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• Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to draw my colleagues' attention 
to the provocative remarks of Mr. 
Lionel H. Olmer, Under Secretary for 
International Trade at the U.S. De
partment of Commerce, on the occa
sion of the 36th Annual World Trade 
Conference in Cleveland, Ohio, which 
I was also able to attend. 

The 36th Annual World Trade Con
ference was very well attended and 
proved to be benefical for all partici
pants and our community. 
REMARKS BY LIONEL H. OLMER, UNDER SECRE

TARY FOR INTERNATIONAL TRADE, U.S. DE
PARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

I am very pleased to be here today as part 
of YO!ll" 36th Annual World Trade Confer
ence. 

I commend the businesses of this great 
city and State for their dedication to the 
values of export development. Cleveland is 
the headquarters of some of the largest cor
porations in America and is the home of 
many internationally oriented businesses. 
You contribute to a rich flow of innovation 
and productivity which benefit the entire 
nation. 

In the age of Christopher Columbus, map
makers would label unknown lands with the 
warning, "Here there be dragons." For too 
long, many U.S. firms viewed trade opportu
nities in the same way: Here there be drag
ons ... well if not dragons exactly, at least 
ferocious regulations, jungle business prac
tices, and strange and exotic languages. 
Meanwhile, the American domestic market 
was comfortable, homey and well-explored. 

Today, I want to talk about the impera
tives for change and of new opportunities in 
foreign trade-opportunities perhaps as rich 
as those which Columbus faced, but with 
far less risk. 

I want to share with you my thoughts on 
the nature of our problems in international 
trade, and how government and business 
can work together to improve our Nation's 
economy. 

First on our trade agenda is to help im
prove the international competitiveness of 
U.S. industry out of recognition for the 
basic relationship between domestic policies 
and international performance. 

Second, we believe that the world trading 
community must adopt and function accord
ing to rules of fair trade-those which have 
been established and some which need to be 
framed. Rules should extend to areas which 
have up to now been avoided, such as the 
services industries, within which I include 
banking, insurance, construction and invest
ment. 

We have sometimes pursued domestic 
goals which did not take into account the 
effect of our policies on your ability to com-

pete overseas. And sometimes our policies 
sent confusing signals to our trading part
ners. The new Administration is committed 
to changing this. 

You know, in the past 18 years there have 
been a half dozen major studies under 
White House sponsorship to develop new 
initiatives for export by identifying what 
the Government needed to do to encourage 
international trade. The first of these re
ports was submitted at a time when the 
United States enjoyed a favorable balance 
of trade and only two Government imposed 
disincentives to export could be found. Last 
year, in the latest study on the same sub
ject, the President's Export Council submit
ted a list of 15 major disincentives and our 
trade balance was $32 billion in the red! 
There need be no greater testimonial to 
President Reagan's commitment to "get the 
Government off the backs of the people!" 
We need no more studies to tum around our 
international competitiveness. 

Before I outline our action plan, here is 
the background against which we must 
work. 

The international competitive position of 
the United States has steadily declined for 
more than two decades. In 1960, for exam
ple, the U.S. share of world trade in manu
factured goods was 25 percent. In 1980, it 
was 18 percent. If it had remained close to 
25 percent, our last year's oil bill of $80 bil
lion would have been reduced by nearly a 
third and our trade deficit would virtually 
be eliminated. 

The result of this decline is that over the 
past four years we have accumulated a trade 
deficit of $100 billion. 

Yet there has been some recent improve
ment in our trade position. Exports, for in
stance, have grown by 20 percent in the last 
2 years. Good news like this leads some 
people to believe we have turned the comer 
and that our international competitive posi
tion is in good shape. 

I cannot agree with this optimistic view. 
The fact is that a great part of the recent 
trade improvement has stemmed from de
valuation of the dollar, 2 years ago, which 
cheapened our export prices. And our slug
gish economy reduced the demand for im
ported goods. Both of these are short-term 
developments, and can change quickly. For 
example, as recently as 1975, we enjoyed a 
trade surplus of $11 billion. This evaporated 
into a deficit of $6 billion just 1 year later. 
In other words, a $17 billion shift in the 
short span of 1 year. We can not let short
term appearances obscure recognition of 
our long-term decline in international com
petitiveness. 

Moreover, when we look at our trade situ
ation with Japan, this 20-percent improve
ment in exports provides small comfort. In 
the view of many, we've become a "develop
ing nation." We send the Japanese agricul
tural products and raw materials and Japan 
sends the U.S. finished goods. Our total 
trade imbalance with Japan in 1980 was 
about $9 billion but in terms of manufac
tured products alone1t was $21 billion! 

The growth of U.S. productivity in manu
facturing has lagged behind that of our 
competitors for at least 20 years. Recently, 
it has fallen even Jower. From 1960 to 1973, 
it grew about half as fast as the average for 

our 10 major competitors. From 1973 to 
1979 it averaged less than one-third that of 
our competitors. And in 1980 it was close to 
zero. 

What makes this even more worrisome is 
that we predict slow growth in the world 
economy over the next decade. This means 
that many countries will want to expand ex
ports-and will be reluctant to accept im
ports-in the years ahead. It means that in
ternational competition is going to get 
tougher than ever before. Not only is there 
less growth, there will be more nations 
struggling to pay for raw materials and 
energy through participation in export 
sales. We are beginning to face serious com
petition from newly industrialized countries 
in basic manufacturing and high technology 
as well. We will simply have to do better 
merely to keep up. 

This interaction between the world econo
my and trade will require close internation
al cooperation on both fronts. The chal
lenge before us is to improve economic per
formance while managing a world trading 
system that is undergoing fundamental 
change. 

The erosion of our competitive position is 
the result of years of inconsistent and con
tradictory policies pursued without regard 
for the fact that our domestic and interna
tional economies are mirror reflections of 
one another. 

There is no merit in the Government's 
effort to tell U.S. business to raise its export 
consciousness while, at the same time, 
adopting regulatory and tax policies which 
stifle the very incentives necessary to 
pursue export opportunities. This Adminis
tration believes that trade is essential to our 
domestic economy and that a strong domes
tic economy will enhance our competitive 
position internationally. 

President Reagan's Economic Recovery 
program consists of a number of mutually 
reinforcing proposals designed to tum our 
economy around and improve the ability of 
U.S. firms to compete internationally. These 
proposals rely on market forces and the in
herent strengths in our economy. It is based 
on change in Government spending, tax
ation, monetary policy and regulation. 

First, we have proposed, and the Congress 
has thus far cooperated in approving, sig
nificant cuts in Government expenditures. 

Second, we have proposed reductions in 
personal taxes to provide an incentive for 
greater savings by consumers and to enable 
more productive business investment. 

We also have proposed a new corporate 
tax strategy. Let me describe what others do 
in this area to dramatize how disadvantaged 
U.S. businessmen are relative to their for
eign competition. 

Japan leads the world in the application 
of robotics technology and in the number of 
industrial robots in use-10,000, compared 
to 3,500 in the United States. A major 
reason is that tax incentives, loan guaran
tees and leasing arrangements are provided 
by government for the development and ap
plication of this revolutionary innovation. 

Another example is depreciation. The Jap
anese Government provides a first-year 
writeoff of 25 percent which, when com
bined with normal depreciation, allows com-

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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panies to write off as much as 45 percent of 
the cost of machinery and equipment in the 
first year of use. 

Japan is not alone ... Germany, France 
and Great Britain each have similar pro
grams. 
If we can get passage of President Rea

gan's tax program, and with your support 
we will, U.S. industry will benefit from an 
accelerated depreciation for capital invest
ments and an investment tax credit. Under 
the provisions of the accelerated cost recov
ery system, for example, equipment pur
chased for research and development can be 
written o.ff in three years rather than five. 
Overall, the Administration's proposals will 
grant U.S. firms the equivalent of a 40 per
cent writeoff in 1 year and over 70 percent 
in 2 years. 

Third, investment will be stimulated by a 
stable and rational growth in the money 
supply and by minimizing government inter
vention. 

The Reagan program also includes a com
mitment to eliminate unnecessary and ex
cessive Government regulations. For exam
ple, we seek to change certain environmen
tal and safety regulations, to ease product
labeling requirements, to speed up the de
control of natural gas prices, and to stream
line the licensing of nuclear powerplants. 

In addition to burdensome regulations 
which inhibit productive enterprises, we are 
evaluating measures to improve our ability 
to export, such as by reducing the negative 
effects of a number of U.S. laws and regula
tions. 

But before you surmise that I place too 
great an emphasis on the wonders which 
economists can create for us, let me tell you 
what transpired at a recent May Day parade 
in Moscow. Chairman Brezhnev, observing 
the rolling display of powerful weapons and 
the thousands of marching soldiers, noticed 
one platoon which stood out from all the 
others-uniforms of better material and fit, 
shining brass buttons, spiffy helmets. He 
didn't understand and he turned to his De
fense Minister and said, "Marshal Ustinov, 
who are those people and why are they dif
ferent from all others?" The Marshal re
plied, "Comrade Brezhnev, they are econo
mists." And Brezhnev, with utter astonish
ment marking his voice, said, "What are 
economists doing in the midst of our combat 
troops?" The Defense Minister answered, 
"You would be surprised at the damage 
they can dol" 

The international business community 
has long been troubled by the Foreign Cor
rupt Practices Act. Incidentally, note how 
artful the title of this act is, so as to imply 
that anyone who's against it, if for bribery; 
indeed, it passed Congress unanimously in 
1977. The problem is that t here is a lack of 
precision and clarity in the law. Thus, pro
spective exporters are scared off from even 
trying to enter world markets, and others 
avoid involvement because of uncertainties 
in the law. We are particularly concerned 
about the provision which makes it a crime 
to pay a commission to your agent in a for
eign country if you had "reason to know" 
that any part of the commission would be 
passed on as a bribe. 

For example, if a small businessman in 
Wichita hires an agent in Ouagadougou, 
and pays him a standard commission, our 
Kansan stands in jeopardy if that agent 
contributes any portion of his commission 
to a foreign political party or candidate, and 
if "reason to know" could be attributed to 
the U.S. businessman. We must clear this 
up.-our friend can't afford to hire a 
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$200,000 a year Wall Street lawyer to inter
pret the uncertainty for him . . . nor to 
defend him against a Justice Department 
criminal charge 

A network of legal and regulatory road
blocks established for domestic purposes 
has for years stood in the way of establish
ing export trading companies in the United 
States. Other countries-most notably 
Japan, but also including West Germany, 
France and Hong Kong-have long since 
recognized the need to involve their medium 
and smaller size companies in foreign trade. 
Indeed, the sixth largest exporter in the 
United States is none other than Mitsui, 
one of Japan's largest trading companies. 
The Commerce Department has taken the 
lead in support of the export trading compa
ny legislation now before the Congress; it 
passed the Senate by 94 to 0 and is now 
being reviewed in the House of Representa
tives. When enacted, which I believe will 
happen this year, the legislation will modify 
banking regulations and provide antitrust 
exemption to companies which will be capa
ble of providing a full range of export serv
ices to businesses of all sizes. 

At the Commerce Department, we have 
undertaken a thorough review of all regula
tions affecting the business community and 
have established ourselves as the focal point 
in the government for your concerns. We 
are prepared to listen-and what's more im
portant-to respond to your concerns. We 
believe that any regulation that turns 
American business away from the world 
marketplace, or that makes a U.S. manufac
turer uncompetitive in international trade 
can't be all good-and we want to hear 
about it from you. 

I said earlier that our trade policy should 
mirror our general economic philosophy. 
And that International business must be as 
free as possible of governmental restraints 
and policies which distort the operation of 
free enterprise. We will follow this ap
proach at home and will cooperate with 
other governments to preserve the partner
ship and principles embodied in the treaty 
on tariffs and trade to which over 100 na
tions are signatory. 

The U.S. maintains the freest, fairest, 
most open market in the world. In the vast 
majority of cases, foreign producers have 
access to our market on the same terms and 
conditions available to domestic firms. We 
expect similar treatment from our trading 
partners. I have no illusions that this will 
come overnight. However, I do know that 
perseverance and a working relationship be
tween government and industry can produce 
results. 

We will continue to support efforts to im
plement the Tokyo Round of Multilateral 
Trade Negotiations <MTN>. The agreements 
are a significant step in the liberalization of 
international trade. Success will help to pro
mote trade, and equally important, to pre
vent backsliding toward protectionism. 

We must also address a number of sub
jects on which agreement was not reached 
during the Tokyo Round. For example, the 
trade distorting effects of subsidies, such as 
export credits at 3¥2 percent interest, must 
be remedied. We calculate that last year, 
roughly $3 billion was spent by governments 
to subsidize exports. <Incidentally, France 
accounted for about half of this total.) 
These subsidies represent wasted expendi
tures in economic terms. While we seek to 
negotiate these items fairly, we will bear in 
mind that our open market system should 
not be converted into a weapon used to dis
advantage our domestic industries. 
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The international community must ad

dress the question of trade in services. In 
the past 30 years, this area of trade has in
creased at an extraordinary pace, reflecting 
the trend in the advanced economies of the 
world. However, the international rules and 
procedures developed since World War II do 
not, for the most part, apply. We anticipate 
that future growth in this area will be very 
substantial. It must not be hindered by arti
ficial barriers. Our trading partners do not 
yet show much enthusiasm for this under
taking, but we will press on. 

We must also address the relationship be
tween trade and investment policies. Often, 
investment policies have a greater effect on 
trade than do tariffs or nontariff barriers. 
For example, subsidy programs, research 
and development assistance, and govern
ment outlays to promote regional develop
ment-are being used increasingly to our 
disadvantage. 

We will work with our trading partners to 
prevent these policies from becoming per
manent export subsidies or functioning as 
import protection devices. 

Although we hope that we can deal with 
these issues within a multilateral frame
work, we recognize that there will be occa
sions when it is preferable to seek resolution 
bilaterally. The case of Mexico provides a 
good example. Total bilateral trade with 
Mexico has grown from $4.7 billion in 1972 
to $27.6 billion in 1980-a growth rate of 25 
percent per year. The size of this trade ac
count is bound to create tensions which 
must be solved by the partners themselves 
out of an awareness that it is in the self in
terest of each to do so. Mexico has become 
our third largest trading partner, but is not 
yet a member of the international system of 
rules known as the GATT. We hope that 
Mexico will find the GATT system to its ad
vantage, or at least will adopt these stand
ards as it seeks to pursue rapid and efficient 
economic development. President Reagan is 
personally committed to strengthening our 
relationship with Mexico and we are pre
pared to do so by the most effective and 
practical means available. 

I've described to you today an ambitious 
program for export development. Clearly, 
the greater burden for making it a success 
rests with the business community. But the 
Government needs your help to create the 
environment essential to progress. 

One source of counsel available to the 
Government are the private sector advisory 
committees, composed of over 500 repre
sentatives of companies active in interna
tional trade. We have a Trade Advisory 
Center in the Commerce Department to 
manage these committees and respond to 
complaints about unfair trade practices of 
other governments. I encourage you to take 
advantage of this office. 

I would like to close by reading a short 
paragraph from President Reagan's procla
mation at the start of World Trade Week. 

"Trade stimulates competition, stirs our 
creative energies, rewards individual initia
tive and increases national productivity. 
Among nations, it speeds the exchange of 
new ideas and technology." 

"As products made in this country com
pete successfully in world markets, we con~ 
tribute to the strength and stability of our 
dollar, the expansion of our industry and 
fuller employment of our labor force." 

Thank you very much.e 
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ROSE SCHVVARTZ REPORTS ON 

SENIOR CITIZEN INTERN PRO
GRAM 

HON. WILLIAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, never 
has the congressional senior citizen 
intern program, held this year from 
May 11 through May 15, had more sig
nificance for our elderly. And, never 
have the issues of concern to our el
derly been as deeply felt as they are 
now. 

Hearing the questions put to our col
leagues and Government officials by 
our elderly, one recognizes quickly 
that the days of friendly persuasion 
by the elderly segment of our popu
lace are no longer with us. Rather, the 
tones are of grave concern and aware
ness, demanding to know what the 
issues are and how those issues affect 
their lives. 

Our 1981 intern, Mrs. Rose Schwartz 
from Fairways South condominium in 
Hallandale, Fla., who was accompa
nied by her husband, Jack, forwarded 
to me a copy of the report she submit
ted to interested groups in our district 
on her findings with the program. The 
report is a fine example of how 
informative and enlightening the pro
gram is to our senior citizens. The pro
gram is significant not only for our 
constituents, but also for us legislators 
who have that 1 week in May to get 
such a good cross section of views on 
senior citizen issues. 

For the benefit of the many congres
sional readers, I would like to share 
Mrs. Schwartz' report by having it in
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

MRs. ScHWARTz's RETURN FRoM 
WASHINGTON 

Whereas Mr. Smith went to Washington, 
Rose Schwartz returned from Washington. 
And, in so doing, requests to tell you all 
about it. So, sit back and relax-because you 
can be assured that your Government is in
terested in you as a Senior Citizen. 

As an introduction, I was appointed by 
our Congressman, Bill Lehman, to attend 
the 1981 Congressional Senior Citizen 
Intern Program in Washington, D.C., from 
May 11 to May 15. 

From the very first day to the very last 
day, I became involved in every seminar, 
every meeting and every detail concerning 
and covering the entire program. Senators, 
Congressmen and other administrative di
rectors spoke to us in detail in regard to leg
islation affecting the elderly . . . the Senior 
Citizen, if you will. 

The program covered housing, govern
ment, transportation, health insurance, and 
long term care for the older American. 
Social Security, social security and more 
social security! There are counsels for re
tired teachers, retired federal employees, 
and etc. Not a single area has been over
looked. 

We were addressed by Congressman 
Claude Pepper-81 years of age-as well as 
many other important government people 
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in all age brackets. Claude Pepper sets a 
very good example for all senior citizens. He 
is highly regarded and respected. He is con
stantly displaying and awakening an aware
ness of the still good capabilities of the 
older American. And, for those who desire 
it, there should be employment available to 
us in many areas of industry. Efforts are 
being made to eliminate mandatory retire
ment or at least advance retirement to 68 
years of age. Due to greater longevity, the 
senior citizen represents a large voting block 
and is being reckoned with. Today we repre
sent 25 percent of the voting population in 
Florida. So, all our Representatives in 
Washington are taking special interest in 
our way of life. On that note, here is an in
teresting statistic: As of the year 1978, the 
population of persons 65 years of age and 
over in Florida was 1,520,000-third to New 
York State and California. It w no doubt 
much higher now in 1981. 

Senator Chiles of Florida has a bill pend
ing that would eliminate mandatory retire
ment because it is now illegal in the private 
sector to force workers to retire solely be
cause they have reached age 70. He is also 
attempting to remove the earnings limita
tions for those over 65. Instead of the gov
ernment collecting $1.00 for every $2.00 
earned over the limit of $5,500, or whatever 
the figure might be increased to, this same 
bill is attempting to eliminate the payroll 
tax for those over 65. This would give the 
employer an incentive to hire and consider 
older workers. 

There are innumerable more movements 
going on in Washington for the betterment 
of senior citizens. Again, I have to tell you 
that we should all be pleased to know that 
we have our legislators working in our 
behalf. As for our present generation of 
people-all of us here-we have really noth
ing to fear that will affect us in obtaining 
our little income every month-namely, 
social security. However, what we all can do 
is write, write, and continue to write to our 
Senators and Congressmen so that we can 
be heard. If you feel that you have some
thing to say-write and tell your neighbors 
and friends to do the same. You would be 
amazed at how effective your voice in Wash
ington is. 

Interspersed between seminars, I was re
quired to spend some time at Congressman 
Lehman's office. The purpose of this was to 
see government in action-from the inside. I 
was given assignments and actually became 
part of the staff. You would be amazed to 
know how much detail is required of each 
staffer, and all under the qualified eye and 
supervision of the Congressman. Hundreds 
of pieces of mail are received every day and 
they must be answered. The telephones are 
constantly ringing. Besides the daily duties 
of committee meetings, the Congressman 
has to speak to groups who invite him here 
in Florida, has to attend Congress, plus keep 
in touch with all the office details. It is un
believable! 

The point is, don't think your congress
man or senator is not performing for you. 
Again I must impress upon you the impor
tance of your vote. Your vote is extremely 
valued, but make it work for you. 

I was very proud to be appointed to attend 
this conference, and I let them all know 
that I am a resident of Fairways South of 
Hallandale, Florida.e 
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INDIANA'S ECONOMY: 

PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS 

HON. LEE H. HAMILTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert my Washington 
Report for Wednesday, June 10, 1981, 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

INDIANA'S ECONOMY: PROBLEMS AND 
SOLUTIONS 

The economic problems of Indiana were 
explored in a Congressional hearing that I 
recently chaired in Indianapolis. Everyone 
recognizes that the health of the national 
economy will have a profound effect on the 
health of Indiana's economy, but Hoosiers 
should not sit back to see what happens at 
the national level. There are things to be 
done here at home, and the 13 witnesses 
who appeared at the hearing-representing 
state government, business, academia, labor, 
and agriculture-suggested a variety of op
tions. 

Although not all the witnesses agreed on 
all points, there was much unanimity in 
their testimony on the state's economic 
troubles. Several panelists said that the de
pendence of the Hoosier economy on steel 
and automobiles is at the heart of the 
state's woes. Also, the recovery of the steel 
and auto industries from recessions in 
recent years has been complicated by in
creased imports, aging plants, and the high 
costs of energy, labor, financing, and gov
ernment regulation. These factors have 
worked to undermine the competitive posi
tion of Hoosier products. 

Witnesses noted that efforts to widen the 
state's economic base have been hampered 
by a lack of industrial investment. Without 
such investment, it has been difficult for 
small, high-technology firms-those which 
have the brightest prospects for growth-to 
become established in Indiana. In addition, 
testimony confirmed that the limited links 
between researchers and entrepreneurs in 
the state have not been sufficient to pro
mote the smooth transfer of new technol
ogies from universities to business. Another 
problem is Indiana's insufficient interest in 
its public facilities, such as highways, 
sewers, water systems, and schools. Indiana 
ranks forty-seventh in the nation in total 
public expenditures per capita, a level of 
spending that may have kept Indiana's com
munities from attracting and supporting 
new industry. 

Still other causes of Hoosier economic 
problems were discussed during the hearing. 
According to several witnesses, the federal 
government must take some of the blame on 
account of overly burdensome regulations 
and geographically biased initiatives. Other 
panelists emphasized Hoosier unemploy
ment, which has resulted from increased im
ports and the loss of jobs to other states. 
Auto workers in particular are suffering 
great hardship, and young people in Indiana 
do not have enough jobs waiting for them 
when they graduate from secondary school. 

Indiana's agricultural sector was the hear
ing's final focus. Witnesses testified that 
Hoosier farmers are caught in a tight 
squeeze because of inflation, which is also 
driving up the price of land and setting con
sumers against farmers. In addition, the wit
nesses said that federal regulation is direct-
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ing farm research unnecessarily, and they 
spoke out against the grain embargo. 

