should be the genuine, decent pro-life people
who in their own heart have been misled to
believe that this bill would actually outlaw late-
term abortions. It does not. And that is a dirty
little secret that is starting to get out, even in
the pro-life community.

In fact, let us go to a statement made just
2 weeks ago by Randall Terry, who is the
founder of Operation Rescue, an ardently pro-
life organization. This is what Mr. Terry, a pro-
life citizen, said, “This bill, if it becomes law,
may not save one child’s life.”

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the dirty little secret is
getting out. There is another little secret that
is getting out about this bill, and that is that it
is absolutely, patently unconstitutional. So
those who have pushed this bill have pushed
a false promise on their pro-life constituents.

Why is it unconstitutional? It is as clear as
the Supreme Court can say. When it puts a
decision in italics, | think it is trying to make
it a very clear point to those who would read
it; but for those who cannot understand it, let
me read Justice O’Conner’s statement from
the Stenberg v. Carhart decision in 2000,
which outlawed a bill almost exactly like this.

“States may substantially regulate and even
prescribe abortion, but any such regulation or
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prescription must,” not maybe, “must contain
an exception for instances,” and this was in
italics, “where it is necessary, in appropriate
medical judgment, for the preservation of life
or health of the mother.”

Well, guess what, unlike the constitutional
bill I passed in the Texas legislature 17 years
ago abolishing all late-term abortion proce-
dures, but constitutional because we had a
health exception, this bill refuses to have a
health exception, even when the mother's
health is at risk.

This bill is a false promise. It will harm good
decent women in this country, and it should be
defeated.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. CHARLES F. BASS

OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 8, 2003

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, | was regrettably
absent on October 7, 2003, and consequently
missed recorded votes numbered 532, 533,
534. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea”, “nay”, and “yea” respectively on these
votes.

———

A PROCLAMATION RECOGNIZING
ALEX MACHASKEE

HON. ROBERT W. NEY

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 8, 2003

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker:

Whereas, Alex Machaskee serves as the
President and Publisher of The Plain Dealer;
and

Whereas, Alex Machaskee has been a crit-
ical community partner through his tireless
leadership helping to improve and promote the
economy of Northeast Ohio; and

Whereas, Alex Machaskee has been recog-
nized for his leadership and achievements in
international business endeavors;

Therefore, | join with the residents of the en-
tire 18th Congressional District of Ohio in hon-
oring and congratulating Alex Machaskee for
being named “International Business Execu-
tive of the Year.”

———

RECOGNIZING THE ACCOMPLISH-
MENTS OF DEBORAH SHIU-LAN
JIN

HON. MARK UDALL

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, October 8, 2003

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to recognize the accomplishments of
Deborah Jin and to submit for the RECORD two
recent articles from the Colorado Daily and the
Washington Post describing these accomplish-
ments. Dr. Jin is one of eighteen scholars cho-
sen as MacArthur fellows, awards granted an-
nually by the John D. and Catherine T. Mac-
Arthur Foundation. 4a

Deborah Shiu-lan Jin is a physicist at the
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
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nology (NIST) and a fellow at the Joint Insti-
tute for Laboratory Astrophysics (JILA), a joint
institute of NIST and the University of Colo-
rado.

Dr. Jin used lasers and magnetic traps to
identify a new quantum gas by cooling a vapor
of fermions—one of the two basic types of
guantum particles—to a temperature less than
a millionth of a degree above absolute zero.
Her discovery was named one of the top ten
scientific advances of the year in 1999 by the
journal Science. Dr. Jin is internationally rec-
ognized as a major force in the world of ex-
tremely low temperature physics.

| am proud of Dr. Jin, and | am proud of the
institutions she represents. Dr. Jin is one of
four University of Colorado-Boulder professors
who have received the MacArthur fellowship
since it began in 1981. Her colleagues at JILA
include Dr. Eric Cornell of NIST and Dr. Carl
Weiman of the University of Colorado, who
created a new state of matter, the Bose-Ein-
stein condensate, in 1995 and won a Nobel
Prize for their discovery two years ago. Clear-
ly, Colorado’s excellent institutions make it
possible for scientists to conduct their path-
breaking research.

Every year the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation rewards a small group
of exceptionally creative individuals by naming
them MacArthur Fellows. The foundation gives
fellowship awards to those individuals who are
pursuing unique approaches to their fields of
study and those taking intellectual, scientific,
and cultural risks.

Clearly, these criteria describe NIST's
awardee Dr. Jin, who has broken new ground
in her field. Dr. Jin is an incredibly talented
and driven scientist who is regarded with great
esteem by her colleagues, one of whom pre-
dicted that Dr. Jin has what it takes to be one
of the most innovative scientists of the cen-
tury. | am certain that the foundation made an
excellent choice in awarding Dr. Jin this pres-
tigious fellowship. | am honored to represent
such an exemplary individual.

[From the Colorado Daily, Oct. 7, 2003]
CU PROFESSOR SCOOPS THE GENIUS GRANT
(By Sarah-Jane Wilton)

Imagine being given a check for $500,000
and being told to go spend it however you
choose, with no strings attached. For CU
adjoint assistant professor Deborah Jin, win-
ning a MacArthur fellowship means just
that.

The announcement came Sunday that Jin
is among the 18 elite winners of the 2003
award, which annually honors talented indi-
viduals who have had ‘‘extraordinary origi-
nality and dedication from their creative
pursuits” and shown ‘‘a market capacity for
self-direction.”

The fellowship, commonly known as the
‘“‘genius grant,” is awarded by the John D.
and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation,
and is intended to encourage people of out-
standing talent to pursue their own creative,
intellectual and professional inclinations.

Each awardee is presented with a ‘“no
strings attached’ stipend of $500,000 paid out
in quarterly installments over five years.

Jin, a physicist at the National Institute
of Standards and Technology (NIST), created
a new guantum gas that was named one of
the top-10 scientific advances of the year by
the journal Science, in 1999.

With the assistance of graduate student
Brian Demarco, Jin cooled a vapor of
fermions—one of the two basic types of quan-
tum particles, along with bosons—to a tem-
perature less than a millionth of a degree
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