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being perceived that he had a conflict, but other people who
have a direct interest in the industry that is affected by
thi s bill and are pushing it, and that industry is lobbying
in Nebraska and o the r s tates , a n d s p end ing a lot of money,
but the same issues don't arise. What I am going to try to
do perhaps is see if Senator Schmit wil l c u t me i n on a
business that he has got and I wi l l supp o r t b i l l s that
benefit that industry and why should I not. We have to
bring this issue into sharp focus and strip away all of the
pretense. This is an auto industry bill and not related to
safety. T hat i s not the driving force behind i t and
everybody on this floor knows it. I don't believe there is
a person on this floor who will stand up here a nd say t h a t
t hi s b i l l wou l d h a v e b een h e r e h ad ther e no t b e e n p end ing a
regulation requiring state of the art safety equipment in
c ars . So t h i s b i l l i s de si g n e d to prevent state of the art
safety equipment from being used. It is designed to prevent
t hat . So h ow c a n a b 11 which is designed to prevent state
of the art safety equipment be argued a s a saf et y b i l l ?
That does not compute. But we are not interested in safety
in this Legislature, we are interested in the auto i n d u s t r y .
I t i s t h ei r bi l l . Now peo p l e like to give examples of what
happens if somebody is wearing a safety belt or not wearing
a safety belt. I read the newspapers, the World Herald, the
Lincol n S ta r , th e L i n co l n Jou r n a l , o ther n ewspapers t h a t ar e
not quite so significant l i k e t he New Y or k Times, t h e
Washin ton Post, Wall Street Journal and Christian Science
Monitor, but we have to get the fringe areas, t oo , so t h at
is why I read those other papers, but in the W orld He r a l d
Sunday, there was a picture of an accident that occurred on
a n o v e r p as s h ea d in g into Omaha. A van had st r uck a
guardra i l , t i pp ed t o i t s side, and slid over a hundred feet
on its side, and the driver got o ut, an d b y t h e w ay , h e w a s
intoxicated, too. He violated two of the principles of
safety. Staggered out of h i s v a n. The y sa i d , "How do you
f eel? " He sa i d , " I f e e l f i ne . " T hey sa i d , " Your van t i p p e d
over go i n g at a high r at e of sp eed a n d sli d a c r o s s t h e
highway. O bviously, you were w e a r in g a safety belt."
"Never wo re a safety belt in my l i f e a n d I a i n ' t g oi n g t o
start today because I am not hurt " And that is the fact of
the case, the individual was not wearing a safety belt, the
i ndi v i d ua l w a s d r i v i ng w h i le i n t ox i ca t e d , and di d not get
h urt . Now o t h e r p e o p l e c a n s how examples where peopl e we r e
wearing safety belts and the safety belt prevented them from
exiting a vehicle and they burned to death or suffocated.
So the arguments can go either way. But safety, again, is
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