When discussion turned from problems to 
solutions, the witnesses again showed broad 
agreement with one another. They went 
well beyond general advice-restrain the 
growth of federal spending, reduce the 
burden of federal regulations, cut taxes for 
businesses and individuals, get interest rates 
down, and take steps to revitalize the coun
try's basic manufacturing industries-to rec
ommend very specific measures tailored to 
the needs of Indiana. Representatives of 
business and state government argued that 
Indiana should reduce its dependence on 
the steel and auto industries by diversifying 
into other areas. They described a state pro
gram to stimulate investment in small busi
ness, and they contended that the universi
ty and the private sector should undertake 
more joint research. Other suggestions for 
economic development included continued 
but restricted use of industrial revenue 
bonds and a major effort to improve pro
grams of job training. 

The economists at the hearing strongly 
endorsed the view that Indiana must be 
more serious about its public facilities. They 
underscored the fact that the state cannot 
be economically healthy if its roads, bridges, 
ports, and hospitals are ailing. With their 
analysis of the uneven effects of the reve
nue sharing program, the academic wit
nesses stressed the idea that the federal 
government must not discriminate against 
older states, like Indiana, whose populations 
are not growing rapidly. They were in agree
ment with others that Indiana should do 
more to get the full economic benefit of its 
fine universities. 

Trade unionists and agricultural experts 
rounded out the hearing with their reme
dies for the labor and farm sectors of the 
state's economy. The trade unionists called 
for a curb on imports of automobiles and a 
"local content" law that would require for
eign automakers to build plants in America. 
They also requested more assistance for 
workers who have lost jobs to imports and 
larger tax incentives for industries that 
need added investment. The farm experts 
saw four ways to assist agriculture: control 
the effect of inflation on the farmer's costs 
and returns, prohibit embargoes, hold down 
government regulation of the farm sector, 
and take steps to slow the loss of the state's 
prime farmland. 

Developing an integrated approach to the 
economic development of Indiana is a com
plex task that requires a high degree of co
operation between the private sector and 
local, state, and federal officials. The eco
nomic future of the state depends on the 
success of the effort. On the basis of these 
recommendations, I am taking many specjf
ic steps to address Indiana's economic prob
lems. I will describe those steps in another 
newsletter .e 

"CALL TO CONSCIENCE" 
CONGRESSIONAL VIGIL 

HON. RON WYDEN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Speaker, we sit 
today under a dome of democracy. We 
are free to discuss and take action on 
any issue we deem important. 
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The people of the Soviet Union do 

not have a dome such as this. They 
are not free to discuss the issues which 
they desire. If they choose to discuss 
issues which are forbidden by the 
Soviet Government, they are subject 
to arrest-and worse. 

On May 17. during a meeting of a 
history and Jewish culture seminar 
that he was leading, Eugeny Lein was 
arrested along with all those present. 
After a few hours all were released 
except for Mr. Lein. 

On April 20, he was charged with ar
ticle 190-1, circulating lies against the 
Soviet state. No trial date has been 
set. 

Eugeny Lein was a top-ranking 
mathematician until he applied to 
emigrate to Israel in 1978. He was re
fused permission to emigrate on the 
grounds of secrecy and from that day 
until his arrest he had been forced to 
work as a watchman and a private 
tutor. 

His wife was a prized chemist. Now 
she is jobless. 

I stand here under this dome in 
order to bring attention to his case. 
But he is not alone. Hundreds of 
Soviet Jews await permission to emi
grate. And hundreds of Soviet Jews 
are wasting away in Soviet prisons, de
tained for no legitimate reason. 

The persecution of Soviet Jews must 
cease. Eugeny Lein must be released 
from prison and be allowed with his 
wife, Irina and their two young chil
dren to emigrate to Israel. The Jews of 
the Soviet Union have been persecuted 
for too long a time to allow this out
rage to continue.e 

SUPPORT NEEDED FOR THE 
GUARD AND RESERVES 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, in our 
efforts to improve the status of our 
national security, and to do so in the 
most economical fashion possible, one 
area which I think merits special at
tention is the National Guard andRe
serves. For years now. the Guard and 
Reserves have been treated like a poor 
relation by most of the services. There 
may be no more false economy in our 
approach to defense spending. 

My friend Maj. Gen. Frank Schober. 
who commands the California Nation
al Guard, put the case very well in a 
recent column· in the Sacramento 
Union. I insert General Schober's 
piece in the RECORD. 

GuARD NEGLECTED 

<Today's column is by Maj. Gen. Frank J. 
Schober, Jr., Commanding General, Califor
nia National Guard.) 

In the debate on the issues involved in our 
national defense policy, one factor stands 
out, unchanged, unchallenged and neglected 
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in the swirl of controversy over programs, 
strategy and budgets. That factor is the 
status and future of America's National 
Guard and Reserves which represents the 
majority (55 percent> of our defense forces. 

Concern over the readiness of the Guard 
and Reserves is relatively new for Ameri
cans. Up until the 1970's, the Guard with its 
state emergency role and the other military 
reserves were not taken very seriously by 
planners and policy makers and were 
funded penuriously by Congress. The Secre
tary of Defense Laird, faced with a declin
ing budget and dwindling support for a 
large standing armed force adopted the 
policy for the Guard, Reserves and A,ctives 
to be thereafter considered a tri-partite 
equally treated, equally funded "total" 
force. By the clear terms of the Laird 
Memorandum the Guard and Reserves 
would no longer be treated as forces supple
mentary to a potential conflict, they would 
be considered essential complementary 
forces. 

Those who call themselves developers in 
the Pentagon, the war planning staffs, took 
the Laird Memorandum seriously. By the 
mid 1970s none of the regular U.S. armed 
forces, save perhaps the Navy could go to 
war without the mobilization of the combat 
and combat support forces of the Guard 
and the Reserves. What followed the plans 
however was not action but inertia. To this 
date they have not been backed up by budg
etary support. 

As might be expected the various services 
fared differently under the Laird Memoran
dum. The Naval Reserve has been largely ig
nored by the Navy, with their planners 
viewing the Reserves as a resource" competi
tor, if not a dangerous pariah. Their answer 
to the budget contraints of the Carter years 
was to cut Reserves back. The Air National 
Guard and Air Reserves, on the other hand, 
have fared relatively well under the Laird 
memorandum. Their equipment is sufficient 
if not the latest. Their logistics and adminis
trative support by the regular Air Force 
make them capable of going to war. 

The Army Guard has been given instead a 
remarkable "Catch 22" puzzle to work with. 
The Deputy Secretary of Defense for Man
power and Reserve Affairs admitted as 
much in 1978 when he told the Adjutants 
General of the 50 states in convention, "I 
realize its 'Catch 22' but what can we do? 
You won't get more equipment until your 
training readiness gets better and your 
training readiness won't get better until you 
get more equipment." 

Until Congress makes the Laird Memoran
dum a reality by allocating America's Guard 
and Reserves more than five percent of the 
defense budget to support the 55 percent 
burden they now carry of the nation's de
fense mission, neither the Actives nor the 
Reserves will be properly prepared to 
defend out country. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the up
grading of our Guard and Reserves is 
a necessary and efficient move at this 
time, and I am very pleased to see the 
extensive attention that the Armed 
Services Committee gave to this 
matter in the fiscal 1982 defense au
thorization bill whch they reported re
cently.e 
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DAVIS-BACON'S TIME HAS 

PASSED 

HON. TOM HAGEDORN 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. HAGEDORN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to bring to my colleagues' 
attention the excellent Washington 
Post article of June 4 in which James 
T. Mcintyre, Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget under Presi
dent Carter, calls for the repeal of the 
Davis-Bacon Act. 

Once again, here is a case of a 
former opponent of repeal, a Cabinet 
member of a Democratic administra
tion, who has seen the light of reason 
and has followed it. As more and more 
people are becoming acquainted with 
the facts of the harmful effects of 
Davis-Bacon on construction costs and 
on the economy as a whole, it is no 
surprise that more and more support 
for repeal of this outdated law is the 
result. 

Mr. Mcintyre's realization that "ad
ministrative tinkering" is no solution 
to the negative effects of this act is a 
point which I hope will be well-taken 
by my colleagues who are resisting 
outright repeal. Short-term reform 
will not solve the inherent problems. 
The Davis-Bacon Act is an extremely 
inflationary law which adds billions of 
dollars unnecessarily to Federal con
struction spending each year, not to 
mention its broader economic impact, 
and the American taxpayers are pick
ing up the tab. I believe that repeal of 
this economically disastrous law is 
long overdue, and in light of the seri
ous efforts to reduce Federal spending 
and curb inflation, it should be obvi
ous that we cannot afford to continue 
this waste and abuse. To do so is un
reasonable, and I suggest irresponsible 
as well. 

Therefore, I recommend the follow
ing article by Mr. Mcintyre to you and 
I hope that you will agree that repeal 
of Davis-Bacon is a must. 

DA:VIS-BACON'S TIME HAs PASSED 

<By James T. Mcintyre> 
The Post's editorial "A Leaner Davis

Bacon" [May 281 made the same mistake I 
did when I was director of the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

Rather than face the politically harder, 
but wiser, choice of scrapping the law alto
gether, the editorial viewed the flaws of this 
50-year-old statutory relic as capable of cor
rection by administrative tinkering. 

We tried and failed to move the bureauc
racies to tighten the law. Surprisingly, this 
new bold President, who is attacking the 
budget with fervor only former directors of 
OMB can fully appreciate, seems to be 
headed in the same direction-toward 
merely cosmetic changes. This administra
tion's position on Davis-Bacon undercuts 
any notion that it is serious about halting 
inflation's gallop. 

Davis-Bacon, lest we forget, is that 1931 
statute that requires contractors for feder-
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ally-funded construction projects to pay the 
"prevailing wage." In fact, more often than 
not, Davis-Bacon means that workers on 
those many projects often are paid the high
est wage paid anyWhere in the region. And 
the amounts involved are not peanuts. The 
federal construction budget is approximate
ly $32 billion this year. 

A major thrust of The Post's editorial was 
the impact that repeal of Davis-Bacon could 
have on labor unions. But this is falling into 
that old familiar trap of seeing the issue 
only in the union versus non-union context. 

Rather, Davis-Bacon should be considered 
in light of its economic effects as well as its 
objectives. Originally, the act was intended 
to discourage non-local contractors from 
successfully bidding on government-fi
nanced projects by hiring cheap labor from 
outside the project area, thus disrupting the 
prevailing local wage structure. At the time 
the act was passed, there were no minimum 
wage laws, no unemployment compensation 
provisions or other statutes, such as the Na
tional Labor Relations Act, which protect 
the compensation or terms and conditions 
of employment of construction workers. 
Since the Davis-Bacon Act was passed, Con
gress has enacted numerous laws, including 
a general minimum wage law, to protect the 
wages and working conditions of construc
tion workers. In addition, Congress has sub
sequently enacted procurement laws pro
tecting the government from "unreliable 
contractors." 

Studies and estimates (by the General Ac
counting Office, the Congressional Budget 
Office and the president's Council of Eco
nomic Advisers> on the unnecessary costs of 
Davis-Bacon abound. There is little quarrel 
with the conclusion that Davis-Bacon re
sults in unnecessary costs. The only dis
agreement concerns the extent of the waste. 

The evidence is so compelling that for the 
first time in my memory The Wall Street 
Journal and The New York Times have edi
torially agreed on a major economic issue, 
and each has called recently for the repeal 
of Davis-Bacon. 

The hills are full of horror stories. A 
recent GAO study concluded that applica
tion of Davis-Bacon unnecessarily increased 
the total construction cost of Washington's 
Metro system 6.8 percent, resulting in an 
added cost of about $149 million to the tax
payers. The GAO survey of Montgomery 
County, Md., found that the "prevailing 
wage" rates were higher than average rates 
paid on similar private construction in the 
same locality. 

In recent oversight hearings before the 
Senate Labor subcommittee, one witness 
testified that in Hagerstown, Md., the going 
rate for plumbers is about $6.40 an hour. 
But plumbers on a federally funded sewage 
treatment project will make double that be
cause the government has somehow deter
mined that the "prevailing wage" in that 
area for plumbers is $12.86 an hour. 

The GAO, which issued a comprehensive 
report on Davis-Bacon in 1979, and urged its 
repeal, concluded that the act is not suscep
tible to practical and effective administra
tion. I agree. Consider the task assigned to 
the secretary of labor. He must be able to 
determine <and maintain current figures on> 
"prevailing wages" for more than 3,000 
counties for at least 19 trades. That's 57,000 
wage determinations. Multiply that figure 
by the four different types of construction 
<building, residential, heavy and highway) 
and the number of potential wage determi
nations geometrically increases to 228,000. 
There is simply no cosmetic change availa-
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ble that would allow administrators to do "a 
better job of determining actually prevail
ing local wages," as the editorial proposed. 

I am not suggesting that construction 
workers should be penalized simply to save 
federal construction dollars. What I am sug
gesting is that taxpayers should not be pe
nalized by a federal agency requiring that 
wage rates on federal construction projects 
be higher than the actual rates on similar 
private construction in the same locality. It 
is also obvious that the federal wage-floor 
artificially increases all construction wages. 
That is one major reason the full inflation
ary impact is so difficult to determine. 

From a budgetary point of view, by repeal
ing Davis-Bacon requirements, either the 
government can get more construction for 
the $32 billion it is planning to spend in 
fiscal year 1982 or it can get the planned 
amount of construction for less money. 

This is one of those categories of waste 
and abuse that the American people clearly 
want to correct. Now is the time to give a 
decent burial to a statute that is not only 
unworkable and economically harmful but 
also whose time has passed.e 

THE WAY THE SOVIETS LOOK 
BACK ON THE POGROM 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call to the attention of my col
leagues a disturbing problem facing 
Soviet Jews. Mr. William Korey, of 
B'nai B'rith International, in a moving 
article in the Wall Street Journal, elo
quently recaptures the Polish pogroms 
of the 1880's and describes the present 
disappointing Soviet treatment of 
these traumatic incidents. The word 
"pogrom" which technically means 
"destruction" or "riot" became adopt
ed as a definition which meant vio
lence against Jews. 

The Soviet Union has reinterpreted 
the history of the pogroms in official
ly sanctioned historical works, and has 
refused to refer to these major inci
dents of oppression and exploitation 
of the Polish-Jewish community with 
the importance and respect that is tra
ditionally due. 

This account serves to illustrate an 
additional dilemma facing Soviet 
Jewry today. Their continuing strug
gle and plight concerns not only the 
Jewish community but the civilized 
world as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the article in 
the RECORD. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 27, 
19811 

THE WAY THE SOVIETS LoOK BACK ON THE 
POGROM 

<By William Korey) 
It was almost exactly 100 years ago that 

the Russian word "pogrom" entered into 
the lexicon of international discourse. Tech
nically meaning "destruction" or "riot," the 
term came to stand for violence against 
Jews. Peasantry in the Ukraine, encouraged 
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by emissaries from St. Petersburg aristocra
cy calling for the "people's wrath" to "be 
vented on the Jews," wrought what a con
temporary Russian writer then called "un
ending torture" against that religious and 
ethnic minority. 

Elizavetgrad, a town of 32,000, was the 
starting point for the pogrom on April 15, 
1881. The wave of killings, rape and pillage 
spread quickly to hundreds of other towns, 
to the largest cities of Berdichev and Kiev 
and, by the end of the year, to Warsaw; 
20,000 Jews were made homeless, 100,000 
ruined and Jewish property valued at $80 
million destroyed. 

Of striking relevance is how this devastat
ing trauma of bigotry, which at the time 
was condemned by civilized society in the 
West, is being treated now in official Soviet 
literature. The evidence is scarcely encour
aging. 

From the 1960s onwards, the landmark 
1881 pogrom episode has all but been 
plunged down history's "memory hole," to 
borrow Orwell's terminology. References to 
it in Soviet history textbooks used in ele
mentary and high schools is fleeting, if 
mentioned at all. 

Neglect was followed in 1974 by the begin
ning of a radical re-interpretation. A promi
nent Minsk writer, Vladimir Ya. Begun, in a 
newly published work, "The Creeping Coun
terrevolution," widely endorsed in the 
Soviet media, offered a justification of the 
Czarist pogroms. He contended that anti-Se
mitic pogroms "can occur as the spontane
ous reaction to the oppressed strata of the 
toiling population to their barbarous exploi
tation by the Jewish bourgeoisie." 

An extraordinarily dismaying passage, if 
scarcely Marxist or Leninist, followed: "We 
do not grieve today if our fathers, grandfa
thers and great grandfathers, in their dis
tress and want, treated their oppressors dis
respectfully regardless of whether they 
were native or alien by blood." 

Begun's views are highly regarded in var
ious Kremlin circles. His more recent book, 
"Invasion Without Arms," a diatribe against 
Jews, was published in 1977 in an extraordi
nary edition of 150,000 copies with a second 
edition of 50,000 copies appearing in 1980. A 
key military indoctrination journal has 
urged the use of this work as part of the 
ideological training of recruits in the armed 
forces. 

Even more authoritative is a new work by 
Lydia A. Modzhorian titled "Zionism as a 
Form of Racism and Racial Discrimination." 
She is a prominent legal scholar who has 
played a key role in internal debates of the 
prestigious Soviet Academy of Sciences 
which dealt with Zionism and World Jewry. 

The officially authorized 240-page work, 
released in late 1979, refers to the pogroms 
as merely "so-called outbursts of anti-Sem
itism" which were "artifically exaggerated 
and widely used by Jewish entrepreneurs 
and rabbis .... "In her view, the "excesses" 
against Jews were not based upon religious 
or ethnic consideration but rather were "a 
reaction to the exploitation to which the 
broad masses were subjected in capitalist 
enterprises." 

Modzhorian claims that it was the Jewish
dominated press of Czarist Russia who had 
dubbed the uprisings as "anti-Semitic po
groms," when the "bosses were Jews." 
When the "bosses" happened to be Chris
tians or Moslems, the word used was merely 
"revolt." 

The current Soviet interpretation of the 
1881 pogroms echoes, to a remarkable 
degree, the official Czarist explanation of 
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the time. C01mt Nikolai P. Ignatyev, the 
Minister of Interior, told Czar Alexander 
III, in a memorandum dated August 22, 
1881, that the pogroms were caused by "the 
Jews' injurious activities" toward the peas
ants. That view was similar to one held by 
the Narodnaya Volya, the radical populist 
intellectual group which at the time praised 
the pogroms against the "kikes" who "rob" 
and "cheat" the peasant and who "drink his 
blood." 

The 1881 pogrom triggered a Jewish emi
gration movement that ultimately took on 
vast proportions. One hundred years later, 
the anti-Semitism that prompted and justi
fied the pogromist mentality has returned 
to press ever more urgently and insistently 
for emigration from the Soviet Union.e 

TRIBUTE TO IRWIN MEMORIAL 
BLOOD BANK 

HON. JOHN L. BURTON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

· Wednesday, June 10, 1981 
e Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speak
er, my brother Phil Burton and I are 
privileged and pleased today, June 11, 
1981, to salute the Irwin Memorial 
Blood Bank of the San Francisco 
Medical Society as it celebrates its 
40th anniversary. 

Irwin .was founded in the spirit of 
"people helping people" by the San 
Francisco Medical Society on June 17, 
1941. It was the first nonprofit, medi
cally sponsored, community blood 
bank in the United States. Forty years 
of service, rendered in the spirit of as
sisting others, has resulted in volun
teer blood donations of nearly 3 mil
lion pints of blood. 

In the last 40 years Irwin's thriving 
services have expanded in response to 
a growing public need. True to its com
mitment to help others, Irwin meets 
all the blood needs of patients in San 
Francisco, Marin, Napa, Solano, 
Shasta, Siskiyou, Modoc, and Trinity 
Counties. The needs of this vast region 
are readily met by volunteers ranging 
in age from 17 to 66 and representing 
all walks of life. 

Irwin should be commended for its 
quest for innovation. Irwin pioneered 
the first mobile blood collection, devel
oped the concept of blood donor credit 
for people who give in advance of need 
and conducted some of the earliest 
studies on white cell antibodies, 
among other community activities. 

To continue its pursuit to assist 
others, the Irwin Memorial Blood 
Bank provides numerous services, 
other than its primary function of 
blood provision. The Irwin's tissue 
typing service, investigative labora
tory, and educational services to tech
nologists and other professionals pro
vide invaluable service to the commu
nity. 

It is our belief that the Irwin Memo
rial Blood Bank of San Francisco has a 
40-year record of distinguished service. 
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Therefore, · it is with great pleasure 
that we take this opportunity to recog
nize the achievements of the Irwin 
Memorial Blood Bank. Since 1941, 
Irwin has continued its pledge to pro
mote "people helping people."e 

CARDINAL'S DEATH MARKS END 
OF AN ERA 

HON.HENRYJ.NOWAK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 8, 1981 

• Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, with the 
death of Stefan Cardinal Wyszynski, 
Poland and Eastern Europe have lost 
one of the their most stalwart voices 
for human rights and freedom. I am 
sure my colleagues join in paying trib
ute to the work of Cardinal Wyszynski 
in Poland and throughout the world 
for human rights. 

In October of 1978, I had the oppor
tunity and the distinct privilege of 
being a member of the official delega
tion to the investiture in Rome of 
Pope John Paul II. At that time I had 
the opportunity to meet with Cardinal 
Wyszynski, the Primate of Poland. 

Cardinal Wyszynski has been a 
moving force in Polish affairs since 
1924, when he was ordained to the 
priesthood. When the Nazis first in
vaded Poland in 1939, they imprisoned 
much of the clergy, but then-Father 
Wyszynski was spared and became a 
resistance leader and organized clan
destine church meetings. 

His role was bolstered by the faith of 
most Poles, who saw the church as a 
symbol of Polish nationalism, and by 
fear of intervention by the Soviet 
Union. This materialized in 1948 with 
the sweeping antireligious campaign 
marked by the confiscation of church 
property and arrest of clergymen in
cluding Cardinal Wyszynski, who was 
placed under house arrest. He declared 
publicly that he would oppose any at
tempt to interfere with the religious 
freedom of Poland. 

In reference to these events, Pope 
John Paul II stated: 

It is a faith that always went forward and 
never wavered. You faced prison and hard
ships. Everything stood against you, but the 
good of the people always came first. 

More recently, the cardinal met with 
Lech Walesa in September of 1980 and 
gave his full support to the independ
ent union and its sister group, the 
farm union, but careful to remind 
them of the danger if they pushed the 
Government too far. 

The cardinal was a firm believer in 
gradual change as the only possible 
means by which prosperity would be 
achieved. The rare combination of 
support for legitimate demands and 
stressing the need for Christian values 
helped strengthen the ties between 
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the Catholic Church and the Polish 
people. · 

Cardinal Wyszynski's influence and 
credibility in his church and among 
his people were strong enough to re
strain militants as they tried to push 
Walesa and Communist Party leader 
Stanislaw Kania in opposing direc
tions. Cardinal Wyszynski became ar
biter between the independent labor 
movement and the Communist Party 
leaders. 

The massive outpouring of support 
from his fellow Poles is a tribute to 
the spiritual strength of the Polish 
people, a vast majority of whom are 
practicing Catholics in an atheistic 
state. 

Recently the Buffalo Evening News 
quoted PAP, the official Polish news 
agency, as saying of Cardinal Wys
zynski: 

The great Polish patriot whose beacon 
was the motto that to know how to unite 
and not break apart is the supreme wisdom, 
a man particularly sensitive to the moral 
needs of society who saw the needs for coop
eration with the state in the name of the 
patriotic unity of the nation and its spirit
ual and material well being. 

Stefan Cardinal Wyszynski has 
made a place for himself in the history 
of not only Poland but also of the 
world. While he is now a part of that 
history, his life and principles will con
tinue to inspire and guide Poland and 
her people as they look to the future. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the 
RECORD, I would like to insert the fol
lowing editorial from the June 6, 1981, 
Am-Pol Eagle of Buffalo, N.Y., which 
capsulizes Cardinal Wyszynski's con
tribution to peace and stability in 
Poland. 

CARDINAL'S DEATH MARKS END OF AN ERA 

An era of determined leadership has come 
to an end in Poland. Stefan Cardinal Wys
zynski, the man who led the Polish people if 
not the Polish nation, through three dec
ades of turbulence died last week a:Uer a 
long illness. He was 79 years of age. 

It has only been a few years since the 
world has become fully aware of the impact 
Cardinal Wyszynski had on the Polish 
nation. The elevation to the papacy of his 
close personal friend, Karol Cardinal Woj
tyla, and the fight of the Polish people for 
human rights over the past year are the 
events which made Cardinal Wyszynski an 
internationally known figure. Yet, his con
tributions to peace and stability in Poland 
have spanned three decades and are clearly 
the most significant factors in the develop
ment of the Polish nation and the Catholic 
Church under Communist rule. 

It was Cardinal Wyszynski who kept the 
Catholic Church flourishing in the face of 
strong Communist opposition, particularly 
during the Stalinist era of the early 1950's. 
It was also Cardinal Wyszynski who realized 
from the lessons of Hungary and Czechoslo
vakia that violent confrontation with the 
Communist regime would only result in the 
needless shedding of Polish blood and bring 
the intervention of the Soviet Union. The 
delicate balance he maintained as Primate 
of Poland, leading the deeply devout Polish 
people, is what shaped the Polish nation 
into what it is today. 
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There is little doubt that the victories won 

by Solidarity over the past year would not 
have been possible without the strength of 
the Catholic Church and the leadership of 
Cardinal Wyszynski. The Primate is now 
gone but his deeds will live on forever.e 

IMPROVING UNITED STATES 
RELATIONS WITH MEXICO 

HON. CLAIR W. BURGENER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Speaker, the 
distinguished President of the United 
Mexican States, His Excellency Jose 
Lopez Portillo, left our Nation's Capi
tal yesterday, June 9, after what ap
pears to be lengthy and productive dis
cussions with President Reagan and 
other high administration officals. All 
reports indicate we may well be enter
ing a new, desperately needed, and 
dramatically improved relationship 
with our neighboring country to the 
south. As President Lopez Portillo 
stated so emphatically, genuine 
mutual respect is the only foundation 
upon which to build a solid and mutu
ally advantageous relationship. I 
firmly believe that under President 
Reagan's leadership, we have begun to 
build such a foundation. One of the 
most serious problems between our 
two countries is illegal immigration. 
This problem has been virtually ig
nored by the Congress and previous 
administrations. This problem cries 
out for solution. I have introduced 
comprehensive legislation on this sub
ject in this the 97th Congress, as well 
as in several Congresses past but have 
never even been given the privilege of 
a public hearing before the committee 
of jurisdiction in the House. 

On Friday, June 5, 1981, one of Cali
fornia's leading daily newspapers, the 
San Diego Union, published a most 
timely and thought-provoking editori
al on this subject entitled "Orderly 
Immigration." The editorial, in its en
tirety, follows my remarks and I com
mend it to all readers of the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD who seek an orderly 
and humane solution to this great 
problem. 

[From the San Diego Union, June 5, 19811 
0RDERL Y IMMIGRATION 

After some years of drift and uncertainty, 
the United States appears finally to be 
ready to confront the immigration issue, a 
problem that is simultaneously one of the 
most pressing and perhaps the most neglect
ed on the national agenda. 

The Reagan administration's decision to 
push for immigration reform is supported 
by widespead concern in Congress and 
across the country. A Gallup Poll last No
vember showed 91 percent of the public be
lieves we should "make and all-out effort to 
stop" illegal immigration. And small 
wonder. An estimated 500,000 to 1 million 
entered illegally last year; illegal aliens in 
this country are estimated to number be-

June 10, 1981 
tween 3 and 6 million. In addition, total 
legal admissions of immigrants in 1980 ex
ceeded 800,000-almost double the annual 
average during the last decade. 

Beyond the challenge of these unassimi
lated millions, as those of us who reside in 
borderlands know better than others, is the 
human tragedy of immigrants being preyed 
upon by thieves and smugglers and, in some 
cases, being exploited in U.S. sweatshops. 
The only way to minimize such suffering 
and extortion is to bring jobs and immi
grants together within a legalized frame
work. 

When President Carter's tentative immi
gration initiative was stymied by the com
bined opposition of hardliners on the one 
hand who demanded a closed door, and 
those on the other hand who opposed 
almost any reform, he appointed the fact
finding Select Commission on Immigration 
and Refugee Policy headed by the Rev. Dr. 
Theodore M. Hesburgh, president of the 
University of Notre Dame. After two years 
of work, the Commission issued its findings 
and recommendations last March. 

The Reagan administration has wisely 
used the report as a foundation upon which 
to construct its own national immigration 
policy. The President's Task Force on Immi
gration and Refugee Policy, headed by At
torney General William French Smith, re
cently completed its assessment of the 
Select Commission's report and has just 
made its summary recommendations to 
President Reagan. Some of these changes 
are already incorporated in pending con
gressional legislation on immigration, which 
is entitled the Immigration and National Se
curity Act. 

Mr. Reagan has not announced which of 
these recommendations he intends to pro
mulgate as U.S. immigtation policy. He is 
delaying out of deference to Mexican Presi
dent Jose Lopez Portillo, who will meet with 
him in Washington next week. The immi
gration issue is certain to be a major subject 
of discussion. 

Despite the absence of an official an
nouncement at this time, reliable advance 
reports provide an outline of the adminis
tration's forming immigration policy. There 
are six broad proposals: 

Strengthen the Border Patrol, which has 
only 2,100 agents stationed along the 2,000-
mile border, and no more than 400 on duty 
at any one time. The long-neglected Immi
gration and Naturalization Service would 
also be provided with a complete computer 
system. 

We have long favored this reinforcement 
about which there can scarcely be any 
debate. 

Grant amnesty for undocumented aliens 
on a two-tiered basis: Those who have lived 
permanently in the United States for at 
least five years prior to January 1980 could 
remain as permanent aliens. Temporary
worker status would be granted those resid
ing here for at least three years. 

We believe aliens who elect to stay should 
take steps toward naturalization: the others 
would depart when their temporary status 
expires. 

We are convinced there is no recourse to 
general amnesty for undocumented aliens 
who have settled here; few Americans could 
countenance the uprooting and deportation 
of millions of persons from this country. 

Make workers responsible for proving 
their legal status. Those who use false docu
ments could be punished. Counterfeit-resist
ant Social Security cards would be one of 
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the work-identifications for all workers. 
Such a card can be very effective. 

Penalize employers of four or more em
ployees who knowingly and willfully hire il
legal aliens. They would be subject to civil 
fines of $500 to $1,000 for each illegal alien 
so employed. Moreover, the Department of 
Labor would more strictly enforce laws cov
ering worker rights, including minimum 
wage and other benefits. 

Although punishment for employers is 
one of the most controversial of these rec
ommendations, it has solid support from the 
Select Commission and in Congress through 
pending legislation. The Task Force report 
states that without employer sanctions, 
there is no chance of illegal worker control 
short of sealing the U.S.-Mexican border, 
which alternative has no rational support. 

Institute a pilot guest-worker program to 
admit 50,000 temporary workers annually 
for stays of up to nine months. 

We favor this plan because it is at least a 
step in the right direction. But the suggest
ed number appears to be unrealistic. Why 
not let the number of guest workers be 
flexible, subject to the jobs that need to be 
filled in this country? 

Double the legal immigration from 
Mexico and Canada from 20,000 to 40,000 
persons a year. But this expansion would be 
within an overall limit of 420,000 immi
grants a year, plus a limit of 50,000 refugees 
unless Congress and the President agree to 
accommodate more because of an emergen
cy. 

We favor this proposal. 
One part of the proposed quota reshuf

fling would eliminate the current visa pref
erence for brothers and sisters of U.S. citi
zens; these visas would go instead to inde
pendent Mexican and Canadian citizens 
under their expanded quotas. 

It seems to us this careful synthesis of im
migration reform could be a basis for an or
derly, humane approach that offers some 
semblance of legalized order over a current
ly uncontrolled immigration situation. At 
the same time, it is sufficiently generous 
and flexible in its amnesty provisions to 
avoid the coloration of repression. We be
lieve these recommendations, therefore, 
conform with President Reagan's recent 
statement to Mexican editors that our 
"border should be a meeting place and not a 
line separating us."e 

SOVIET ENERGY AND THE 
FUTURE OF THE WEST-PART II 

HON. JOHN LeBOUTILLIER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 10, 1981 
e Mr. LEBOUTILLIER. Mr. Speaker, 
on Tuesday, June 9, 1981, I inserted 
into the Congessional RECORD the first 
part of an advanced copy of a forth
coming article soon to appear in Policy 
Review, a quarterly journal published 
by the Heritage Foundation. Entitled 
"Soviet Energy and the Future of the 
West," authors Steven C. Goldman 
and Wayne A. Schroeder underscore 
the critical importance of Soviet 
energy developments to Western secu
rity and set forth a positive realistic 
approach to Western energy needs. 
Part II of that article follows: 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Tm: LURE OF THE PERSIAN GULF 

The Soviet Union has had a traditional 
geopolitical interest in the Persian Gulf 
which transcends the current world energy 
crisis. Ever since the days of Peter the 
Great, Russia has sought access to warm 
water ports in that crossroads region. Given 
the growing importance of this area to 
Western economies in recent times, its stra
tegic value to the Soviet Union has certainly 
increased. Indeed, the political and econom
ic leverage that would be available to 
Moscow if they could control or "Finlan
dize" a key portion of the oil producing 
Near East could be substantial. U.S.S.R. 
dominance in that region would enable 
them to tear apart the Western alliance by 
having the U.S. and its allies compete for 
Soviet manipulated oil supplies. In short, 
the Soviets need no domestic energy crisis 
to be profoundly interested in this area. Al
though a domestic oil crunch may make the 
region marginally more attractive, the key 
issue regar~ing security of the Gull must be 
seen in the context of the credibility of the 
Western deterrent and not in terms of 
energy equipment sales. 

The Soviet Union has consistently sought 
to expand its power and influence in areas 
where Western resistance is preceived to be 
low and indigenous opposition to be relative
ly weak. Soviet penetration of the Near East 
and adjacent areas has been successful 
where the U.S./Westem security network 
was insufficient. Recent examples include 
Angola. Afghanistan, Ethiopia, and South 
Yemen. However, Moscow has traditionally 
avoided a direct confrontation course with 
the U.S. or its allies in areas it knows we 
consider essential to our security-the areas 
they are fully persuaded we will defend. 

Misunderstandings regarding our inten
tions have yielded sorry results in the past. 
The most noteworthy example is in the case 
of Korea when Secretary Acheson noted 
that the country was outside the U.S. de
fense perimeter. It did not take long for the 
Soviets to pick up on this mistake and ask 
their North Korean puppets to attack the 
South. Once the Soviets discovered that the 
U.S. was prepared to defend South Korea, 
they disassociated themselves from the con
flict as quickly as possible and left Kim Il
sung and the Communist Chinese with the 
task of fighting the United States. On the 
other hand, incidences of firm U.S. resolve 
to prevent Soviet or proxy intervention 
have often been successful. The clearest 
recent example was in the 1973 October 
Middle East war when former President 
Nixon put· U.S. military forces on worldwide 
alert given the prospect of a Soviet inter
vention. The purpose of the alert was served 
and the Soviets did not enter into the foray. 

Given the strategic importance of the 
Near East, it is absolutely imperative that 
the U.S.S.R. does not get the false impres
sion that the oil producing states are soft 
spots, ripe for probing. Selling the U.S.S.R. 
energy technology and equipment, with the 
hope that this may keep it sated, could ac
tually give the Soviets the impression that 
we are unwilling or unable to defend our 
vital interests by other means. 

U.S. efforts to extract a quid pro quo from 
Moscow in return for expanded trade and 
technology transfers have been unsuccess
ful. This approach has not served to pro
mote East-West interdependence nor has it 
served to moderate Soviet geopolitical be
havior. Instead, we have witnessed a relent
less Soviet arms build up, Soviet strategic 
penetration of the Near East and Africa as 
well as the invasion of Afghanistan. A U.S. 
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decision to retain past export policies will 
only serve to convince the Kreinlin that 
America is not serious about defending its 
position in the world when its security inter
ests are threatened. Conversely, a change in 
our export policies would constitute a firm 
display of U.S. resolve. The Soviets have 
limped along under very unfavorable condi
tions in the past and can face an oil crisis at 
home if they are persuaded that the costs of 
imperialist policies in the Persian Gull are 
higher than the costs of enduring an energy 
squeeze which many countries are facing. 

APPROACHES TO OPEC 

The U.S. should not mislead itself into be
lieving that the oil producing states of the 
Persian Gulf have any affinity for us. How
ever, rather than meekly accepting a subser
vient role and earning their contempt as so 
many Western leaders have done, it should 
be possible to deal with them on the basis of 
mutual self-interest: "the enemy of my 
enemy is my friend." For too long, Western 
leaders in general, and U.S. officials in par
ticular, have adopted the attitude that the 
oil producers hold all the trump cards and 
that the West must passively accept its sub
ordinate position, unable to influence cir
cumstances or events. This attitude must 
change. It is imperative that the oil-consum
ing states of the West persuade the oil-pro
ducing states of the Persian Gulf that coop
eration is essential to withstand the 
common threat. In order to succeed in this 
diplomacy, we must adopt an activist pos
ture. 

First, we should emphasize to the oil pro
ducing states that the Soviet Union <whom 
many of them consider to be a loathsome 
"godless" regime) represents the chief 
threat to their security. Western nations 
have never interfered with their religious 
practices and have been paying fantastic oil 
bills without threats or coercion. 

Second, we should emphasize that the 
U.S.S.R. has a strong interest in expanding 
its power in the region and is already taking 
advantage of every opening available. 
Unless the Western countries are able to in
crease their military deterrent in the region, 
the day may soon come when the Soviets 
will feel bold enough to attempt a direct in
tervention. As Soviet energy problems 
become more severe, the oil producing Per
sian Gulf will become an even more attrac
tive target than it currently is. Once under 
Soviet domination, it will be virtually impos
sible for anyone to dislodge them. The Af
ghanistan experience should indeed be so
bering. 

Third, the Persian Gulf states cannot 
defend themselves against the U.S.S.R., re
gardless of the amount of military hardware 
the West may provide them. The Soviets 
would easily win any battle against Gulf oil 
producing states fighting alone. The only 
way to deter the Soviet Union is to make it 
obvious that a confrontation in the Persian 
Gull would involve the West. 

Fourth, since the oil producing states 
need the West as much as we need them, it 
does not make sense for them to adopt pric
ing policies designed to bankrupt those who 
are protecting the area from Soviet inter
vention. If Western economies are in dire 
conditions, they will not be able to increase 
military budgets to the extent necessary to 
deter the looming Soviet threat. Therefore, 
pricing policies which will undermine West
em economies do not serve the long term in
terests of the oil producing countries. 
Indeed, it is the health of the Western 
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economies and our ability to pay that gives 
OPEC oil the value it currently commands. 

WILL SOVIET SHORTAGES AFFECT WORLD 
MARKETS? 

The impact of the coming Soviet oil pro
duction decline upon the world market 
should not be dismissed, but neither should 
it be overstated. The U.S.S.R.'s ability to 
make substantial oil purchases on the world 
market will be severely circumscribed be
cause of hard currency shortages and limit
ed quality products for barter. The Soviets 
will be compelled to cope with their oil 
problems by reducing their consumption 
growth and/or reducing exports to their 
CMEA clients. <By 1985, it can be expected 
that Soviet oil sales to hard currency mar
kets will be severely curtailed or perhaps 
eliminated regardless of Western technol
ogy transfer policy. Therefore, the direct 
impact of a Soviet oil shortage on our allies 
who currently purchase U.S.S.R. petroleum 
should not be a consideration. Their de
pendence on Soviet oil will be minimal at 
that time.> 

Almost half of Soviet hard currency earn
ings are currently generated by oil sales. In 
1978, the U.S.S.R. sold 1.2 MMB/D for hard 
currency and received $5.7 billion of total 
earnings of $13.2 billion. In 1979, the 
U.S.S.R. reduced its oil sales for hard cur
rency to under 1 MMB/D but increased its 
earnings to about $9 billion of a total of 
$19.5 billion receipts. The U.S.S.R. was a 
price taker rather than a price setter and 
able to increase its profits due to OPEC 
price increases. Without this hard currency 
flow, Moscow's financial position would be 
severely strained. As they continue to expe
rience problems in their oil industry, the So
viets will be forced to make very difficult al
location choices between domestic consump
tion, concessionary exports to CMEA part
ners and exports for hard currency. Under 
almost any reasonable U.S.S.R. oil produc
tion/consumption scenario for the coming 
decade, it seems clear that the U.S.S.R. will 
be compelled to phase out oil exports to the 
West because their domestic requirements 
and the minimum needs of their CMEA cli
ents will have to come first. Without this 
hard currency flow, the U.S.S.R. will not be 
in a favorable position to purchase large 
quantities of OPEC oil at market prices. Al
though the Soviets profit from OPEC price 
increases today, the day will soon come 
when this will not be the case. 

During the 1970s, the Soviet Union in
creased its oil consumption from 5.15 MMB/ 
D to about 8.6 MMB/D and not once during 
this period did their annual consumption 
decline <see Table 2>. Since the Soviets do 
not have a significant private transportation 
sector <as we do in the United States), their 
discretionary use of oil is more limited, as is 
their potential for conservation. Indeed, oil 
has been primarily used to fuel the Soviet 
industrial base and provide for the almost 
theological principle of economic growth. 
During the 1980s, the U.S.S.R. will not be 
able to continue the oil consumption trend 
established in the previous decade. <If they 
did, they would consume almost 11 MMB/D 
by 1985.> Given the limited oil output that 
they will have available domestically, cou
pled with their constrained hard currency 
position, it is quite possible that Soviet oil 
consumption will not increase at all during 
the 1980s. Such a scenario will help create 
substantial economic and social difficulties 
for the U.S.S.R., a prospect that is not in
imical to Western interests. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SOVIET OIL PROSPECTS 

The Five Year Plan for 1981-1985, which 
has recently been released, projects that 
U.S.S.R. oil production will increase from 
the present level of about 12.0 MMB/D to 
12.4-12.8 MMB/D by 1985. This projection 
indicates that the U.S.S.R. is expecting a 
significant deceleration of its oil production 
growth. <During the 1976-80 period, Soviet 
oil production increased from 10.39 MMB/D 
to the 1980 level of about 12 MMB/D.> How
ever, it should be pointed out that the Sovi
ets have not had a good record in recent 
times of fulfilling their official oil targets. 
The 1980 target was originally pegged at 
12.8 MMB/D but was revised downward to 
12.1 MMB/D. 

During the next five years, many Western 
analysts believe that Soviet oil production 
will peak and possibly decline unless they 
quickly discover new fields near existing in
frastructure. <Inexpensive and easily acces
sible sources West of the Urals are being 
rapidly depleted and the Soviets must now 
look to West Siberia to compensate for the 
decllnlng output of other regions and pro
vide additional increments to increase over
all national production.) 

Although the U.S.S.R. may indeed have 
substantial additional oil resources in West 
Siberia and elsewhere, it seems likely that 
major new discoveries will be in permafrost 
regions and offshore areas. The Soviets 
have at times referred to Siberia as a "raft 
floating upon a sea of oil.'' However, even if 
this is the case, massive investments and 
huge front-end capital outlays will be re
quired to exploit this elusive oil treasure 
chest. The long-term prospects for Soviet oil 
are uncertain. The prospects for the early 
and mid-1980s are not good. 

Table 2.-U.S.S.R. oil consumption 
Million b/d 

1970 ...................................................... 5.15 
1971...................................................... 5.46 
1972 ...................................................... 5.92 
1973 ...................................................... 6.33 
1974 ...................................................... 6.79 
1975 ...................................................... 7.20 
1976 ...................................................... 7.55 
1977 ...................................................... 7.90 
1978 ...................................................... 8.30 
1979 ...................................................... 8.60 
1980 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 9.00 

'Preliminary. 
Source: CIA International Energy Statistical 

Review, March 31, 1981, p. 25. 

If we assume that U.S.S.R. oil production 
in 1985 will be about 10 MMB/D and that 
the Soviets are able to hold oil consumption 
at 1980 levels <about 9 MMB/D), this would 
leave them with an export capacity of about 
1 MMB/D. Given the high priority that the 
Kremlin places on the political reliability of 
its CMEA partners, most, if not all, of this 
excess would probably go to them. And this 
would represent a significant decline in level 
of oil deliveries the CMEA countries are 
currently obtaining from the U.S.S.R. As 
former CIA Director Stansfield Turner 
noted, "There will be strong pressure to 
force Europe to share the oil shortage .. .'' 
Other plausible scenarios could be devised 
in which consumption/production patterns 
are marginally altered. But in any event, 
the Soviet oil picture is not bright. The 
prospects for Eastern Europe are even 
dimmer, because they are already oil im
portt-rs. 

As noted previously, we do not wish to 
completely dismiss the impact of the Soviet 
oil crisis upon the world market. Surely, the 
Soviets will seek to use their available finan-
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cial resources to purchase petroleum if the 
crunch becomes extreme. They will no 
doubt seek to expand gold and arm sales. 
However, given the prospect of evaporating 
oil revenues, it is difficult to envision a sce
nario in which they will be major competi
tors with the West for OPEC oil on market 
terms.e 

CONGRESSIONAL VIGIL FOR 
SOVIET JEWRY 

HON. MARTIN 0. SABO 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honor to participate in the congres
sional vigil for Soviet Jewry. The pre
dicament of the Soviet Jews in Russia 
is one for which we, as Americans, 
have great compassion. The search for 
freedom is the cornerstone of our 
great Nation. 

I call to your attention the plight of 
Abe Stolar, a retired translator from 
Moscow, his wife, Gita, and their son, 
Mikhail. 

In May 1975, Abe Stolar and his 
family applied for and received exit 
visas. They sold their apartment and 
shipped all of their belongings to 
Israel. On their way to board the air
craft leaving the Soviet Union, they 
were stopped. Their visas were rescind
ed on the pretext that Gita Stolar had 
been doing secret work in her capacity 
as a chemical engineer. When they re
turned to Moscow the local housing 
authority put them in an unfurnished 
apartment belonging to someone else. 
They are now faced with the possibil
ity of eviction. Only after continued 
fighting were their pensions returned 
1 year later. 

In the past 6 years Abe Stolar a.11d 
his family have lived without proper 
clothing, beds or bedding, and the doc
uments essential for life in the 
U.S.S.R. Stolar's rights as a disabled 
war veteran have been denied. The So
viets refuse to register his family as 
aliens with the right to live and work, 
and also refuse to make any statement 
as to why they are still denying the 
Stolars their visas, 7112 years after Gita 
Stolar stopped working. 

In August 1980 Abe Stolar wrote: 
Talk. of my wife's "secrecy" as the reason 

for holding us is not valid, since she has al
ready been retired seven and a half years; 
their advertised limit for keeping people of 
top secrecy is five years. The place where 
my wife worked confirmed that she had not 
been doing secret work. Without that con
firmation we could not possibly have re
ceived exit visas. Moreover, we were official
ly told that my wife's secrecy would be 
lifted, so that we could leave, in June 1977. 
Even after that, we are held hostage. 

The story of Abe Stolar is not un
common. It is my hope that with our 
continued efforts the Stolar family 
may soon be allowed to emigrate to 
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Israel. I am committed to their en
deavor and I urge my colleagues to 
join me in support of that goal.e 

DEFER JUDGMENT ON MIDEAST 
SITUATION 

HON. PHIUP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. PHILIP M. CRANE. Mr. Speak
er, 'the situation in the Mideast has 
become considerably more tense as a 
result of events over the weekend. I 
rise to suggest that my colleagues 
defer any judgment of the actions 
taken by any of the participants in 
that lamentable and unsettled con
flict. Surely, all reasonable men of 
good will pray for an early and sat~s
factory resolution of differences m 
that troubled part of the world. 

As Americans, and in particular as 
Members of Congress, we have a re
sponsibility to avoid precipitous judg
ments or actions as the result of Isra
el's attack on the Osirak nuclear reac
tor near Baghdad. 

I, for one, am somewhat distressed 
at the instant analysis and offhand 
verdicts rendered by many armchair 
critics around the country. Of particu
lar concern is the assertion that Israel 
was not justified in taking the actions 
which it did. 

I join my friend and distinguished 
colleague from New York, Mr. KEMP, 
in suggesting that officials in the ad
ministration may not yet have suffi
cient information to reach such a con
clusion. 

Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that 
before we attempt to make any judg
ments, we stop to consider the circum
stances which confront Israel, and re
flect on what our decision may have 
been had we been faced with similar 
circumstances. 

I note with considerable interest the 
remarks of Senator CRANSTON, of Cali
fornia a member of the other body's 
Co:m.n{ittee on Foreign Relations. Mr. 
CRANSTON stated in a news interview 
following announcement of the raid, 
that his committee had information 
which led them to believe the Iraqi fa
cility in question was designed and 
built for the purpose of producing nu
clear arms and, further, that it was e:?C
pected that the Iraqis would be capa
ble of producing such weapons before 
the end of the year. Such intelligence 
information, if correct, would be of 
vital concern to every nation which 
has an interest in avoiding the intro
duction of nuclear weapons into that 
part of the world. One would also 
expect it to be of immediate and vital 
concern to both Iran and Israel, the 
latter having been publically designat
ed by Iraqi President Saddam Hussein 
as the target for that facility's prod-
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uct. In short, based on available evi
dence, there is little question about 
the capabilities of the Osirak reactor. 

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, Iraq signed 
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, 
a solemn international agreement 
which she willfully violated when she 
committed herself to this course. In 
addition, therefore, to her rejection of 
negotiations in favor of armed force, 
when she aggressively invaded Iran 
without warning, she demonstrated an 
equally cavalier disregard for solemn 
treaty obligations among the commu
nity of civilized nations by seeking to 
develop a nuclear capability with the 
stated bellicose intention to use it 
against the State of Israel. 

Mr. Speaker, in calling for all of us 
to maintain an open mind in assessing 
the Israeli action, I would only ask my 
colleagues to reflect back on the 
events of October 1962, when Presi
dent Kennedy had obtained informa
tion about rapid progress in the con
struction of facilities for basing offen
sive nuclear missiles in Cuba. There is 
no dispute that those missiles were to 
be directed at the United States. After 
assessing available intelligence data, 
President Kennedy and his advisers 
made a decision to take decisive mili
tary action to remove that threat 
before the missiles became operation
al. The risk of confrontation with the 
Soviet Union, which could have led to 
a full nuclear retaliatory response by 
the United States, existed. Who would 
argue that this dangerous preventive 
step was not in the best interests of 
the United States? 

Mr. Speaker, it is not my purpose to 
analyze in detail every facet of this sit
uation. I am sure that over the next 
few weeks we will be subjected to all 
manner of analysis and argument over 
the purposes and consequences of this 
action. One would only hope that as 
this debate proceeds all of us will ob
jectively evaluate the circumstances 
and the choices facing Israel, our most 
reliable ally in the Mideast. One 
should also keep in mind the history 
surrounding Israel's struggle for 
peaceful existence and legitimate rec
ognition by its neighbors. In this way, 
all of us may gain a deeper under
standing of, and make a constructive 
contribution to the resolution of, this 
crisis.e 

THE 20TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL 

HON. DON BONKER 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. BONKER. Mr. Speaker, this 
month marks the 20th anniversary of 
Amnesty International. Those of us 
who believe that the human rights of 
all individuals, no matter where they 
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live, is precious and must be protected 
and defended at all costs can feel great 
satisfaction in celebrating this anni
versary. 

Amnesty International is one organi
zation that has succeeded in helping 
over 15,000 prisoners of conscience in 
the last 20 years. In a recent column 
for the Washington Post, Coleman 
McCarthy wrote: 

• • • this is one group that can be counted 
to remain fiercely outspoken on the advoca
cy of human rights. Its fervor on behalf of 
political prisoners in jails in a list of coun
tries from Albania to Zambia isn't likely to 
rise and fall into styles of boldness one year 
and "quiet diplomacy" the next • • • It is a 
tireless and invaluable friend of people who 
are jailed, abducted, tortured, or executed 
because their governments object to their 
way of thinking. 

Amnesty International, which was 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 
1977, is one of the world's few organi
zations that brings people together to 
confront successfully tyrants, repres~ 
sive regimes, and oppressors, no 
matter their stripe. 

Next Monday evening at the Jeffer
son Memorial, Amnesty International 
U.S.A. plans to issue a "Declaration of 
Conscience and Commitment." This 
declaration is to remind all govern
ments of their responsibility to protect 
persons from imprisonment for politi
cal and other beliefs. It is also intend
ed to protect all persons from torture 
or other cruel, inhumane, or degrading 
treatment as long as these individuals 
have neither used nor advocated vio
lence. 

I commend to the attention of my 
distinguished colleagues Coleman 
McCarthy's column, "A 20-Year Vigil 
Against Terror," and the text of Am
nesty International's Declaration of 
Conscience and Commitment. 

A 20-YEAR VIGIL AGAINST TERROR 

<By Colman McCarthy> 
In 1968, when I was writing occasional ar

ticles for The New Republic, the magazine's 
editor, Gilbert Harrison, asked me for a 
piece on Amnesty International. He said he 
had only a general idea of its purposes but 
knew nothing of the specifics and that prob
ably few of the magazine's readers knew 
either. 

It was an accurate assessment. Amnesty, 
then only seven years old, was a tiny organi
zation with 'little money, few staff workers 
and even less prominence. Its office in 
Washington was a chaotic cramming of sec
ondhand file cabinets, piled-up mail and 
bookshelves sagging with dossiers sent from 
the organization's headquarters in London. 

On the wall, amid the clutter, was a dan
gerous document, one that, if you were to 
call a crowd and read out loud on the main 
street corner of any of several dozen world 
capitals, might land you in prison: the 
United Nations' Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. 

Amnesty International is 20 years old this 
week, an anniversary worth celebrating be
cause this is one group that can be counted 
on to remain fiercely outspoken on th advo
cacy of human rights. Its fervor on behalf 
of political prisoners in jails in a list of 
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countries from Albania to Zambia isn't 
likely to rise and fall into styles of boldness 
one year and "quiet diplomacy" the next. In 
the 13 years since I first visited an Amnesty 
office, nothing I have learned about this or
ganization has changed my first impres
sions. It is a tireless and invaluable friend of 
people who are jailed, abducted, tortured or 
executed because their government objects 
to their way of thinking. 

The founder of Amnesty was Peter Benen
son, a British lawyer who wrote an article 
for the London Observer in 1961 calling for 
public support in the creation of a group 
that would write letters to governments 
that were holding prisoners of conscience. 
Today's Amnesty officials call that "an 
amazing ambition." 

But the vision took. People joined. Money 
came in. In 1970, Amnesty's international 
budget was about $100,000. It employed 19 
staff workers and was in 27 countries. By 
1980, its budget had grown to $4 million, its 
staff to 150, and it was in 39 countries. The 
winning of the Nobel Peace Prize in 1977 
was a boon for the group's visibility, but by 
then the group was well known by every 
government that depends on repression to 
keep itself in power. 

In 20 years, Amnesty has become much 
more than a collection of mere letterwriters. 
Its 2,200 volunteer groups may come to the 
aid of political prisoners in any of a dozen 
ways: legal assist~ce to the prisoners, f~ 
nancial support to their families, monitor
ing trials, publicizing cases of torture, con
ducting vigils in front of embassies or pris
ons and sending reliable information to the 
London headquarters for the organization's 
annual report. 

These reports are a library of horror. 
There are "corrective labor colonies" in the 
Soviet Union for political dissenters. Amnes
ty says it "still has not heard of a single 
case in which a Soviet court has acquitted 
anyone charged with political or religious 
offenses." In Uruguay, which has at least 
1,500 political prisoners, "insulting behav
ior" is a crime. In 1978, Amnesty received re
ports of Uruguayan "prisoners having to 
pay up to three U.S. dollars to cover the 
cost of each day spent in prison." In South 
Africa, there is "a commitment to greater 
ruthlessness in dealing with real or per
ceived enemies of the state." Vietnam has 
many thousands held in "reeducation 
camps." 

With the suffering so global and incalcula
ble, Amnesty is almost forgetful about 
taking credit for its successes. In the 1980 
report, it is only on the next to the last line 
of the last page that we learn that from 
May 1979 to Apri11980, 1,729 prisoners who 
had been monitored by Amnesty groups 
were released. 

In the United States. Amnesty is occasion
ally criticized for being selective: being 
tougher, say, on Botha of South Africa than 
on Castro of Cuba. The charges are un
founded. Amnesty's impartiality is impecca
ble. The group is esteemed because it has 
deftly avoided politics while at the same 
time defending and comforting the victims 
of politicians. 

DECLARATION OF CONSCIENCE AND 
COMMITMENT 

<Issued by Amnesty International U.S.A., at 
the Candlelight Gathering, Jefferson Me
morial, June 15, 1981> 

PREAMBLE 

The thirty articles of the Universal Decla
ration of Human Rights provide that every
one has the l'ight to life, liberty and security 
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of person, to equality before the law with
out discrimination, to a fair and public trial, 
to be presumed innocent before proven 
guilty, to freedom of movement, to freedom 
of thought, conscience and religion, to free
dom of opinion and expression, and to free
dom of peaceful assembly. It declares that 
no one shall be held in slavery, no one shall 
be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman 
or degrading treatment or punishment and 
that no one shall be subjected to arbitrary 
arrest, detention or exile. The declaration 
also establishes that everyone has the right 
to a nationality, to marry, to own property, 
to take part in the government of his or her 
country, to work, to receive equal pay for 
equal work, to receive just and favorable re
muneration, to enjoy rest and leisure, and 
to have an adequate standard of living and 
education. The declaration further stipu
lates that everyone has the right to form 
and join trade unions and the right to seek 
asylum from persecution. 

Of particular concern to Amnesty Interna
tional are the following four articles of the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights: 

Article 5. No one shall be subjected to tor
ture or to cruel or degrading treatment or 
pusnishment. 

Article 9. No one shall be subjected to ar
bitrary arrest, detention or exile. 

Article 18. Everyone has the right to free
dom of thought, conscience and religion; 
this right includes freedom to change his re
ligion or belief, and freedom, either alone or 
in community with others and in public or 
private, to manifest his religion or belief in 
teaching, practice, worship and observance. 

Article 19. Everyone has the right to free
dom of opinion and expression; this right in
cludes freedom to hold opinions without in
terference and to seek, receive and impart 
informationl and ideas through any media 
and regardless of frontiers. 

Although many nations have incorporated 
the different articles of the declaration into 
their national legislation, it is primarily a 
statement of principles with an appeal to 
"every individual and every social organiza
tion" to promote and guarantee respect for 
the freedom and rights it defines. It was 
never the intention that member states of 
the United Nations should formally ratify· 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
Membership in the United Nations is, how
ever, often considered to be an implicit ac
ceptance of the principles of the declara
tion. Furthermore, one-third of the world's 
governments are now legally bound to re
spect and promote human rights through 
their ratification of the international 
human rights Covenants which are the 
elaboration of the declaration in treaty 
form. It should also be noted that under the 
Charter of the United Nations, member 
states are pledged to take joint and separate 
action to promote universal respect for, and 
observance of, human rights and fundamen
tal freedoms. This is a legal obligation. The 
declaration is an authoritative statement of 
what those human rights and fundamental 
freedoms are. 

In this twentieth anniversary year of Am
nesty International, our members continue 
to participate as individuals within the 
structure of our worldwide movement work
ing for individuals elsewhere in the world 
whose rights under Amnesty International's 
limited mandate have been violated. 

We rededicate ourselves to the basic 
human rights found in the Universal Decla
ration of Human Rights and to the specific 
mandate of Amnesty International. Let us 
call on our friends and neighbors, our fami-
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lies and our professional colleagues; let us 
call on all citizens of the United States of 
America to join us in pledging agreement 
and action to protect and defend the human 
rights of every individual wherever they 
maybe. 
DECLARATION OF CONSCIENCE AND COMMITMENT 

We call upon local, state, and national 
governmental officials to work for the re
lease of colleagues-and all other persons
who are imprisoned for their political be
liefs, provided they have neither used nor 
advocated violence; 

We call upon religious leaders and mem
bers of their congregations to help in ending 
imprisonment or assassination of those of 
any faith because of their beliefs or their at
tempts to foster non-violent social change 
and equality; 

We call upon professional associations and 
their members to speak out on behalf of 
their colleagues-and all other persons
who are arbitrarily detained in prison or 
mental institutions because of their profes
sional activities, such as defending unpopu
lar causes, protesting torture, or freely 
speaking and writing their opinions; 

We call upon trade unionists to support 
workers-and all other persons-who are 
kidnapped, tortured or executed because of 
their efforts to organize for economic ad
vancement and equality; 

We call upon members of the business 
community to assist those engaged in com
merce-and all other persons-who are 
being imprisoned on the basis of their politi
cal or economic opinions; 

We call upon teachers and students at all 
educational levels to work on behalf of their 
colleagues-and all other persons-impris
oned for exercising their right of intellectu
al inquiry. We also call upon teachers and 
students to foster an awareness of human 
rights in schools and universities. 

And we call upon every individual to un
dertake the commitment to work for the re
lease of those imprisoned because of their 
political, religious, or other conscientiously 
held beliefs or by reason of their ethnic 
origin, sex, color, or language, provided they 
have neither used nor advocated violence; to 
advocate fair and early trials for all political 
prisoners; to seek the abolition of the death 
penalty; and to eliminate torture or other 
cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment in any circumstance.• 

CARTER TYREE PARK 

HON. WILUAM LEHMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 6, a very special park was dedi
cated in North Miami Beach. The 
Carter Tyree Park is named after the 
son of Mr. and Mrs. William Carter 
Tyree. It is more than a memorial to a 
beloved son. It is a gift of beauty to 
the entire community. 

After the North Miami Beach City 
Council agreed to name the park after 
his son, Bill Tyree and his family put 
in long hours of work to make the 
park as beautiful as possible. The fol
lowing article from the Miami Herald 
describes this labor of love, and by in-
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serting it into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, I hope to express my own 
gratitude and admiration for their 
work. 

[From the Miami Herald] 
JOKE BLOSSOMS INTO SPECIAL PARK 

<By Pamela Noel) 
William Carter Tyree and Hazel Fazzino 

had a standing joke. 
"Mr. Tyree used to tease me about the 

little parks and things that I always wanted 
[to name after people]," said Fazzino, a 
North Miami Beach resident. 

On Jan. 13, William Carter Tyree's 32-
year-old son and namesake, died at home in 
his sleep of a heart attack. 

Not long afterward, Fazzino went before 
the North Miami Beach City Council mem
bers, told them about the joke and Tyree's 
loss and asked that they name a park after 
him. 

"I was really upset when his son passed 
away,'' said Fazzino, who has known the 
elder Tyree for 18 years. "I had thought 
this would be a great memorial that Bill 
could have and see and treasure." 

The council agreed to name after Tyree a 
small piece of land that sits in front of First 
Baptist Church of North Mian:ti Beach, 1490 
NE .162nd St., where Tyree is a deacon. 

But there was something else in Tyree's 
heart. 

He asked that the park be named instead 
after his late son, William Carter Tyree Jr. 

Everyone always called the elder Tyree 
Bill. The younger was known as Carter. "We 
were like two peas in a pod," said Tyree, 
who lives at 1332 NE 157th St. 

Two weeks ago, a new redwood sign went 
up proclaiming the triangular-shaped land 
sandwiched between NE 15th Avenue, NE 
162nd Street and Miami Drive, as Carter 
Tyree Park. 

"I thought it was real nice for them to 
show that much respect for me,' ' Tyree said 
of the council. 

After the council gave him the park, 
Tyree made a promise. 

"When I get through with this park," he 
told the council, "it's going to be the pret
tiest one in North Miami Beach." 

Turning the park from a sand- and weed
filled lot into a blooming shrine in honor of 
his son, became a labor o~ love for Tyree, 62 
and Florence, 59 his wife of 41 years. 

Even Tyree's 10-year-old grandson, 
Johnny, and 80-year-old mother-in-law, 
Ruby Irene Mears, pitched in, hauling flow
ers and digging holes. 

The city put new sod on the ground, 
paved a walkway through the small park 
and planted eight black olive trees for 
shade. But it was Tyree who toiled over a 
triangular-shaped garden of blooming 
dianthus plants, some of which are used to 
form the initials C. T. He planted the petu
nias, sea grape shrubs, croton, marigolds 
and periwinkles to thrive in the noonday 
sun. 

Every day people stopped to ask what he 
was doing. On Saturdays especially, they 
stopped to watch and compliment. Some of
fered to help. 

Now, four months and $500 later, Carter 
Tyree Park is nearly finished. 

"It's too bad people can't get interested 
enough to have more things like this," said 
Tyree. 

On June 6, the four remaining Tyree chil
dren, friends and other relatives, will gather 
at the park for dedication ceremonies.e 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
REMEMBERING BRAVE JURI 

HON.JAMESJ.HOWARD 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, as you 
know, Juri Kukk, an Estonian dissi
dent, died recently in the Soviet 
Union. Juri Kukk was an enlightened, 
courageous man, a credit to the nation 
of Estonia, and an inspiration to all 
who have ever struggled to uphold and 
protect basic human liberties. In rec
ognition of Mr. Kukk, I believe it is ap
propriate to enter into the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD an article by Mr. David 
K. Willis that appeared in the May 6, 
1981, issue of the Christian Science 
Monitor: 

REMEMBERING BRAVE JURI 

<By David K. Willis) 
LoNDON.-At home I have a pair of gloves, 

thin, brown, ordinary. They are not mine. 
They belonged to a hero, one of the bravest 
men I have ever met. 

Now I cannot return them. Their owner 
has just passed on, in a Soviet prison camp, 
in the Gulag Archipelago, in the frozen 
northern plain of Russia, in the region of 
Murmansk. 

This article is written in his memory: a 
mild, slightly built, unassuming, intelligent, 
and honest man called Juri Kukk. He died 
because his eyes were opened to the kind of 
totalitarian control the KGB and the Com
munist Party exercise in the Soviet Union 
and in his beloved homeland of Estonia. 

For many years he worked quietly as an 
inorganic chemist in Estonia. For 12 years 
he was even a member of the Communist 
Party. But he spent a year studying at an 
institute just outside France <1975-76), and 
when he returned home, he was a different 
man. 

I met him first in the depths of a dreary 
winter <1979-80) in an icy, deserted Moscow 
park. It was so cold we could hardly stand 
still. I invited him, and his colleague Mart 
Niklus, back to our apartment, gave him 
some tea, listened to his quiet determination 
and his courage. 

He is not so well known as Andrei Sak
harov or Anatoly Shcharansky. He won no 
Nobel prizes or world headlines. To me, he 
epitomized the unshakeable faith of an indi
vidual in freedom. Eventually, he died for · 
that faith on March 27, 1981. He was 40. 

His funeral, such as it was, was attended 
by his wife Silvi, five friends, and 25 KGB 
agents in the bleakness of Vologda, 400 kilo
meters east of Leningrad. His grave bears no 
name, just his prison number-23781. His 
widow has no photograph of it: KGB agents 
tore away the camera a friend used at the 
funeral, and exposed the film. 

Juri told me he could no longer accept 
communist propaganda statements when he 
returned from France. The party said life in 
Estonia was wonderful: his own eyes told 
him it was the opposite. He felt he could no 
longer remain a member of the party. He 
wrote a brief note to local party headquar
ters, resigning. He thought it was a mere 
formality, and that he could live and work 
as before. 

He was thunderstruck to come home one 
day and find Silvi had been visited by men 
in plain clothes who bullied her by saying 
he would be put into a psychiatric ward 

12053 
unless he withdrew his resignation. Persecu
tion increased. The more it did, the more 
unyielding he became. He lost his teaching 
job. · 

Eventually he joined forces with another 
dissident, Mark Niklus, who had been bat
tling the authorities since graduating from 
university. 

Niklus, a square, burly, passionate man 
with darting eyes and the nervous manner 
of one always watching for the KGB, was 
with Juri when we met in the park. Both 
spoke good English. Both described condi
tions in Estonia, nationalist rallies, and a 
statement Niklus had signed the previous 
year calling for Baltic independence. 

Later they gave me copies of statements 
signed by Baltic dissidents opposing the -
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and support
ing a boycott of the Moscow Summer Olym
pics of 1980. They wanted me to quote 
them. 

The last time I met Juri was when I drove 
him in my car along the Sadovoye ring road. 
Three minutes after leaving the car he was 
picked up by the KGB and held for three 
days without being charged. 

Sent back to Tartu, he telephoned me 
from a public booth to say how astonished 
he had been at the sight of the KGB flout
ing normal rules of detention. He had been 
thrown in a cell With drunks. A statement 
attesting to his answers had been signed by 
two "witnesses" whom he later discovered in 
the cell with him-prisoners plucked out of 
jail to sign a statement they knew nothing 
about. 

He was deported from Moscow for staying 
in the city longer than three days <techni
cally' an offense> even though he would 
have been home in time if he had not been 
detained. 

A month later he was arrested in Tartu. 
Silvi and his small son and daughter were 
distraught. The children were shouted at, 
victimized by schoolmates while teachers 
stood by, watching. 

Eventually Juri was charged with dissemi
nating fabrications defaming the Soviet 
system. Niklus was arrested on a more seri
ous charge April29. 

For months the KGB tried to force Esto
nian doctors to certify Juri mentally de
ranged. They refused. The KGB incarcerat
ed him in the notorious Serpsky psychiatric 
institute in Moscow. He went on a hunger 
strike. So did Niklus. 

From Jan. 5 to 8 in Tallinn, capital of Es
tonia, both men were tried together. Both 
refused to speak. At the end, Juri bowed to 
Silvi and promised to continue his hunger 
strike, then in its 41st day. 

He was sentenced to two years in a labor 
camp <Niklus, a second offender, received 10 
years and five more of internal exile). On 
March 27 this year, Juri succumbed in the 
Gulag, still refusing food, still fighting for 
the ideals the Soviet state denies.e 

REPLACE INTERIOR SECRETARY 
WATT 

HON. RICHARD L. OTTINGER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, 
when one has been as intimately in
volved with the environmental move
ment, as I have been, the actions of 
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Secretary of the Interior Watt take on 
a special meaning. I find it hard to 
recall when our Nation's environment 
has had to face such a ruthless official 
foe. 

I join with the Sierra Club's enu
meration of the following assaults Mr. 
Watt has made upon the environment: 

Gutted the Council on Environmental 
Quality-leaving it a mere shadow, with a 
staff of a half-dozen or so; 

Rescinded Carter's order restricting the 
export of hazardous materials; 

Stated his intent to allow oil and gas pro
duction on wildlife refuges and wilderness 
areas; 

Advocated turning urban national recrea
tion areas over to the states; 

Applauded the administration's decision 
to virtually abolish the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund which is used to acquire 
park lands-Mr. Watt also opposes new na
tional parks and wants Congress to redirect 
this fund into park management; 

Approved directives to the Park Service to 
allow snowmobiles in Sequoia National 
Park, in violation of its own regulations; 

Opened offshore areas to oil and gas leas
ing that had been excluded by the Carter 
Administration after lengthy public hear
ings; 

Gathered around him in the Administra
tion a group of top level appointees who ex
emplify his reckless disregard for the envi
ronment; 

Told a group of park concessioners that if 
they had problems, he would get rid of the 
problem or the personality, whichever is 
quicker; 

Ordered the Office of Endangered Species 
to suspend some proposed endangered spe
cies listings; 

Advocated bypassing the legitimate law
making process, instead using the budget 
process. <"We will use the budget system to 
be the excuse to make major policy deci
sions," he said>; 

Urged the Administration to sabotage the 
Law of the Sea treaty; 

Abolished the Heritage Recreation and 
Conservation Service; 

Dropped negotiations with Canada over a 
treaty on migratory caribou; 

Said he would change National Park Serv
ice policy regarding management of boating 
in the Grand Canyon and in virtually the 
same breath said, "There is no way you 
could get me on an oar-powered raft."; 

Interfered with Bureau of Land Manage
ment <BLM) efforts to control overgrazing 
on the public lands; 

Tried to take the congressional preroga
tive of deciding which of the BLM areas 
under consideration for wilderness should 
not be protected; 

Weakened policy on protecting BLM areas 
under study for wilderness; 

Postponed action on environmental provi
sions of the Alaska Lands Act while empha
sizing accelerated development of oil and 
gas production provisions; 

Said, "The Department of the Interi
or • • • must be • • • the Amicus for the 
minerals industry in the court of Federal 
policy making"; 

Fired about 30 Interior Department attor
neys who were doing essential work on pro
tecting federal lands and resources; 

Pushed for funding cuts for the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, which will cripple its pro
grams; 

Suspended efforts to enforce the acreage 
limits on federal water project recipients; 
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Supported the acceleration of new water 

project construction in the West; and 
Abolished the Tahoe Federal Coordinat

ing Council. 
Clearly, these offenses will have far

reaching ramifications for the ecologi
cal health of our Nation for genera
tions. He has already done irreparable 
damage-he must be stopped. Secre
tary Watt has little regard for our pre
cious environmental resources. He 
does not see the exploitation of our 
air, water, and land for monetary gain 
as an injustice. 

If we are to protect our resources 
and our future, we must speak out 
against this man. It is for this reason, 
then, that I will be calling upon my 
colleagues in the House to join with 
me in a petition to President Reagan 
urging him to dismiss Mr. Watt and to 
resist moves that embody his policies. 

Friends of the Earth, an organiza
tion with matchless credentials in 
working toward preserving our envi
ronment, has begun to circulate the 
petition printed below. I urge my col
leagues to join me in endorsing this 
effort, as well as putting your name 
along with mine on the congressional 
petition to President Reagan. 

DEFEND OUR RESOURCES-REPLACE INTERIOR 
SECRETARY WATT 

A PETITION TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

We petition you under the First Amend
ment of the Constitution to protect our na
tion's environment by seeking the dismissal 
of Secretary of the Interior James G. Watt. 
He is undermining conservation goals sup
ported by a vast majority of the American 
people. He is seeking to ignore decades of 
legislation designed to protect natural re
sources. Our heritage of national parks, wil
derness areas, refuges, rivers, wildlife, and 
desert lands is coming under systematic 
attack, and Secretary Watt is the Adminis
tration's principal advocate of these destruc
tive policies. 

We firmly support the policies this coun
try has developed for managing the protec
tion of our natural resources; they need to 
be strengthened, not weakened. We risk 
losing our natural heritage unless Mr. Watt 
is dismissed. Please make his removal your 
highest priority and resist legislation em
bodying his policies.e 

GLEANED CROP CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO CHARITABLE ORGA
NIZATIONS 

HON. LES AuCOIN 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 10, 1981 
e Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing legislation which aids 
individuals who have a particularly 
hard time coping with high food 
prices-yet does so without creating a 
costly Federal bureaucracy. The bill 
makes a significant contribution to 
providing a healthy diet for the low 
income, elderly, and disabled by offer-
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ing a tax advantage to farmers who 
donate gleaned crops to charitable or
ganizations. 

Individuals on fixed incomes do not 
have much money to spend on food. 
They are forced to keep within a tight 
budget. 

Food prices rose 10 percent during 
1980. Senior citizens spend more than 
30 percent of their budget on food. A 
typical low-income family of four 
makes $14,000 but spends 31 percent 
of that on food. This is hardly enough 
to maintain a nutritious diet and pay 
other bills at the same time. 

Where is assistance going to come 
from? Government aid is not always 
adequate. The food stamp program 
and other nutrition programs are 
facing severe budget reductions. 
Gleaning is one answer for help. Tax 
incentives encourage farmers to par
ticipate in gleaning to get the food to 
the truly needy. 

This legislation amends the Internal 
Revenue Code to offer farmers a 10-
percent tax credit against their income 
taxes for contributions o·f crops to 
charitable organizations. 

Tax incentives currently are availa
ble for corporations but not for the 
small farmer. Farmers had this advan
tage until 1969 when Congress acted 
to limit the deduction to the costs that 
he incurred in the production of the 
crop. However, contributions of 
needed goods declined with the pas
sage of the 1969 Tax Reform Act and 
Congress gave this advantage to corpo
rations, but not individual farmers. It 
is now time to give farmers similar 
treatment. 

Similar legislation has been adopted 
by Oregon and several other States. 
Its aim, and its result, has been the 
creation of gleaning and food redis
tribution programs throughout the 
country. 

Gleaning is the prooess of hand har
vesting crops left behind after mecha
nized harvest or which remain unhar
vested because of adverse marketing 
conditions. A large quantity of this 
food now rots in fields and orchards 
when it could be taken and distributed 
to needy, individuals. Crops which can 
be readily gleaned include all fruits, 
vegetables, berries, and nuts. 

The success of gleaning programs 
has been tremendous. In Oregon, for 
example, over 1 million pounds of pro
duce were gleaned in 1980 and distrib
uted to more than 13,000 individuals. 
Not only were low-income people the 
recipients of this food but so were ap
proximately 5,000 senior citizens and 
handicapped individuals. 

This legislation has bipartisan sup
port. Joining me as original cosponsors 
are my colleagues Congressmen 
AUSTIN MURPHY, RoN WYDEN, NEWT 
GINGRICH, TONY COELHO, WILLIAM 
LEHMAN, DALE KILDEE, DANIEL AKAKA, 
and JIM WEAVER. In the other body, 



June 10, 1981 
Senator MARK HATFIELD is introducing 
a similar bill and we are working to
gether to see that the House and 
Senate act during this Congress to en
courage our Nation's farmers to 
donate gleaned crops to charitable or
ganizations. 

It also enjoys the backing of several 
hunger organizations. Bread for the 
World and the Second Harvest Food 
Bank is supporting my bill as well as 
the Oregon Gleaning Consortium, the 
Maryland Food Committee Inc., and 
the California Grey Bears. I am ex
pecting to hear from other groups 
soon. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
tax incentive. It encourages farmers 
across the Nation to give food assist
ance to the needy. Not only will the 
hungry be helped but so will the farm
ers.e 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. L. A. (SKIP) BAF ALIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. BAFALIS. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to take this opportunity to note that 
due to an illness in my family I was 
unable to be present for five recorded 
votes taken early Tuesday afternoon. 
Had I been present, I would have 
voted for the Chair's approval of the 
Journal; for the suspension of the 
rules and passage of both H.R. 3240, 
National Telecommunications and In
formation Administration authoriza
tion, and H.R. 3239, Federal Commu
nications Commission authorization; 
for the House to resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House for 
consideration of H.R. 3462, Depart
ment of Justice authorizations; and 
for the amendment to H.R. 3462, of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. COLLINS) which prohibits the use 
of agency funds authorized under this 
legislation to enforce school busing.e 

TRIBUTE TO SOL AND TAMARA 
GOLDSTEIN 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today I 
wish to pay tribute to an outstanding 
American who over the years has ex
emplified the finest traditions of cour
age, hard work, and generosity of our 
national spirit. 

Sol Goldstein made his way to free
dom during World War II and led the 
dangerous life of an underground 
guerrilla fighter in the struggle 
against the Nazis. 

He came to this great country in 
1948. Imbued with the traditional vir-
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tues of hard work, ethical conduct, 
and community service, Sol succeeded 
in building a full life for himself and 
for his family; a model business enter
prise which provided good jobs for 
hundreds; and an honored place in his 
community as a philanthropist of na
tional stature. 

His fighting spirit as a guerrilla is 
still very much part of his makeup. 
His outstanding leadership frustrated 
the plans of a new generation of Nazis 
in his beloved Skokie, Illinois-an act 
for which all freedom-loving men and 
women acknowledge a debt to him. It 
was appropriate that the President of 
the United States should honor Sol in 
the White House for his dedication to 
the principles of freedom and justice 
on this planet.e 

EL SALVADOR: WHY NOT 
NEGOTIATE 

HON. GERRY E. STUDDS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

• Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, there is 
probably no more irresponsible aspect 
of .the administration's policy toward 
El Salvador than its complicity with 
the Salvadoran military in resisting 
negotiations with the opposition. The 
shortcomings of this aspect of our 
policy were discussed eloquently by 
former Ambassador to El Salvador, 
Robert E. White, in an article in yes
terday's Washington Post. I recom
mend it .highly to my colleagues and 
ask that it be reprinted here. 

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 19811 
EL SALVADOR: WHY NOT NEGOTIATE? 

<By Robert E. White) 
<The writer, former ambassador to El Sal

vador, is a senior associate at the Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace.> 

The poverty of this administration's 
policy toward El Salvador becomes clearer 
every day. The government of El Salvador is 
going nowhere. The violence continues. The 
reforms have stopped. The economy is foun
dering. The extremes are gathering 
strength. Yet the only response from this 
administration has been to discourage diplo
matic initiatives from friendly governments, 
to spin tall tales about massive arms ship
ments from Nicaragua and to point the Sal
vadoran military toward search and destroy 
missions against campesino towns suspected 
of containing guerrillas. 

To a government pleading for economic 
assistance to carry out its reform programs, 
we have provided unneeded armaments. To 
a people crying out for an end to the vio
lence, we have furnished unwanted military 
advisers. To moderate civilian and military 
leaders trying desperately to contain the 
slaughter practiced by the security forces, 
we have given an abandonment of our 
human rights policy and a justification for 
government-sponsored terrorism. To friend
ly governments seeking to encourage a ne
gotiated solution, we have trumpeted unsup
portable charges of a "textbook case of indi
rect armed aggression by communist 

12055 
powers." And to world leaders who believed 
that the United States had finally learned 
that counterrevolution is not an adequate 
response to a people determined to trans
form their country, we have responded with 
Cold War rhetoric. 

If U.S. policy toward El Salvador contin
ues to exclude a political solution to that 
country's tragic civil war, the inexorable 
result will be to drive the moderate ele
ment-the Christian Democrats-from the 
government. This has long been the objec
tive of the economic elites that regard the 
commitment of the Christian Democrats to 
profound reform as far more dangerous 
than the threat posed by the guerrillas of 
the far left. 

The Reagan administration has thrown its 
weight behind a military solution to the Sal
vadoran tragedy. This has forced the Chris
tian Democrats to equivocate regarding 
their long and strongly held position in 
favor of a negotiated solution to the con
flict, and threatens their ability to govern. 
Two public examples that bear witness to 
the Christian Democrats' commitment to 
negotiation come to mind. 

In October 1980, the bishop of San Salva
dor, Arturo Rivera y Damas, speaking in the 
name of the entire episcopate, offered to 
mediate between the government and the 
Democratic Revolutionary Front <FDR>. 
While the FDR turned its back on the bish
ops' initiative, the government immediately 
accepted the mediation offer. A few weeks 
later, at a ceremony in the headquarters of 
the Organization of American States, For
eign Minister Fidel Chavez Mena stated un
equivocally the government's willingness to 
"meet with all groups and sectors at the ne
gotiating table." 

It is important to be clear on this essential 
point. The Christian Democrats want to 
enter into negotiations with the FDR. It is 
the Salvadoran military that opposes any 
accommodation with the left, preferring in
stead to kill them with the assistance of our 
arms and our military advisers. Unless the 
United States uses its influence in favor of 
negotiation, the Christian Democrats have 
no choice but to temporize. They are not 
powerful enough to move the military 
toward a political solution without the solid 
backing of the United States. The Christian 
Democrats' only hope is that the nations of 
Western Europe, and this hemisphere will 
persuade the United States to adopt a more 
responsible and humane course. 

It is not only the Reagan administration 
that treats the Christian Democrats as ex
pendable. Leaders of the FDR have persis
tently underestimated the importance of 
the Christian Democrats. FDR President 
Guillermo Ungo has spoken contemptuously 
of President Napoleon Duarte and other 
party leaders, describing them as nothing 
more than a facade for repression. This is 
both factually wrong and morally unfair. 
Men such as junta member Jose Antonio 
Morales Erhlich and Minister of Planning 
Atilio Vieytez, as well as Duarte and Chavez 
Mena are authentic democrats committed to 
a new deal for their country. More than the 
others, perhaps, Duarte may be tempted to 
use every device available to stay in office 
even after any real hope of transferring 
power from the military to the civilian insti
tutions of the country ha8 disappeared. 

Ultimately, however, Duarte is a disci
plined Christian Democrat. Should the 
party decide to leave the government, he 
will comply. And there is solid evidence of a 
sentiment building within Christian Democ
racy that the party can expect no support 
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from the Reagan administration and would 
do well to leave the government in order to 
salvage what they can of its reputation. 
When Minister Atilio Vieytez said publicly 
that, while he did not dress in olive drab, he 
was as much a revolutionary as any guerril
la, he spoke for the great majority of the 
party. 

The government of El Salvador contains 
worthy people, both uniformed and civilian. 
It also contains some of the most brutally 
repressive military in the world. Although 
the FDR counts many committed democrats 
in its ranks, it also contains armed guerrillas 
led by Marxist-Leninists who are guilty of 
unacceptable violence. It may be that any 
negotiation would both drive hard-line mili
tary elements into opposition to the govern
ment and induce some Marxist-led guerrilla 
groups to break away from the FDR. Both 
results should be welcomed. The repressive 
elements of the military, which regularly 
torture and kill, constitute a fatal weight 
around the neck of the government. The 
FDR must also decide which route it 
favors-negotiations, guarantees and elec
tions, or a continuation of armed struggle. 
Each side must face the reality that it con
tains extremist elements which cannot be 
assimilated. 

In a recent message to his confreres, the 
director general of the Jesuits, Pedro 
Arrupe, said, "Even when Christians recog
nize the legitimacy of certain struggles and 
do not exclude revolution in situations of 
extreme tyranny that have no other solu
tion, they cannot accept that the privileged 
method for ending struggle is struggle itself. 
They will rather seek to promote other 
methods of social transformation calling for 
persuasion, witness, reconciliation." 

Profound words. World leaders who pro
fess Western values should indeed prefer 
negotiations over violence. It is therefore 
discouraging that the Reagan administra
tion has set its face against a political solu
tion for El Salvador. If it continues to 
follow this course it will alienate not only 
the Western community of nations but also 
the crucial civilian component of the gov
ernment of El Salvador. For the Christian 
Democrats are not only tough, pragmatic 
politicians, they are also idealists who have 
more in common with much of the FDR 
leadership than they do with those whom 
professor Thomas J. Farer eloquently and 
correctly condemned as "an alliance of cor
rupted soldiers, industrialists and landown
ers [whol would rather fight to the last 
worker, peasant, politician and priest than 
accept reform."e 

OPPOSED TO SALE OF AWACS 
TO SAUDI ARABIA 

HON. BARBARA MIKULSKI 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 10, 1981 
e Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to express my strong opposition to the 
administration's proposed sale to 
Saudi Arabia of AWACS and various 
pieces of advanced equipment for the 
F-15 jet fighters. 

First, I am very disturbed that this 
sale represents a breach of a solemn 
promise that our Government gave. In 
1978, when the United States original
ly sold the F-15 jets to Saudi Arabia, 
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our Government promised that no sale 
of offensive equipment to Saudi 
Arabia would ever be made. This 
promise was made not only to the 
State of Israel, but also to the Con
gress. In my view, a promise made is a 
promise kept. By breaching our com
mitment, we would be putting into 
doubt any other commitments our 
Government has given in the past or 
will make in the future. 

In addition, I am very concerned 
about the threat this sale represents 
to the security of Israel. This equip
ment would, for example, be a vital 
new asset in any pan-Arab attack 
against Israel, giving the Arab nations 
far broader offensive capabilities. It is 
my sincere hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
the administration will reverse its deci
sion on this vital issue.e 

STATEMENT ON INTRODUCTION 
OF H.R. 3794-LEGISLATION TO 
AMEND THE INTERNAL REVE
NUE CODE OF 1954, TO PRO
VIDE INCENTIVES FOR EM
PLOYEE STOCK OWNERSHIP 
PLANS 

HON. SAM GIBBONS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 10, 1981 
e Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, on 
behalf of myself and Mr. FRENZEL, I 
have introduced a bill, H.R. 3794, 
titled the Expanded Ownership Act of 
1981. This bill represents a bipartisan 
attempt to bring out the best in our 
free enterprise system. 

Private property is the cornerstone 
of the American way of life, yet few 
Americans own an appreciable owner
ship stake in the productive might of 
the U.S. economy. The incentives in 
this bill are designed to strengthen 
our free enterprise system by making 
it possible for more Americans to own 
a personal stake in that system. 

In a July 1974 speech to the Young 
Americans for Freedom, Ronald 
Reagan pointed to the historical prec
edent for a policy of expanded owner
ship and warmly endorsed the unique
ly American opportunity that such a 
policy represents: 

Over one hundred years ago, Abraham 
Lincoln signed the Homestead Act. There 
was wide distribution of land and they 
didn't confiscate anyone's already owned 
land. They did not take from those who 
owned · and give to others who did not own. 
It set the pattern for the American capital
ist system. We need an Industrial Home
stead Act ... I know that plans have been 
suggested in the past and they all had one 
flaw. They were based on making present 
owners give up some their ownership to the 
nonowners. Now this isn't true of the ideas 
that are being talked about today. Very 
simply, these business leaders have come to 
the realization that it is time to formulate a 
plan to accelerate economic growth and pro
duction and at the same time broaden the 
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ownership of productive capital. The Ameri
can dream has always been to have a piece 
of the action. 

A policy of expanded ownership can 
reinvigorate our free enterprise system 
by insuring that more Americans will 
experience the interest and the incen
tive of ownership. Tax incentives cur
rently under study are designed to en
courage increased productivity 
through increased investment. Those 
incentives are important. However, we 
should supplement those incentives 
with incentives for those who will 
build, operate and maintain those in
vestments. 

Not surprisingly, this policy has 
broad bipartisan support. For exam
ple, Hubert Humphrey explained his 
support of expanded ownership in a 
letter to the editor of the Washington 
Post not long before his death: 

Throughout my career as a public servant, 
I have viewed full employment as a top pri
ority goal for this country. And I continue 
to do so. But I recognize that capital, and 
the question of who owns it and therefore 
reaps the benefit of its productiveness, is an 
extremely important issue that is comple
mentary to the issue of full employment. I 
see these as twin pillars of our economy: 
Full employment of our labor resources and 
widespread ownership of our capital re
sources. Such twin pillars would go a long 
way in providing a firm underlying support 
for future economic growth that would be 
equitably shared. 

In order to encourage American 
business to utilize ownership-broaden
ing financial techniques, the Internal 
Revenue Code now contains incentives 
for the establishment of employee 
stock ownership plans-more popular
ly known as ESOP's. 

After studying this ownership issue 
and examining various techniques for 
expanding ownership, the Joint Eco
nomic Committee concluded in its 
1976 annual report: 

To provide a realistic opportunity for 
more U.S. Citizens to become owners of cap
ital, and to provide and expanded source of 
equity financing for corporations, it should 
be made national policy to pursue the goal 
of broadened capital ownership. 

With enactment of the Tax Reduc
tion Act of 1976, Congress made clear 
its interest-

• • • in encouraging employee stock own
ership plans as a bold and innovative 
method of strengthening the free private 
enterprise system which will solve the dual 
problems of securing capital funds for nec
essary capital growth and of bringing about 
stock ownership by all corporate employees. 

Several States have also shown an 
interest in expanded ownership by en
acting legislation to encourage the use 
of ESOP financing. Maryland, Michi
gan, Minnesota, and New Jersey, now 
have laws favorable to ESOP's. Similar 
legislation was recently introduced in 
Delaware, Massachusetts, and Virgin
ia. 

California, Georgia, Indiana, Iowa, 
Maine, New Jersey, New York, and 
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Pennsylvania, have all provided finan
cial and other assistance for ESOP 
buyouts of companies. In addition, 
Federal assistance to ESOP companies 
over the past 7 years has included 
loans and loan guarantees from a vari
ety of Federal agencies. 

More recently, the Small Business 
Development Act of 1980 encouraged 
the Small Business Administration to 
provide financing for ESOP compa
nies. ESOP's were also made a condi
tion of Federal financial assistance to 
Conrail, the Chrysler Corp., and 
others. 

These State and Federal initiatives 
represent a return to incentive eco
nomics. In the case of economic devel
opment policy, the ESOP provides a 
way to get more bang for the buck 
from increasingly scarce development 
dollars. It also creates the circum
stances in which an assisted company 
is more likely to survive. 

In terms of motivation, the merit of 
an ESOP-targeted economic policy can 
be easily summarized: ownership 
counts. It summons up a common de
termination to succeed. It creates a cli
mate wherein a unity of interest and 
incentive can emerge. If a company 
succeeds, its success is widely shared, 
and its eventual success or failure is 
placed in the hands of those upon 
whom its success or failure will largely 
depend. 

This bill continues this Federal sup
port of expanded ownership by provid
ing additional incentives for compa
nies to finance their growth and their 
transfers in ownership in such a way 
that employees will own a stake in the 
companies for which they work. Com
monsense suggests that as we enact in
centives for new productive invest
ment we should simultaneously enact 
incentives designed to tap the produc
tive energies of those who will be 
working with that new capital. 

AN OWNERSHIP APPROACH TO PRODUCTIVITY 

Although increased productivity has 
a generally positive ring to it, for the 
average hourly employee increased 
productivity suggests that the compa
ny-and its stockholders-will benefit 
at his or her expense-for example, 
through speedups or through job inse
curity due to automation. Louis Harris 
conducted a nationwide poll several 
years ago for the National Commission 
on Productivity on the attitudes 
toward productivity among 1,578 
American families. The key finding in
dicated that over 70 percent of hourly 
wage earners felt that management 
and stockholders benefited a great 
deal from increased productivity, 
while less than 20 percent felt that 
wage earners themselves benefited. 

It will be difficult to create a climate 
conducive to productivity gains unless 
employees are rewarded and not pe
nalized for increased productivity. The 
commonsense inference is clear: When 
employees themselves become stock-
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holders, their attitudes toward produc
tivity will change. Thus, if we are look
ing to get the highest return from in
centives for new capital investment, 
those incentives should be coordinated 
with incentives for employees stock 
ownership. 

Several recent surveys of companies 
with employee ownership have dis
closed a consistent pattern of in
creased productivity. For example, a 
1977 report on employee-owned com
panies by the Survey Research Center 
at the University of Michigan found 
that companies with a substantial 
degree of employee ownership are 
more profitable than comparable, con
ventionally owned firms. They also 
found that the more equity the em
ployees own, the more profitable the 
company. 

In a similar finding, a 1980 survey of 
229 ESOP companies by the Journal 
of Corporation Law at the University 
of Iowa School of Law disclosed that 
the productivity of ESOP companies is 
higher than the national average. In 
addition, a study of employee-owned 
plywood cooperatives in the Pacific 
Northwest found that their average 
output exceeded industry productivity 
levels by more than 30 percent. 

As the 97th Congress turns its legis
lative attention to productivity-orient
ed tax incentives, we should remember 
the close correlation between produc
tivity and employee ownership. Just as 
the company with employee owner
ship will have an advantage over a 
conventionally owned competitor, so 
too should the U.S. economy enjoy a 
competitive advantage with a national 
policy of expanded capital ownership. 

WHOSE PRODUCTIVITY? 

The benefits of Government-stimu
lated economic growth have tradition
ally trickled down through higher 
wages, expansion in the number of 
jobs, and the availability of increased 
tax revenues to fund expanded social 
programs. Unfortunately, the long
term direct benefits of this growth 
accrue to a surprisingly small percent
age of Americans. 

For example, research by the Joint 
Economic Committee as part of its 
1976 ownership study disclosed that 50 
percent of the market value of individ
ually owned corporate stock in the 
United States is held by just 1 percent 
of the U.S. population, and 6 percent 
own more than 80 percent. 

Similarly, 1 percent of Americans re
ceive 47 percent of all dividends. The 
committee also cited a 1972 study indi
cating that 55 percent of American 
households have a net worth of less 
than $10,000, and 12 percent-or 1 in 
every 8-have a net worth of $1,000 or 
less. 

These findings are supported by a 
more recent study conducted by 
Martin Feldstein at the National 
Bureau of Economic Research. This 
study provides what is perhaps the 
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most disturbing indictment of the cur
rent state of our private property 
economy. Dr. Feldstein and his col
leagues found that for the majority of 
American families, their most impor
tant wealth is now their entitlements 
under our pay-as-you-go social security 
system. 

U.S. tax policy should operate so as 
to be more supportive of our private 
property approach to economic mat
ters. It is a shortsighted strategy for 
our private enterprise system to so 
structure its affairs that the most im
portant wealth held by the bulk of 
Americans is a promise that their chil
dren will be taxed on their behalf. Our 
long-term tax strategy should not be 
one that leaves most Americans de
pendent for their subsistence on a 
system under which they give to each 
other under Government duress or 
take from each other with Govern
ment assistance. 

The drift in the direction of ever
increasing Government transfer pay
ments simply must be reversed. In 
1960, these payments to individuals to
taled 26.4 percent of total budget out
lays; by 1980, they had skyrocketed to 
more than 50 percent; $27 billion were 
paid out in 1960; by 1980, these costs 
had risen to more than $284 billion. 

During the past 20 years, our popu
lation has increased by only 23.3 per
cent. The Federal budget, however, 
has risen 528 percent. One of every six 
working Americans is currently em
ployed at taxpayer expense, and the 
Labor Department reports that during 
1979, one out of every three new jobs 
was created in the public sector. In 
1960, the Federal Government's pay
roll was less than $13 billion; it is now 
$75 billion. 

Reversing these trends will not be an 
easy task. As a modest first step, this 
bill suggests that the private sector be 
encouraged to finance its capital re
quirements in such a way as to pro
mote the economic self -sufficiency of 
an everexpanding number of American 
households. 

The best way to reduce Government 
spending over the long term is to 
reduce the need for Government 
spending. Thus, this bill suggests that 
as we enact incentives for expansion of 
the Nation's investment base, we 
should also enact incentives for expan
sion of the Nation's ownership base. 

PRIVATE SECTOR SOLUTION 

If we are to have a self-sustaining 
economic system and one in which 
Government plays only a minor role, 
the private sector must itself begin to 
play a greater role in promoting the 
economic independence of American 
households. 

The American people need and de
serve a chance to own a stake in the 
American economy-and economy of 
their own making. President Reagan's 
analogy to the Homestead Act is par-
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ticularly apt. One hundred and twenty 
years ago, agricultural land was our 
most important form of productive 
capital and the Federal Government 
took steps to insure that a broad base 
of Americans had an opportunity to 
own a capital estate. 

Those willing to work the land for a 
5-year period could own it. The incen
tives in this bill parallel that prece
dent. For example, employees general
ly earn their vested interest in their 
stock in an ESOP by working with a 
company for a period of years. 

The Homestead Act analogy is ap
propriate for another reason as well. 
The United States, more than any 
other Nation, recognizes the indisput
able interplay between economic 
rights and political rights. 

At present, pay is badly outpacing 
productivity. Nevertheless, this infla
tionary bias is understandable as most 
Americans are left in the untenable 
position of having only their increas
ingly depreciated labor as the capital 
with which they provide input into
and derive income from-the economy. 

This bill has as a major goal the en
couragement of a second source of 
income-an income from productive 
capital to supplement that from one's 
labor. The idea is to begin to provide 
an opportunity for more Americans to 
provide for themselves while also be
ginning to bring our outtake system 
more in sYilch with the realities of our 
input system. 

SETI'ING AN EXAMPLE OF WORKABILITY 

A tax policy supportive of expanded 
ownership could also have a positive 
effect on our relationship with other 
nations. Unfortunately, in many parts 
of the world capitalism is • portrayed 
simply as an economic system in 
which a nation's productive wealth is 
concentrated in the hands of a privi
leged few. 

We need a working model of just 
what we would propose for other na
tions. Capital ownership is a socially 
created opportunity. It is the institu
tions of society that determine who 
will be the owners of productive capi
tal that has yet to be created. Such 
ownership, however, is an opportunity 
historically reserved for a relative few. 
That is due to the simple fact that 
new wealth is largely a function of ex
isting wealth. 

Current law encourages corporations 
to retain their earnings for reinvest
ment rather than pay them out to 
shareholders as dividends to be taxed 
at unearned income rates. Instead, 
shareholders generally hope to realize 
an increase in value of their stock on a 
later sale and be taxed at that time at 
more favorable capital gain rates. The 
corporation's retained earnings, in 
turn, are generally used to generate, 
or acquire, new capital-capital which, 
of course, will be owned by preexisting 
shareholders. 
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Similarly, the deductibility of inter- The ESOP traces its origins to the 

est encourages corporations to use Revenue Act of 1921 which first grant
either borrowed funds or various debt · ed tax-favored status to stock bonus 
instruments for financing a substan
tial portion of the balance of their 
capital needs. As with the use of re
tained earnings, the previous owners 
become the new owners. The other 
principal source of corporate financing 
has been funds generated internally 
through the use of depreciation deduc
tions, investment tax credits, and the 
like. For the most part, new capital is 
financed either with such internally 
generated cash flow or with borrowing 
repaid out of cash flow. From an own
ership point of view, the result is the 
same. 

New equity issues now play only a 
minor role in the financing of new cap
ital. According to Federal Reserve 
Board figures, corporate equities ac
counted for only 0.89 percent of total 
funds raised in the United States by 
nonfinancial sectors during 1979. For 
the entire 1970's, equities represented 
a mere 3. 7 percent of new capital. 

For the most part, people cannot 
afford capital ownership. Most work
ing Americans owe rather than own; 
they accumulate debts rather than 
wealth. Daily economic survival, not 
savings and investment, is their main 
concern; and the less our technologi
cally advanced economy needs their 
labor, the less able they are to save 
their way to capital ownership. Infla
tion, of course, further penalizes their 
thrift. 

A LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM OF EXPANDED 
OWNERSHIP 

At present, the Internal Revenue 
Code encourages the use of employee 
stock ownership plans through the 
availability of tax credits and tax de
ductions. The tax credit-type ESOP 
permits corporations to claim an addi
tional 1 percent-an 11th percent-in
vestment tax credit provided the com
pany uses its tax savings to invest in 
company stock for its employees 
through a specially defined ESOP. In 
addition, a sponsor company may 
claim up to an additional one-half per
cent credit to the extent employees 
contribute a matching amount of cash 
to the plan. This type of ESOP has 
proven to be particularly popular 
among major capital-intensive corpo
rations. 

ESOP's are also used more directly 
as a technique of corporate finance. 
Through the use of a tax-exempt 
trust, ESOP financing offers sponsor 
corporations certain tax incentives 
and cost reductions not available 
under traditional methods of finance. 
The ESOP also enables employees to 
acquire ownership of productive capi
tal in a tax-free manner during their 
employment while incurring tax only 
on their ownership incomes-received 
in the form of dividends-and on their 
stock when removed from thefr ESOP 
trust accounts. 

and profit-sharing plans as a method 
for U.S. companies to attract and 
retain qualified employees. It is worth· 
noting that it was not until 5 years 
later that Congress granted similar 
tax-exempt status to pension plans. 
Although the ESOP has many of the 
same legal characteristics as more tra
ditional defined benefit-type pension 
plans, the ESOP's primary purpose is 
not to serve as a retirement vehicle 
but, rather, to serve as a means by 
which employees can earn an owner
ship stake in the company for which 
they work. 

The ESOP is not simply another 
means for encouraging retirement sav
ings. Instead, what Congress created 
with the ESOP is a socially improved 
technique of corporate finance that 
also serves as a new type of employee 
benefit. Thus, as a tax-qualified plan 
for providing employee benefits-in 
the form of employer stock, an ESOP 
must meet many of the basic require
ments of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974-for ex
ample, nondiscriminatory participa
tion, vesting within a reasonable 
period, reporting and disclosure, etc. 

The term "technique of corporate fi
nance" refers to the "leveraged 
ESOP", an ESOP that uses borrowed 
funds to purchase employer stock, 
with the employer-or a related 
party-guaranteeing repayment of the 
loan. In a 1953 revenue ruling, the In
ternal Revenue Service sanctioned this 
type of leveraging by a stock bonus 
plan, thus laying the legal groundwork 
for the leveraged ESOP. 

The first known use of ESOP financ
ing, pioneered by Louis Kelso, in
volved an employee buy-out of a chain 
of California newspapers that was 
threatened with a takeover by a major 
chain in 1956. But only in the last few 
years has the business world at large 
become aware of this innovation. 

Suppose, for example, that corpora
tion X wants to build a new plant cost
ing $10 million. With traditional debt 
financing, the company would borrow 
the $10 million, provide adequate 
guarantee of repayment to satisfy the 
lender, use the borrowed funds to 
build the plant, and then apply the 
profits from the new plant to repay 
the loan. 

The ESOP adds a third element to 
this transaction-an ESOP trust. The 
trust borrows the money; in addition, 
the corporation guarantees to the 
lender that it will make periodic pay
ments to the ESOP trust sufficient to 
amortize the loan. It is this guarantee 
collateralizing the loan that puts the 
logic of corporate finance to work for 
a company's employees. 

The ESOP trust then uses the bor
rowed funds to acquire newly issued 
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·employer stock, and the corporation 
uses the funds to build the new plant. 
As the new plant generates profits, 
corporation X makes payments to the 
trust which are used to repay its obli
gation to the lender. If all goes well, 
the employees' stock will pay for 
itself-over the term of the loan-out 
of the earnings generated by the 
plant. 

The payment schedule from the 
company to the ESOP trust may differ 
very little from the payment schedule 
that ·would have existed with the 
lender under conventional debt financ
ing. Also, the corporate obligation is 
generally the same whether or not 
ESOP financing is used. There is one 
significant difference, however. With 
conventional debt financing, interest 
payments are deductible for tax pur
poses whereas amounts attributable to 
repayment of principal are not. Em
ployer contributions to the ESOP 
trust, on the other hand, are fully de
ductible, including those applied by 
the trust to the repayment of loan 
principal. 

Consequently, where corporation X 
uses the ESOP as its financing vehicle, 
it may-within limits-repay its in
debtedness-both interest and princi
pal-in pretax dollars. Assuming a 50 
percent effective tax rate, corporation 
X would need to gross $20 million to 
repay the $10 million principal with 
conventional debt financing. With 
ESOP debt financing, however, the 
corporation need gross only $10 mil
lion to repay the principal with pretax 
dollars through its ESOP. 

By enabling a company to expense 
its capital investment, the ESOP 
lowers the sponsor company's taxable 
income and increases its available 
working capital; and the same dollar 
that finances the company's capital re
quirements also finances an employee 
benefit in the form of employer stock. 

After purchase, the stock is held in 
an escrow account for allocation to 
employees' ESOP trust accounts as 
the loan is repaid. In no sense is this a 
gift of productive capital to employ
ees; rather, the capital is paid for out 
of the future flow of earnings that the 
new capital itself generates. As the al
ready-rich know so well, the new cap
ital's productiveness generally pays for 
itself. The ESOP participants, how
ever, also earn their ownership inter
est in the company through the 
ESOP's vesting schedule-which gen
erally allocates stock to employees' ac
counts based on a combination of 
length of service and relative compen
sation. 

The ESOP can also be used-with or 
without leveraging-as an in-house 
market for the sale of stock held by 
the shareholders of a closely held 
company. For example, suppose the 
sole shareholder of corporation Y 
wants to begin to convert his shares to 
cash over a period of years in contem-
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plation of retirement. The corporation 
could contribute cash each year to its 
ESOP and the ESOP could use the 
cash to purchase shares from the 
owner. Should the owner wish to sell 
out before the ESOP trust has ade
quate funds to pay him, the ESOP 
could borrow the money to pay the 
owner with the corporation guarantee
ing the loan. 

Similarly, an ESOP can be used to 
refinance existing debt, finance merg
ers or acquisitions, and accomplish di
vestitures or spinoffs. For example, at 
his confirmation hearing before the 
Senate Finance Committee, Treasury 
Secretary Regan explained how Mer
rill Lynch & Co. used an ESOP to 
divest itself of the Lionel-Edie Co. 
Rather than sell the company to 
someone else, the former chief execu
tive explained: 

We used employee stock ownership, let
ting them buy it, and they have prospered 
as a result of that. I am definitely in favor 
of that. 

THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF ESOP FINANCING 

Under current law an employer has 
only a very limited incentive to utilize 
the leveraged ESOP. In large part, 
this is due to the fact that the interest 
expense of a leveraged ESOP is includ
ed in determining an employer's maxi
mum deduction limitations under code 
section 404(a) and, equally important
ly, in determining the amount that 
may annually be released from escrow 
and added to participants' ESOP ac
counts under code section 415. 

The effect of these two limitations is 
to subject ESOP financing to an unin
tended limitation, and a limitation 
that has grown increasingly restrictive 
with today's high-interest rates. Thus, 
this bill removes these limitations as 
they apply to the interest expense in
curred in connection with an ESOP's 
leveraged acquisition of employer 
stock. 

An argument could be made that 
where an ESOP is used to finance an 
employer's capital growth the deduc
tion limitation should be based solely 
on the company's capacity to service 
the debt. The result of such a change 
would be to rechannel corporate prof
its-that would otherwise have gone 
into the corporate income tax base
into productivity increases in the pri
vate sector while also broadening the 
base of private property ownership 
among productive workers. 

The amendment recommended in 
this bill should prove to be beneficial 
for two important reasons. First, this 
change brings these ESOP-related In
ternal Revenue Code provisions more 
closely into alinement both with con
gressional intent and with the Reagan 
administration's announced purpose to 
encourage expanded ownership. 
Present law undermines this purpose. 

Second, this change directly ad
dresses a problem concerning the rela
tionship of employee ownership to 
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productivity and profitability. In most 
cases, ESOP's own only a small per
centage of the sponsor company's 
stock. However, the Survey Research 
Center at the University of Michigan 
found in their 1977 study of employee 
ownership that the most important 
correlation between ownership and 
profitability is the percentage of com
pany stock owned by employees-the 
more equity owned by the employees, 
the more profitable the company. 

If these plans are to be effective mo
tivators and significant contributors to 
productivity and profitability, we 
should encourage companies to permit 
employees, through the use of lever
aged ESOP's to acquire substantial 
blocks of employer stock. If ever that 
is to be possible, however, these 
amendments must be enacted so as to 
make our tax laws more appropriate 
when applied to the use of ESOP's as 
a financing tool. 

This bill also suggests an additional 
encouragement for employers to uti
lize ESOP financing. Under current · 
law, an employer is permitted to con
tribute and deduct up to 15 percent of 
covered compensation to an ESOP 
each year. This 15-percent limitation 
is the same as applies to traditional 
stock bonus plans and profit-sharing 
plans-the basic building blocks of em
ployee benefit law upon which the 
ESOP was modeled when first fully in
corporated into the Internal Revenue 
Code in 1974. 

When an ESOP consists of a combi
nation stock bonus plan and money 
purchase pension plan, the 15-percent 
deduction limitation is increased to 25 
percent. In order to utilize this 25-per
cent limit, however, an employer must 
include a pension element as part of 
the ESOP which, in tum, calls for on
going contributions by the employer, 
even though such contributions may 
no longer be required to retire the 
ESOP'S indebtedness. 

This required combination of differ
ent types of plans serves as a substan
tial disincentive to employers who 
might otherwise be attracted to the 
ESOP as a financing vehicle. In addi
tion, this requirement forces an em
ployer to maintain two separate ac
counts for each employee and imposes 
additional reporting, bookkeeping, and 
other related administrative burdens. 

To remedy this situation, this bill 
permits an ESOP company to contrib
ute to the plan and to deduct an 
amount up to the 25-percent limita
tion-to repay an ESOP loan, but 
without the required inclusion of a 
money purchase pension plan. 

In addition, this bill makes a related 
change in the treatment of stock that 
is forfeited by employees who leave 
before they are fully vested in their 
account balances in an ESOP. Under 
current law, the amount that may be 
contributed to a leveraged ESOP is di-
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rectly limited by the percentage-of- As mentioned earlier, studies indi
pay limitations of code section 404. In cate a strong correlation between em
addition, the contribution is indirectly ployee ownership and employer profit
limited by the operation of code sec- ability. This provision provides ESOP 
tion 415-which limits the amount companies with a means by which 
that may annually be added to each such increased profitability can be 
employee's account under the plan. made to reach the firm's employee-

The section 415 limitation-the owners in the form of an ownership 
lesser of 25 percent of pay or $41,500 income. This payout of the fruits of 
adjusted for cost-of-living increases- corporate productivity will introduce a 
roughly parallels the 25-percent-of- new dimension to employee compensa
pay deduction limitation of section tion in the United States. As Ronald 
404. Amounts that cannot be added to Reagan explained in advocating this 
employees accounts-due to the limita- approach in February 1975, "An ever
tion of section 415-cannot be contrib- increasing number of citizens thus 
uted and qualify for a deduction under would have two sources of income-a 
section 404. The problem results from paycheck and a share of the profits." 
the fact that the section 415 limitation By making more working Americans 
includes both employer contributions dividend-receiving capitalists, this pro
and forfeitures. In the context of vision will foster a better appreciation 
ESOP financing, this inclusion of for- of the function of productive property 
feitures reduces the amount that a in our private enterprise system. That 
plari. sponsor might otherwise be· per-. appreciation should, in turn, support a 
mitted to apply to the repayment of better understanding of the costs and 
an ESOP loan on a . tax-deductible the tradeoffs of Government pro-
basis. grams. 

The effect of current law is to intro- This approach also helps to insure 
duce a great deal of uncertainty into that the employees, on whose behalf 
the planning of ESOP financing trans- the stock is being acquired, will receive 
actions. This uncertainty discourages a fuller payout of the earnings of the 
ESOP lending and otherwise frus- capital underlying their stock. This is 
trates congressional intent in encour- particularly important during the 
aging the use of ESOP's as a tech- period that the ESOP trust is paying 
nique of corporate finance. Thus, this for the stock. 
bill provides that the allocation of for- Behind this approach lies a rationale 
feitures of stock acquired with the suggesting that our tax system's bias 
proceeds of a leveraged ESOP loan against property and in favor of 
will not be subject to the section 415 income redistribution should gradual
limitations. As under current law, the ly be phased out. Under present law, 
allocation of such forfeitures must not the corporation income tax dilutes by 
discriminate in favor of employees approximately half the property in
who are officers, shareholders, or comes of present stockholders. When 
highly compensated. that income becomes available to 

This bill also provides an incentive stockholders in the form of dividends, 
for corporations to acquire their stock the Federal Government then levies a 
for employees on a nonleveraged basis. second tax on the remainder. 
Under present law, a corporation can In effect, Government is a partner
claim an annual deduction of up to 15 ship-in-profit with the private corpora
percent of pay for contributions to a tion-to the extent of the corporate 
stock bonus plan or a profit-sharing income tax. The expanded ownership 
plan-or to any combination of such approach suggests that as more Ameri
plans. Under this bill, an employer cans become partners-in-profit with 
would be permitted to contribute up to America's private sector, Govern-
25 percent of pay to any combination ment's stake in that profit-via the 
of such plans, provided that the addi- corporate income tax-should gradual
tiona! 10 percent is used to acquire ly be phased out and the tax instead 
employer stock. levied only at the individual level. This 

PROMOTING AN OWNERSHIP INCOME prOVisiOn achieves that result to the 
This bill also provides a tax deduc- extent that a corporation is owned by 

tion to corporations for the amount of its employees via an ESOP and either 
cash dividends they distribute current- pays out its earnings on a current 
ly on stock held in employees accounts . basis to its ESOP participants or ap
in an ESOP: plies those earnings to repay ESOP in-

Or which are used to repay stock ac- debtedness. 
quisition indebtedness of an ESOP. This provision should also help com
This provision converts taxable corpo- panies to attract equity capital. Many 
rate income into either taxable divi- small corporations do not pay divi
dend income for employees-to supple- dends, or pay them only on an irregu
ment their paychecks; lar basis. An ESOP generally must 

Or a more rapid rate of accumula- hold the best class of common stock 
tion by employees of individual capital issued by the corporation-including 
estates. Such dividends would qualify the best dividend rights. Thus, the de
for the $200 partial exclusion from ductibility of dividends on the stock 
income of code section 116-$400 in held by the ESOP should be an in
the case of a joint return. ducement for the sponsor company to 
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establish a policy of regularly declar
ing dividends. This policy should bene
fit not only existing stockholders-in
cluding those whose shares are held 
by the ESOP-but also should make 
such stock a more attractive invest
ment to others. 

This bill also defers taxation on the 
first $25,000 of any lump-sum distribu
tion from an ESOP, provided the dis
tributee has been a participant in the 
plan for at least 3 years. This provi
sion is intended to recognize the fact 
that far too few working Americans 
are able to accumulate a capital estate 
of any size. 

The effect of present law is illogical 
when applied to the taxation of 
ESOP's. Although our tax laws are in
tended to promote personal capital ac
cumulation through the use of 
ESOP's, those same laws generally re
quire that a portion of this accumula
tion then be sold to pay taxes due on 
the stock when distributed. The alter
native is to roll over the stock-or the 
proceeds-into an individual retire
ment account-and be subjected to its 
complexities and restrictions. Thus, 
this modest deferral of tax on the first 
$25,000 of capital accumulated 
through an ESOP is meant to further 
promote the economic self -sufficiency 
that such plans are intende.d to bring 
about. The distributee would be sub
ject to tax when the stock is later sold, 
and dividends distributed in the inter
im would also be taxable upon receipt. 

STRENGTHENING THE TAX BASE 
This bill also provides that a quali

fied employee stockownership plan 
and trust shall have the tax character
istics of a charitable organization for 
estate, gift, and income tax purposes. 
This is intended to encourage affluent 
taxpayers to make gifts to qualified 
ESOP trusts in order to reconnect the 
ownership of capital .with a broader 
base of private individuals. 

At present, a wealthy stockholder 
who has built a substantial estate is 
faced with a dilemma. If he tries to 
give it away or leave it by bequest, the 
Federal Government ends up with the 
bulk of it. Often, the only alternative 
is to make a donation to a public pur
pose foundation. Even though this 
stockholder may wish to leave a sub
stantial -portion of his or her wealth to 
the employees who helped to create 
that wealth, our current tax laws 
make such an event highly unlikely. 

Consequently, at a time when 
American capitalism desperately needs 
more capitalists, we find enormous 
amounts of private wealth being so
cialized in such foundations. Clearly 
these foundations provide a valuable 
public service. However, we should 
question the logic of a private proper
ty system that has so arranged its in
centives that a taxpayer wishing to 
leave his business to the employees 
who helped to make him wealthy is in-
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stead forced by our tax laws to place 
the bulk of that great wealth either in 
Uncle Sam's coffers or in a public pur
pose foundation. 

One of the best public purposes to 
which such wealth could be put is to 
connect more of our working popula
tion to productive, income-generating 
assets. At present, we provide a sub
stantial tax incentive for disconnect
ing productive capital from private 
ownership-by placing it in founda
tions; we should give that same tax in
centive for individuals willing to 
donate their wealth to connect capital 
to a broad group of private individuals. 

This is not meant to suggest that 
foundations do not perform an impor
tant function. Quite the contrary; 
they play a crucial role and, in many 
cases, fill a void that might otherwise 
need to be filled at taxpayer expense. 
What it is mea.ilt to suggest is that the 
options now open to a wealthy person 
are too limited. If he or she wishes to 
leave personal wealth to such a foun
dation, that is as it should be. We 
should applaud that decision, and out 
tax laws should continue to offer an 
incentive to make such gifts and be
quests. 

But the fact that a person is not en
couraged to leave a business to those 
who helped to build it is not as it 
should be. That we force the socializa
tion of such wealth is not as it should 
be. That is a shortsighted strategy 
from a tax philosophy point of view, 
and one that serves to further sap the 
already waning strength of capital
ism-the same capitalism that has en
abled such foundations to prosper all 
the~e years. 

As for this Nation's many fine public 
purpose foundations, which hopefully 
will enthusiastically support this pro
vision, they would do well to recall the 
advice of Henry Ford II on his retire
ment from the Ford Foundation in 
1976. At that time, he observed: 

The Foundation exists and thrives on the 
fruits of our economic system. The divi
dends of competitive enterprise make it all 
possible. A significant portion of the abun
dance created by U.S. business enables the 
Foundation and like institutions to carry on 
their work. In effect, the Foundation is a 
creature of capitalism-a statement that, 
I'm sure, would be shocking to many profes
sional · staff people in the field of philan
thropy. • • • Perhaps it is time for the 
trustees and staff to examine the question 
of our obligations to our economic system 
and to consider how the Foundation, as one 
of the system's most prominent offspring, 
might act most wisely to strengthen and im
prove its progenitor. 

Certainly there can be no more logi
cal successors to ownership of a com
pany than the employees who helped 
to build and develop it. They generally 
have the experience, the interest, and 
the commitment to carry on the oper
ation. This provision would encourage 
that type of succession. The tax bene
fits would be denied, however, where 
any part of the contribution or be-
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quest is allocated under the ESOP to 
the taxpayer, to members of his 
family, or to any person owning more 
than 25 percent of the company's 
stock. In addition, allocations could 
not discriminate in favor of employees 
who are officers, shareholders, or 
highly compensated. 

This provision is also designed to 
strengthen the tax base. Government 
would lose no tax revenues since con
tributions to charitable organizations 
are already exempt from tax and prof
its from donated income-producing 
property are generally accumulated 
tax-free within such organizations. In 
addition, assets left to charity are for
ever lost to our tax system. 

By permitting an individual to leave 
his property to an ESOP, we are 
moving not only to strengthen the 
connection of working Americans to 
productive capital but also to assure 
that these amounts will remain within 
the Federal tax system. Further, these 
amounts will be taxable to employees 
who receive a distribution from the 
ESOP. Thus, in an era when most tax 
legislation results in a revenue loss, 
this provision should result in a reve
nue gain. 

AN ENCOURAGEMENT TO SMALL BUSINESS 

This bill also provides that where 
the owner of a small business sells the 
company to his employees through 
either an ESOP or a worker-owned co
operative and, within 18 months, rein
vests the proceeds of the sale of the 
stock in another small business, the 
tax on the proceeds would be deferred 
until the newly acquired stock is sold. 
This provision would have a very 
minor impact on Federal revenues but 
could have a very major impact on the 
ability of small businesses to continue 
as independent enterprises. 

Current law provides a strong incen
tive for a business owner to transfer 
ownership of his company to a larger, 
more established company for a tax
free exchange of stock. On the other 
hand, where that owner sells or liqui
dates his business, he must pay capital 
gain tax on the proceeds. 

The effect of present law is to en
courage economic concentration and 
to divert funds from investment and 
innovation and into mergers and ac
quisitions. The Federal Trade Com
mission <FTC> has jurisdiction over 
proposed mergers or acquisitions 
which may be anticompetitive. It is en
couraging to note that as the FTC 
staff analyzes assertions of the falling 
company defense, they are increasing
ly asking companies if they have con
sidered selling their plants to em
ployee groups instead of to competi
tors. 

Another effect of present law is to 
encourage the disappearance of small 
and independent businesses, even 
though these firms have been shown 
to be the most innovative, growth-in
ducing, and job-creating sector of the 
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economy. For example, a National Sci
ence Foundation study found that 
small companies are 24 times more in
novative per research dollar than com
panies employing 10,000 or more em
ployees. In a related finding, the U.S. 
Department of Commerce reports that 
innovation accounted for 45 percent of 
the Nation's economic growth from 
1929 to 1969. In addition, a 1979 study 
from the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology found that firms with 
under 500 employees generate 86.7 
percent of all new jobs in the United 
States. 

It would be to the Nation's advan
tage for our tax laws to encourage in
vestment in small, innovative compa
nies. The present trend toward con
centration can only serve to further 
decrease the competitiveness of the 
U.S. economy, and thereby further 
erode its vitality and creativity. Thus, 
this provision provides a mechanism 
whereby a business owner can sell to 
his employees at no financial disad
vantage when compared with a tax
free exchange of stock with another 
company. By creating this alternative, 
we can preserve the continuity of 
many small businesses. 

While the incentive to sell to estab
lished firms is one cause of the decline 
of independent businesses, the lack of 
investment capital is another. This 
provision would open up a new source 
of funds for existing small businesses 
because a seller must reinvest the pro
ceeds in another small business within 
18 months in order to qualify for the 
tax benefits of this provision. 

Moreover, this provision could pre
vent some small companies from clos
ing simply for lack of a buyer. Many 
small, but profitable, companies are 
liquidated for just this reason-for ex
ample, to create estate liquidity. 

This provision is designed to encour
age the sale of companies to their em
ployees through either ESOP's or 
worker-owned co-ops. To qualify, a 
worker-owned cooperative must be a 
nonprofit organization doing business 
on behalf of its members. In addition, 
it must meet the definition provided in 
section 105<a> of Public Law 95-351 
and in the eligibility and priorities . 
policy section of the National Consum
er Cooperative Bank-that is, 70 per
cent of its shares owned on the basis 
of one share and one vote per member. 

This bill also provides that the ex
ecutor of an estate may transfer an es
tate's tax liability to an ESOP by 
transferring stock of the estate to an 
ESOP, provided that the sponsor com
pany guarantees payment of the 
estate tax and agrees to pay that tax 
over a period of years. 

Thus, this provision enables an 
ESOP to be used as a financing vehicle 
to acquire stock from an estate with 
the Treasury, in a sense, acting as the 
lender. Whereas the charitable organi-
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zation status for ESOP's-discussed 
above-reduces the estate tax by re
ducing the size of the taxable estate, 
this provision reduces the estate tax li
ability by an amount equal to the 
value of stock transferred to the 
ESOP. 

In order to make this assumption of 
liability both attractive and feasible, 
this provision adopts the approach of 
Internal Revenue Code sections 6166 
and 6166A relating to the extension of 
time for payment of estate tax where 
an estate consists largely of an inter
est in a closely held business. These 
code provisions are designed primarily 
to make it possible to keep a business 
enterprise intact where the death of 
one of the owners of a business results 
in the imposition of a relatively heavy 
estate tax. 

Without these provisions permitting 
the payment of estate tax on an in
stallment basis, heirs might otherwise 
be forced to break up a business or sell 
it to some larger business enterprise in 
order to pay Federal estate tax. This 
problem is particularly burdensome 
for estates in which a substantial por
tion of the assets consist of stock in a 
closely held business or other illiquid 
assets. 

Thus, although these two provisions 
of existing law do not remove any Fed
eral estate tax liability, by spreading 
out the period over which the estate 
tax may be paid, it becomes possible 
for the estate in most cases to be paid 
for out of the earnings of the busi
ness-or at least provides the heirs 
with time to obtain funds to pay the 
estate tax without upsetting the oper
ation of the business. 

This bill adapts this approach to the 
concept of employee ownership via 
ESOP financing by relieving the estate 
of tax liability to the extent that stock 
is transferred to an ESOP and the em
ployer guarantees payment of the 
estate tax. If the estate qualifies under 
code section 6166, there may be up to 
a 5-year deferral of principal pay
ments, with up to 10 annual payments 
permitted after the deferral period. 
Interest on the deferred tax attributa
ble to the first $1 million in valuation 
of the business is 4 percent. Interest 
on the balance is at the usual rate 
under code section 6621-approximate
ly 90 percent of the prime rate. Allow
ing this reduced interest rate for a lim
ited amount of tax is intended to re
flect the problems that small business
es have in generating enough income 
and cash flow to pay interest at a 
normal rate and amortize the princi
pal amount of the estate tax liability. 
If the estate qualifies under code sec
tion 6166A, interest is at the section 
6621 rate and payments must be made 
in 10 annual installments, with the 
first payment payable at the time the 
return is filed. 

In addition to providing a stimulus 
to employee· ownership, this provision 
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should be particularly helpful in en
abling small businesses to continue in 
operation as independent enterprises. 
As the Committee on Ways and Means 
stated in their 1958 rationale for the 
original deferral of tax provision, "this 
provision is particularly important in 
preventing corporate mergers and in 
maintaining the free enterprise 
system." 

OTHER ESOP AMENDMENTS 

This bill also addresses a problem of 
great concern to financial institutions 
that desire to establish ESOP's. Under 
present law, in order for a company to 
utilize the leveraged ESOP, it must 
provide its plan participants with a 
put option on any shares distributed 
where such shares are not readily 
tradable. This requirement insures 
that plan participants will have a 
ready market for their shares upon 
distribution. 

In most situations, this requirement 
presents no major problem. In the 
case of banks and similar financial in
stitutions, however, both State and 
Federal law generally prohibit the re
demption or purchase of their stock. 
Thus, application of the put option re
quirement to these potential ESOP 
companies serves as a substantial bar
rier to their adoption of ESOP's. This 
bill retains the put option requirement 
as it applies to stock distributions 
from ESOP companies. However, in 
order to make ESOP's attractive to 
banks-while also protecting employ
ees' interest-this bill relieves banks 
and similar financial institutions of 
the put option requirement provided 
participants have the right to receive a 
cash distribution equal to the value of 
their shares. 

This bill also provides that where a 
corporation-by its charter or by
laws-limits ownership of its outstand
ing securities to current employees, 
distributions from the plan may be 
made in cash-that is, without the ne
cessity of providing the participant 
with the option of demanding stock as 
his or her form of distribution. This 
provision enables an employee-owned 
company to keep its stock owned 
solely by current employees, ·those 
whose efforts can have the most direct 
effect upon the economic success of 
the company. This provision also pro
vides a source of stock that may be ac
quired on behalf of new employees. 

In addition, this provision can pro
tect an employee-owned company 
from inadvertently going public. Cur
rent law treats stock in an ESOP as 
held by a single shareholder. Each in
dividual who receives a distribution of 
stock, however, is counted as an addi
tional shareholder, and, should the 
number of shareholders reach 500 or 
more, the company may be required to 
file a registration statement and meet 
certain reporting requirements of the 
Securities and Exchange Act of 1934. 
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In addition, this bill makes the 

changes necessary to insure that an 
ESOP may be established by a sub
chapter S corporation. Under current 
law, such a corporation could not es
tablish an ESOP-due to the general 
prohibition against the stock of such 
corporations being held in trust. This 
bill provides an exemption from that 
general prohibition in the case of 
ESOP trusts. In addition, in order to 
insure that such a corporation will not 
lose its subchapter S status due to dis
tributions of stock to employees there
by increasing the number of share
holders beyond permissible limits, 
stock distributed by ESOP's sponsored 
by such corporations would be disre
garded in determining the number of 
shareholders. 

This bill also makes two other 
changes relating to the put option re
quirement as it applies both to ESOP's 
and to other types of plans. The first 
change corrects a technical error made 
in the Miscellaneous Revenue Act of 
1980. That act was intended to permit 
a tax-qualified stock bonus plan to dis
tribute cash to a participant entitled 
to a distribution, subject to the partici
pant's right to demand that benefits 
be distributed in the form of employer 
stock. 

In addition, if such a stock bonus 
plan provides for cash distributions 
and if stock which is distributed is not 
readily tradable on an established 
market, the participant was to have 
had the right to require the employer 
to repurchase the stock. Due to an er
roneous cross-reference, the 1980 
amendment incorporated the cash dis
tribution option, but omitted the put 
option requirement. This bill corrects 
that error by incorporating the correct 
cross-reference and also provides that 
for purposes of this requirement, the 
definition of employer securities 
means any securities of the employer 
held by the plan-because the defini
tion of qualifying securities for pur
poses of a stock bonus plan is not as 
restrictive as that for ESOP's. 

The second change alters the nature 
of the put option requirement as it ap
plies to both leveraged ESOP's and 
stock bonus plans maintained by em
ployers whose stock is not readily 
tradable. Under current law, if such an 
employer distributes stock, or desires 
to distribute cash from one of these 
plans and the participant instead de
mands that the distribution be made 
in the form of stock, that participant 
must be given a put option requiring 
the employer to repurchase the stock 
at any time within the next 6 months. 
Alternatively, the ex-employee can 
elect to wait until that 6-month period 
lapses and, instead, exercise the put 
option at any time during a 3-month 
period in the next plan year-follow
ing notification of the next valuation 
of the stock. 
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The current requirements of this 

put option provision not only create a 
disincentive for the establishment of 
ESOP's, they also may inadvertently 
operate to the disadvantage of plan 
participants. This is because the 
length of the current put option re
quirement-6 months, plus a possible 
additional 3 months-creates grave un
certainties for employers as to their li
quidity requirements needed to pro
vide for the exercise of such options. 
Consequently, employers are required 
to commit sums of cash that might 
more productively be put to other pur
poses-thus detrimentally affecting 
the value of the participants' stock. 

This bill modifies the put option re
quirements by shortening the put 
option period to an initial 60-day 
period followed by another 60-day 
period in the next plan year-follow
ing notification of the next valuation. 
Thus, the employee continues to get 
the benefit of choosing to await a 
second valuation, but the value of the 
stock will no longer be as adversely af
fected by requirements which force 
the employer to commit funds for as 
long a period-to provide for the re
purchase liability. 

Also, in operation the 6-month put 
option period of current law may inad
vertently operate to the detriment of 
employees by lulling them into miss
ing their opportunity to sell the stock 
and roll over the proceeds-or a por
tion thereof-into an individual retire
ment account <IRA> on a tax-free 
basis. In order to take advantage of 
the opportunity for a tax-free rollover, 
the rollover must be accomplished 
within 60 days of the distribution. By 
shortening the put option period to 60 
days, this provision makes the put 
option operate in conjunction with
and in support of-the rollover period. 

This provision also protects an em
ployee's ability to control the tax con
sequences of his or her distribution of 
benefits. A participant receiving a 
lump-sum distribution of cash from 
one of these plans is generally entitled 
to 10-year averaging, provided he or 
she has 5 years of participation in the 
plan. Depending on the participant's 
tax circumstances, however, it may be 
advantageous to instead qualify the 
distribution for capital gain treatment, 
which requires a distribution in the 
form of employer stock. Thus, where 
the plan offers cash, the employee can 
take cash and qualify the proceeds for 
10-year averaging. If capital gain 
treatment is preferred, the employee 
instead can insist on a distribution of 
stock, sell the stock back to the com
pany and qualify the distribution for 
treatment as capital gain. With either 
form of distribution, the employee 
would have the option of delaying tax
ation with a tax-free rollover of the 
proceeds-or a portion thereof-into 
an IRA. 
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This bill also makes a needed change 

affecting the unique distribution re
quirements of tax credit employee 
stockownership plans-TRASOP's. 
When the TRASOP was created in the 
Tax Reduction Act of 1975, Congress 
adopted a policy that stock in the plan 
should not be distributed to a partici
pant until 84 months following the 
date it was acquired. Exceptions were 
provided, however, in the case of sepa
ration from service, death, or disabil
ity. Unfortunately, in creating these 
exceptions we failed to take into con
sideration the constant acquisition and 
divestiture of subsidiaries and divi
sions which occur among major U.S. 
corporations-many of which have es
tablished such plans. 

When a corporation disposes of a 
subsidiary, a division, or a division 
unit, it makes no sense to require the 
corporation's tax credit ESOP to con
tinue to hold assets for these former 
emplQyees. The employees now work 
for another employer, and continued 
ownership of their former employer's 
stock no longer carries with it the mo
tivational benefits which arise from 
employee ownership. In addition, the 
tax credit ESOP, and the corporation 
which established it, must continue to 
incur needless recordkeeping and 
other administrative expenses for 
these former employees. 

To resolve this problem, this provi
sion would permit a tax credit ESOP 
participant's benefit to be distributed, 
irrespective of the 84-month require
ment, if the subsidiary, division, or di
vision unit by which the participant is 
employed is sold or transferred by the 
controlling corporation to another cor
poration which becomes his or her 
direct or indirect employer as a result 
of such transaction.• 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
IRAQI NUCLEAR REACTOR 
BOMBING 

HON.EDWARDJ.MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 10, 1981 

e Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert in the RECORD two 
editorials from the Baltimore Sun and 
the Wall Street Journal which give us 
some thoughtful perspective on the 
bombing of the Iraqi nuclear reactor 
by Israel. Violence in any form is de
plorable. However, worldwide condem
nation of Israel's actions is premature. 
Iraq wanted a nuclear reactor to build 
a nuclear bomb. The intended target 
of that bomb was Israel. The safe
guards of the Nonproliferation Treaty 
and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency would not have prevented Iraq 
from developing nuclear explosives. 
When France and Italy sold weapons
grade nuclear material and technology 
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to Iraq, Israel was backed into a 
corner. The onus of responsibility 
must lie with the French who con
tracted to supply Iraq with a research 
reactor and 70 kilograms of 93 percent 
highly enriched uranium, a weapons 
grade material. I am introducing today 
a concurrent resolution, Mr. Speaker, 
which I am printing in the RECORD 
which calls on the President to: 

First, urge France and Italy not to 
resupply Iraq with sensitive nuclear 
technology. 

Second, impose no economic or mili
tary aid sanctions against Israel. 

Third, examine and reasses U.S. non
proliferation policy. 

Fourth, determine the adequacy of 
international safeguards. 
If any Member wishes to cosponsor 

this resolution, I urge them to call my 
office at 5-2836 and speak to Nancy 
O'Malley. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 10, 
1981] 

MOURNING THE BOMB 

An atom bomb for Iraq, we have learned 
in the last 24 hours, has become the latest 
great cause celebre of world opiniondom. 
Various governments, including our own, 
and a lot of pundits have been busily con
demning Israel's raid on Iraq's nuclear reac
tor. Our own reaction is that it's nice to 
know that in Israel we have at least one 
nation left that still lives in the world of re
ality. 

What is going on here: Iraq, awash in 
cheap crude oil, wants a big nuclear reactor. 
It rebuffs French suggestions to give up the 
original design and substitute one that does 
not need weapons-grade uranium. It has 
been buying raw uranium, which is not suit
able for use in reactors, but dandy if you 
want to use the reactor to breed plutonium 
for weapons. Faced with this evidence, the 
conclusion of world opinion has been-ev
erything's OK, Iraq has signed the nuclear 
non-proliferation treaty. 

This kind of silliness has a mysterious 
power to blind most who man foreign minis
tries, think tanks and editorial sanctums. Of 
course Iraq was building a bomb. Of course 
its intended target was Israel. Of course, 
given the Iraqi reputation for political nut
tiness reaffirmed again in its starting a war 
with Iran, its atom bomb would also have 
been a danger to all its neighbors. We all 
ought to get together and send the Israelis a 
vote of thanks. 

Israel, which is assumed to have its own 
atom bomb but not to have conducted a test 
explosion, was not acting out of some ab
stract concern with nonproliferation. It was 
pursuing its own national interest, and in its 
timing also no doubt Prime Minister Begin's 
political interest in the impending elections. 
Its pre-emptive strike was strong medicine. 

This would not have been necessary, 
though, if the reality that marked the Israe
li decision had been present in the United 
States' non-proliferation policy this last 
decade or so. These efforts more or less 
went out the window when the U.S. refused 
to take sanctions against India's "peaceful 
nuclear device," exploded in violation of an 
agreement with the U.S. After this show of 
irresolution, the U.S. could hardly expect to 
persuade, say, the French to pass up sales to 
Iraq. Soon the whole non-proliferation ques-
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tion was lost in the fog of international ne
gotiation. 

To give the worriers about Israel their 
due, there is always reason to be concerned 
that any military act could prove to be the 
spark in the tinderbox of the Middle East. 
But we have been under the impression that 
the Middle East wasn't a very peaceful place 
even before last Sunday. People were being 
blown up on the beaches of Beirut and in 
the redoubts of western Iran. To judge the 
extent of the silliness, notice that among 
the governments objecting is Iran, locked in 
war with Iraq. Is there any reason to doubt 
that there were sighs of relief in the Saudi 
palaces on learning that Iraq won't have a 
bomb soon. 

Being concerned about the peace of the 
Middle East does not make it necessary to 
be easily deceived about the necessary com
ponents for peace. Without a doubt, the 
ability of Israel and Egypt to come to terms 
has contributed mightily to that end, and 
President Carter's role in aiding that agree
ment was a major foreign policy achieve
ment. But Lebanon has become a madhouse 
and the Soviet Union, ·through its surrogate, 
Syria, seems intent on keeping it that way 
to keep the Middle East pot boiling. 

In such a situation, it is not entirely im
plausible for the United States to send a 
shuttle diplomat to try to damp down the 
passions and seek out possibilities for a 
modus vivendi. But the best chances for 
peace, to the extent they exist, depend far 
more heavily on balance of power percep
tions in the area itself. 

The Israelis are not infallible, but their se
curity for 33 years now has depended on 
making careful power judgments. They 
know that their best chances for avoiding 
bloodshed lie in frequently reminding their 
neighbors that they are strong and that 
their wishes are not to be taken lightly. 

The Israeli approach to non-proliferation 
is limited and direct. But their outlook on 
the world and on what it takes to earn the 
world's respect offers a few lessons we our
selves could profitably learn. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, June 9, 19811 
MIDEAST'S NUCLEAR NIGHTMARE 

Despite public denunciations of Israel for 
its attack on Iraq's nuclear research facility, 
many nations must be privately thankful 
that Baghdad has been set back in its bid 
for regional dominance. Iraq is a menace. It 
is a menace to Iran, having invaded that 
country a year ago. It is a menace to Saudi 
Arabia, which has clashed repeatedly with 
Baghdad over the use of oil power. It is a 
menace to Syria, its feud with Damascus 
only temporarily mended because of the sit
uation in Lebanon. Above all, is it a menace 
to Israel-the stated target of Iraq's threat
ened nuclear capability. 

Of course, the Middle East is too volatile a 
region for a military strike to be taken light
ly. The United States is correct in condemn
ing Israel's use of American-made jets de
spite restrictions on the use of such equip
ment in "offensive" operations. Washington 
has invested too much in the Camp David 
peace process, and it has too much at stake 
in insuring the flow of Persian Gulf oil, to 
acquiesce in this bellicose move by Israel. 
Prime Minister Menachem Begin may have 
seriously compromised U.S. senators who 
were prepared to oppose the Reagan admin
istration's plan to supply A WACS surveil
lance aircraft to Saudi Arabia. 

Yet justified as the U.S. criticism of Israel 
may be, France must bear the onus for its 
highly irresponsible course of suppling a 70-
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megawatt research reactor to Iraq. Under 
the Paris-Baghdad agreement, France was 
to supply 70 kilograms of 92-percent en
riched uranium. This is weapons-grade ma
terial. When France, under U.S. pressure, 
tried to get Iraq to accept a new fuel en
riched to only 10 percent, Baghdad dis
missed the offer. And France, eager as ever 
to placate its Mideast oil suppliers, quickly 
went along. 

Dean Fischer, the State Department 
spokesman, made much of the fact yester
day that Iraq had adhered to its commit
ments as a signatory of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty and International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards. But this ignores 
the political leverage Iraq would gain if it 
became the first Arab nation with the po
tential to build nuclear weapons. And it ig
nores the warning in a Brookings Institu
tion study last year that "nations can pos
sess nuclear explosive materials without vio
lating the NPT-IAEA safeguards." 

With the Israeli strike at Iraq, the world 
has entered a new nuclear phase. This was 
the first time something nuclear had been 
directly involved in hostilities since Ameri
can atomic bombs fell on Japan. The fact 
that the something nuclear was the target 
rather than the projectile is · beside the 
point. Israel, one of the most beleaguered of 
nations, saw the Osirak reactor as the possi
ble source of its destruction. Believing that, 
Israel took action to preclude the nightmare 
prospect of having to use its nuclear weap
ons to survive. 

There are many lessons in this grave 
affair. One is that a country like Israel, with 
its very being at stake, will act when con
fronted with a nuclear threat. Another is 
that nuclear-supplier countries, . such as 
France, should be more careful in the 
future about supplying nuclear facilities to 
a country that can provoke severe regional 
reactions. Still another lesson is that nucle
ar facilities are inviting targets not only to 
unfriendly governments but to terrorist 
groups, especially terrorist groups operating 
in unstable countries. 

All nations should come out of this experi
ence more determined than ever to strive 
for tighter controls over the spread of nu
clear weapons. The initiative-and the ex
ample-must come from the superpowers. 
So long as the United States and the Soviet 
Union continue to pike up nuclear arsenals, 
smaller nations will be tempted to follow 
suit as they pursue regional ambitions. 

House Concurrent Resolution -
Whereas Israel is a key national security 

ally of the United States; 
Whereas Iraq, despite huge oil reserves, 

purchased a 70 megawatt nuclear reactor 
from France which uses substantial 
amounts of highly enriched uranium as 
fuel; 

Whereas Iraq purchased from Italy highly 
sensitive plutonium separation technology; 

Whereas both highly-enriched uranium 
and plutonium can be used directly to man
ufacture nuclear weapons; 

Whereas the President of Iraq has made 
public statements implying that nuclear 
weapons could be used against Israel; and, 

Whereas the crucial issue facing the 
United States is not whether Israel did or 
did not commit a technical violation of our 
arms sale agreement, but the real issue is 
the consequence of the spread of nuclear 
weapons technology throughout the world: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
<the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress that-
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< 1 > the President should urge the govern

ments of France and Italy not to sell sensi
tive nuclear technology or material to Iraq 
to replace the reactor and equipment de
stroyed by Israel's action of Sunday, June 7, 
1981; 

(2) the Congress should impose no eco
nomic or military aid sanctions against 
Israel in response to the June 7 action; 

(3) the President should reexamine the 
nuclear non-proliferation policy of the 
United States and should establish prohibi
tions on the export of nuclear technology or 
material which can be used to make atomic 
weapons; and 

(4) the President should determine the 
adequacy of the international system of 
safeguards to give timely warning in the 
event of diversion of nuclear material to 
military purposes.e 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 

agreed to by the Senate on February 
4, 1977, calls for establishment of a 
system for a computerized schedule of 
all meetings and hearings of Senate 
committees, subcommittees, joint com
mittees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate 
Daily Digest-designated by the Rules 
Committee-of the time, place, and 
purpose of the meetings, when sched
uled, and any cancellations or changes 
in the meetings as they, occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information 
for printing in the Extensions of Re
marks section of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on Monday and Wednesday of 
each week. 

Any changes in committee schedul
ing will be indicated by placement of 
an asterisk to the left of the name of 
the unit conducting such meetings. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
June 11, 1981, may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today's RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

JUNE 12 
9:00a.m. 

•office of Technology Assessment 
The Board, to hold a business meeting 

on pending business matters. 
EF-100, Capitol 

9:30a.m. 
Finance 
Taxation and Debt Management Subcom

mittee and Energy and Agricultural 
Taxation Subcommittee 

To hold joint hearings on the taxation 
of commodity straddle transactions, 
and on S. 626, proposed Commodity 
Straddles Tax Act. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Security and Terrorism Subcommittee 

To continue hearings to explore the 
origin, direction, and support tactics of 
terrorism, focusing on alleged past 
Soviet involvement in international 
terrorism. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
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10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposals to pro
vide for the development of ports and 
harbors and inland waterways in the 
United States, including S. 809, S. 68, 
S. 202, S. 576, S. 828, and S. 1094. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Separation of Powers Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 158, establish
ing a congressional finding and decla
ration that human life begins at con
ception. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
Joint Economic 
Monetary and Fiscal Policy Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on U.S. monetary and 
fiscal policy. 

5110 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Select on Intelligence 
To hold a closed briefing on intelligence 

matters. 
Room S-407, Capitol 

2:00p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1343, providing 

for the sale of strategic petroleum re
serve fixed maturity certificates to 
offset the Federal Government's ex
pense of filling the reserve. 

6226 Dirksen Building 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposals to 
provide for the development of ports 
and harbors and inland waterways in 
the United States, including S. 809, 
s. 68, S. 202, S. 576, S. 828, and s. 1094. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 15 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
•Defense Subcommittee 

To resume closed hearings on proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 1982 
for the Defense Establishment, receiv
ing testimony on defense intelligence 
programs. 

S-406, Capitol 
Labor and Human Resources 
•Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To resume hearings on employment and 

training programs in the United 
States, focusing on objectives of em
ployment and training policy and the 
relationship between Federal, State, 
and local governments in the funding, 
design and administration of employ
ment and training programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 898, proposed 

Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grants program of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for 1 year certain 
provisions of the Federal Water Poilu-

79-059 0 - 85 - 62 (Pt. 9) 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
tion Control Act, and on other related 
proposals. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 

To resume hearings on monopolization 
and competition in the telecommuni
cations industry, and on related pro
posals. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
1:00 p.m. 

Judiciary 
Separation of Powers Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 158, establish
ing a congressional finding and decla
ration that human life begins at con
ception. 

2228 Dirksen Building 
4:00p.m. 

Conferees 
On section 303 of Senate amendment 

No. 10, permitting the nomination of a 
Surgeon General who may be more 
than 64 years of age, of H.R. 31, pro
posed Cash Discounts Act. 

Room to be announced 

JUNE 16 
9:00a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
•civil Services, Post Office, and General 

Services Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1224, stengthen

ing and clarifying the congressional 
franking law. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Rural Development, Oversight, and Inves

tigations Subcommittee 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Act, focusing on the 
energy needs of agriculture, rural 
America, and the food and fiber proc-
essing industry. · 

324 Russell Building 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance and Monetary 

Policy, and Securities Subcommittees 
To resume joint hearings on S. 708, 

clarifying the intent and modifying 
certain provisions of the Foreign Cor-
rupt Practices Act of 1977. · 

5302 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 

To continue hearings on S. 898, pro
posed Telecommunications Competi
tion and Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
•Labor Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 1182, improving 
the administration of the Longshore
men's and Harbor Workers' Compen
sation Act by removing certain inequi
ties, reducing incentives for fraud and 
abuse, and assuring immediate com
pensation benefits and competent 
medical treatment for injured employ-
ees. 

4232. Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Budget 
Business meeting, to review reconcili

ation proposals of standing Senate 
committees as required by H. Con. 
Res. 115, the First Congressional 
Budget Resolution. 

6202 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on the nominations of 
Daniel N. Miller, Jr., of Wyoming, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of the Inte-
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rior for Energy and Minerals, Richard 
Mulberry, of Texas, to be Inspector 
General, Department of the Interior, 
Shelby T. Brewer, of Maryland, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Energy for 
Nuclear Energy, and J. Erich Evered, 
of Nevada, to be Administrator, 
Energy Information Administration. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 810, proposed 
Inland Waterway User Fee Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
•Nuclear Regulation Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Uranium Mill 
Tailings Act. 

410 Russell Building 
2:30p.m. 

Special on Aging 
To hold oversight hearings to review 

short-term financing issues of the 
social security system. 

5302 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 17 
8:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Alan Green, Jr. of Oregon, to be a 
Federal Maritime commissioner. 

235 Russell Building 
9:00a.m. 

Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on budget estimates 
for fiscal year 1982 for the Defense Es
tablishment, receiving testimony from 
public witnesses. 

1223 Dirksen Building 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on certain provisions 
providing for the transfer of Conrail 
freight lines to private sector railroads 
and the transfer of Conrail commuter 
operations to Amtrak, of S. 1100, pro
posed Northeast Rail Service Act 
(pending on Senate calendar). 

5110 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nominations of 

Warren R. King, Reggie B. Walton, 
and Richard S. Salzman, each to be an 
Associate Judge of the Superior Court 
of the District of Columbia, and James 
A. Belson, to be an Associate Judge of 
the District of Columbia Court of Ap
peals. 

_1224 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
•Labor Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 1182, improv
ing the administration of the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Worker's Com
pensation Act by removing certain in
equities, reducing incentives for fraud 
and abuse, and assuring immediate 
compensation benefits and competent 
medical treatment for injured employ
ees. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on the substance of S. 
266, implementing procedures and 
guidelines for the interagency sharing 
of health resources between the De-
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partment of Defense and the Veter
ans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

James M. Beggs, of Missouri, to be Ad
ministrator of the National Aeronau
tics and Space Administration. 

235 Russell Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands and Reserved Water Sub

committee 
To resume hearings on S. 842, proposed 

RARE II Review Act. 
3110 Dirksen Building 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grants program of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and on other 
related proposals. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 1249, providing 
tools and incentives to the Federal 
Government in its efforts to collect 
debts owed the United States. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

•Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the prospective 

nomination of Nunzio J. Palladino, of 
Pennsylvania, to be a Member of the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNEl8 
9:00a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Motor Carrier Act 
(Public Law 96-296). 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To resume hearings on employment and 

training programs in the United 
States, focusing on objectives of em
ployment and training policy and the 
relationship between Federal, State 
and local governments in the funding, 
design and administration of employ
ment and training programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
9:30a.m. 

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Rural Development, Oversight, and Inves

tigations Subcommittee 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Act, focusing on the 
energy needs of agriculture, rural 
America, and the food and fiber proc
essing industry. 

324 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environmental Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 621, author
izing funds for the development of cer
tain water resources projects, and to 
review existing water resources policy 
and water problems. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
expanding the Inspectors General Act 
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of 1978 to include certain departments 
and agencies within the Federal Gov
ernment. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Separation of Powers Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 158, establish
ing a congressional finding and decla
ration that human life begins at con
ception. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Water Resources Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on S. 621, author
izing funds for the development of cer
tain water resources projects, and to 
review existing water resources policy 
and water problems. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
2:30p.m. 

Special on Aging 
To hold hearings on the subject of early 

retirement and its implications for 
social security. 

6226 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 19 
9:00a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To resume hearings on S. 898, proposed 

Telecommunications Competition and 
Deregulation Act. 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Employment and Productivity Subcom

mittee 
To continue hearings on employment 

and training programs in the United 
States, focusing on objectives of em
ployment and training policy and the 
relationship between Federal, State 
and local governments in the funding, 
design and administration of employ
ment and training programs. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
Select on Intelligence 

To hold a closed briefing on intelligence 
matters. 

Room S-407, Capitol 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 841 and S. 
1024, bills authorizing funds through 
fiscal year 1986 for the construction 
and safety of Federal highways. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Judiciary 
Criminal Law Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on S. 691, strengthen
ing the laws for the criminal infringe
ment of a copyright involving the re
production or distribution of phono
records, motion pictures, or audiovisu
al works. 

10:00 a.m. 

5110 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 22 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Communications Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the role 
of the rural telecommunications 
system in America. 

235 Russell Building 
Environment and Public Works 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Clean Air Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
1:30 p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
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wastewater treatment construction 
grants program of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for one year cer
tain provisions of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, and on other 
related proposals. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 23 
9:30a.m. 

Cominerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings on S. 49, S. 879, and S. 

1151, bills extending the period of day
light savings time. 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family, and Human Services Sub

committee 
To hold oversight hearings on the role 

of the Federal Government in family 
planning programs of title X of the 
Public Health Services Act. 

6226 Dirksen Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Labor Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1182, improv
ing the administration of the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Workers' Com
pensation Act by removing certain in
equities, reducing incentives for fraud 
and abuse, and assuring immediate 
compensation benefits and competent 
medical treatment for injured employ
ees. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To continue oversight hearings on the 

implementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

Governmental Affairs 
To resume hearings on S. 1080, improv

ing and modifying the Federal regula
tory process, and other related meas-
ures. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Rules and Administration 

Business meeting, to mark up Senate 
Resolution 20, providing for television 
and radio broadcasting of Senate 
Chamber proceedings, and other legis
lative and administrative business. 

301 Russell Building 
2:00p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

A. Alan Hill, of California, to be a 
member of the Council on Environ
mental Quality. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 24 
9:00a.m. 

Select on Intelligence 
To hold a closed briefing on intelligence 

matters. 
Room S-407, Capitol 

10:00 a.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Consumer Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on the progress and di
rections of American consumerism in 
the 1980's. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Public Lands and Reserved Water Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on miscellaneous land 

conveyances, studies, boundary 
changes, and exchanges, S. 146, S. 187, 
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s. 188, s. 512, s. 634, s. 656, s. 763, s. 
764, and S. 794. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 
Environmental Pollution Subcommittee 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the municipal 
wastewater treatment construction 
grants program of the Clean Water 
Act, and to hold hearings on S. 975, re
vising and extending for 1 year certain 
provisions of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act, and on other related 
measures. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold oversight hearings on the Fed
eral Government's film making proce
dures. 

3302 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Gov

ernment Processes Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
aut~orizing funds for programs of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act. 

Room to be announced 
2:00p.m. 

Environmental and Public Works 
To resume oversight hearings on the im

plementation of the Clean Air Act. 
4200 Dirksen Building 

Governmental Affairs 
Intergovernmental Relations Subcommit

tee 
To hold hearings on S. 1042, abolishing 

the Intergovernmental Personnel Act 
grant program. 

9:00a.m. 

3302 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 25 

•veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark up S. 917, in

creasing the rates of disability com
pensation for disabled veterans, and 
the rates of dependency and indemni
ty compensation for their survivors, S. 
911, authorizing the payment of a spe
cial pension to the survivors of persons 
awarded the Medal of Honor, and S. 
915, S. 779, and S. 112, bills providing 
for memorials to honor the memory of 
certain deceased members of the 
Armed Forces, and the substance of S. 
266, implementing procedures and 
guidelines for the interagency sharing 
of health resources between the De
partment of Defense and the Veter
ans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
•Labor Subcommittee 

Business meeting, to mark up S. 398, 
permitting certain employees to work 
a 10-hour day in the case of a 4-day 
workweek. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
To hold hearings in conjunction with 

the National Ocean Policy Study on 
the substance of Senate Resolution 
147, calling for a moratorium of indefi
nite duration on the commercial kill
ing of whales. 

235 Russell Building 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Consumer Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on the progress 
and direction of American consumer
ism in the 1980's. 

1318 Dirksen Building 
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Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 859, providing 

for uniform treatment of certain re
ceipts under the Mineral Leasing laws. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
Environment and Public Works 

To resume oversight hearings on the im
plementation of the Clean Air Act. 

4200 Dirksen Building 
Governmental Affairs 
Energy, Nuclear Proliferation, and Gov

ernment Processes Subcommittee 
To continue hearings on proposed legis

lation authorizing funds for programs 
of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act. 

Room to be announced 
11:00 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
Business meeting, to mark upS. 10, pro

viding for creation of a Commission to 
design a blueprint for improving gov
ernmental performance at the Federal 
level and throughout the intergovern-
mental system. · 

3302 Dirksen Building 
2:00p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Business meeting, to consider pending 

nominations. 

9:30a.m. 

4200 Dirksen Building 

JULY7 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
• Aviation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on proposed legislation 
to provide for an early phaseout of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board. 

235 Russell Building 
Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family and Human Services Sub

committee. 
To hold hearings on the primary inter

vention in addressing societal prob
lems. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JULYS 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Aviation Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed legis
lation to provide for an early phaseout 
of the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

235 Russell Building 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy and Mineral Resources Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1073, authorizing 

an additional lands lease to the holder 
of an oil shale lease for purposes that 
the lessee demonstrates are necessary 
for such operation. 

3110 Dirksen Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
International Finance and Monetary 

Policy Subcommittee 
To hold joint oversight hearings with 

Finance's Subcommittee on Interna
tional Trade on U.S. trade policy. 

2221 Dirksen Building 
Finance 
International Trade Subcommittee 

To hold joint oversight hearings with 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs' 
Subcommittee on International Fi
nance and Monetary Policy on U.S. 
trade policy. 

2221 Dirksen Building 

12067 
JULY9 

9:00a.m. 
•veterans' Affairs 

To hold hearings on the prospective 
nomination of Robert P. Nimmo, of 
California, to be Administrator of the 
Veterans' Administration. 

412 Russell Building 
9:30a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
• Aviation Subcommittee 

To continue hearings on proposed legis
lation to provide for an early phaseout 
of the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

235 Russell Building 

JULY 15 
9:30a.m. 

•veterans' Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on proce

dures for the adjudication of certain 
claims, and to hold hearings on S. 349, 
providing for limited judicial review of 
the administrative action of the Veter
ans' Administration, and for reason
able fees to attorneys representing 
legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy Conservation and Supply Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1166, to provide 

grants to States for low-income weath
erization assistance programs. 

3110 Dirksen Building 

JULY 16 
9:30a.m. 

•veterans' Affairs 
To continue oversight hearings on pro

cedures for the adjudication of certain 
claims, and to hold hearings on S. 349, 
providing for limited judicial review of 
the administrative action of the Veter
ans' Administration, and for reason
able fees to attorneys representing 
legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 

JULY 22 
9:30a.m. 

Veterans' Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 5, S. 7, S. 25, S. 

26, S. 48, S. 105, S. 248, S. 417, and S. 
742, bills providing educational assist
ance to members of the Armed Forces. 

412 Russell Building 
10:00 a.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Energy Conservation and Supply Subcom

mittee 
To hold hearings on S. 506, reinstating 

and validating certain numbered U.S. 
oil and gas leases. 

3110 Dirksen Building 

JULY 23 
9:30a.m. 

•veterans' Affairs 
To continue hearings on S. 5, S. 7, S. 25, 

S. 26, S. 48, S. 105, S. 248, S. 417, and 
S. 742, bills providing educational as
sistance to members of the Armed 
Forces. 

412 Russell Building 



12068 
JULY 28 

9:30a.m. 
Labor and Human Resources 
Aging, Family and Human Services Sub

committee 
To hold hearings on adoption services in 

the United States. 
4232 Dirksen Building 

JULY 29 
9:30a.m. 

•veterans' Affairs 
Business meeting to mark up S. 349, pro

viding for limited judicial review of 
the administrative action of the Veter
ans' Administration, and for reason
able fees to attorneys representing 
legal counsel for veterans. 

412 Russell Building 

SEPI'EMBER 16 

9:30a.m. 
•veterans' Affairs 

Business meeting to mark up S. 5, S. 7, 
s. 25, s. 26, s. 48, s. 105, s. 248, s. 417' 
and S. 7 42, bills providing educational 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
assistance to members of the Armed 
Forces. 

412 Russell Building 

CANCELLATIONS 

JUNE 16 
10:00 a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education Subcommittee 

To resume hearings on S. 1103, author
izing funds through fiscal year 1986 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs and providing educa
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 17 
9:30a.m. 

Labor and Human Resources 
•Education, Arts and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To continue hearings on S. 1103, author

izing funds through fiscal year 1986 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa-

June 10, 1981 
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

9:30a.m. 

4232 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 18 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts and Humanities Subcom-

mittee · 
To continue hearings on S. 1103, author

izing funds through fiscal year 1986 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

10:00 a.m. 

5110 Dirksen Building 

JUNE 24 

Labor and Human Resources 
Education, Arts and Humanities Subcom

mittee 
To resume hearings on S. 1103, author

izing funds through fiscal year 1986 
for elementary and secondary educa
tion programs, and providing educa
tional support at the State and local 
level. 

4232 Dirksen Building 
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