














The " rump group " proposal contains only a soft trigger to some Congressional review by 2002 if
95% coverage is not reached and when the tax cap is removed, it has no cost containment. Those
who thought that one could give up on all forms of premium caps and employer mandates and still
produce a comprehensive bill are now leaming otherwise.

These latest developments, in my opinion, leave us with three choices:

1 If Mitchell can work something out with the " ramp group " that Labor, seniors and other
health care reform supporters can stomach, we can hope for a stronger bill in the House
and go to conference.

2 We can fight for a strengthened Mitchell bill, either go to a vote and lose with perhaps 40+
votes or not go to a vote and urge Congress to go home, vowing to fight for universal
coverage next year.

3 We can propose our own minimnalist alternative which makes more sense than those on the
table either through a " summit " or as a leadership substitute, try to passit, and then vow
to fight for universal coverage next year.

A Mitchell- 0 ompromise

If we believe that the House can pass a substantially stronger bill than the Senate and that a
reasonable agreement can be reached between Senator Mitchell and the " rump group, " then this
approach could make sense. There would be a health care bill this year. It would accomplish some
positive goals. We could avoid total defeat.

On the downside, the passage of this bill over what would likely be the objection of most
Republicans, would leave us vulnerable in a number of respects. Because it is a minimalist bill, it
will leave in place most of the causes for popular discontent with today's health care system. The
poor would get some subsidies to buy insurance, it would be harder for insurers to discruninate
against those with pre-existing conditions. But, people would still be denied coverage; their
benefits would still be cut back; costs would continue to rise; treatments would contimue to be
denied to consumers by managed care companies saving money at consumer’s expense; hospitals
in inner cities and rural areas wouldclose; Medicare and Medicaid cuts in the absence of universal
coverage would mean more doctors offices and hospitals might drop coverage for these
populations; Medicare premmums would rise for some; etc. Now, there would be a risk that all of
these occurrences would be blamed on the Clinton health plan instead of on the status quo health
system.

In addition, it is unlikely that either the public or the media would view this bill as a success for
the president. We could end up with the worst of both worlds; a political defeat and blame for a
health bill that doesn't work. We have always known that once a health bill passes all ills of the
system would be blamed on it. With this minimalist bill, there may not be enough positives nor the
correction of enough of today’s negatives to win that battle.



No Bill

The Republicans are trying to block any bill from passing and are perceived in many circles as
obstructionists. If the public perceives that the President is fighting for principles he and they
believe in, that he has been willing to compromise but is being blocked by Republicans who for
political purposes are trying to kill health reform (all of which is true), the Republican strategy
might backfire on them.

Urging Congress to go home and telling the public that the President would try again next year
could avoid our having to accept a bill which later is perceived by the public as a * lemon." It also
puts the onus on the other side and leaves us fighting for our principles. We are perilously close to
the line now on whether the bill proposed does more harm than good, so this is not a case of
allowing the perfect to be the enemy of the good.

If we cannot get good reform from the next Congress, then we can continue to fight for it into the
next term. The problems with the health care system will only get worse. The public will want
something done. If we continue to fight for our principles rather than accept something which
does not fix the problems and be saddled with its failure, we may produce more for the American
people in the long run.

This option also has many potential downsides. The next Congress may not do health reform and
might take Medicare and Medicaid savings only for the deficit, making health reform that much
more difficult. Democrats could be blamed severely at the polls this year and the President in 1996
for having failed to pass any health bill. The recriminations against the President, the First Lady,
the health care team and the Administration in general could be devastating.

An Administration Minimalist Approach

If we must accept a minimalist approach, and having some bill is better than having no bill, we
could try to put an alternative on the table which will do as much good and as little harm as
possible. While this would require broader discussion, a proposal like the following might have
merit:

1 Use Medicare, Medicaid integration and tobacco tax funds as proposed in the Mitchell bill
and eliminate from it all other sources of funding which essentially as those with good
insurance today.

2 Fund coverage for all children and pregnant women and for all people who have insurance
but lose their jobs for six months (with subsidies adjusted for income ).

3 Fund a scaled back Medicare drug benefit and a scaled back long-term care initiative.

4 Provide $100 billion in deficit reduction over the ten year period.
























1600 THOMPSON PARKWAY
SARASOTA, FLORIDA 34236
PHONE: (813) 388-4441  FAX: (813) 388-4312

A nonprofit organization dedicated to excellence in marine sciences'

July 17, 1994

President Bill Clinton
The White House '
Washington, DC 20500-2000

Dear Bill:

Thanks so much for your note regarding my suggestion for a "Federal Pollution Recovery Trust
Fund." [ thought that you might find the response from Senator Mack on this idea reassuring.

I will share all of this with Senator Graham in hopes that he can work with your environmental
offices and DOJ to establish meaningful legislation in this area.

I was hoping to get to Washington for Tim Chorba's swearing-in ceremony, but unfortunately I'm
not going to be able to make it. Make sure that you mark it on your calendar to re-call him in '98
in time to organize the party for our 30th!

Hope to see you soon.

Kerry Kirschner
Director of Development

KK/gb
Enc.

MICHAEL T. MARTIN WILLIAM R. MOTE KUMAR MAHADEVAN, Ph.D.
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD PRESIDENT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR































OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR August 17, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR: The Honorable George Stephanopoulos
Senior Advisor to the President
for Policy and Strategy
The White House

FROM: Joseph Duffey .V./V/\
Director

SUBJECT: Academic Exchange of European Students

The disparity between the numbers of European and Asian students
studying in the U.S. is largely based on financial resources. As
the Asian economies have experienced tremendous growth, scholars
from these nations have looked to the U.S. for excellent and
affordable higher education. The limited higher education
infrastructure in Asian nations and the prestige of American
degrees in these countries have helped to attract outstanding,
qualified, full-tuition paying students to U.S. institutions.

At present, exchange students from Asia comprise approximately 60
percent (260,670 students) of all foreign scholars in the U.S.
compared with European students who constitute thirteen percent
(58,010). The overall percentage of Europeans studying in the
United States has remained relatively constant over the past
forty years with Europeans now forming the second largest group
of foreign students in the U.S. While overall numbers of
European students were up 8% in 1992-93, the percentage of
students from East and Central Europe, the New Independent States
and the Baltics has, in the past two years, increased by 42
percent.

The "institutional barriers" between the United States and
Germany that Chancellor Kohl raised are rooted in our differing
systems. The U.S. and German educational structures are not
equivalent. Our admissions processes seeming confusing and
cumbersome to Germans. Also, because our educational system is
not centralized or standardized, the unique admissions standards
and procedures of individual institutions prevail, whether the
student is from another country or from within the U.S. Finally,
unlike Germany, the expectation of a "state" financed university
education simply does not exist in the United States.

USIA has been working with German government and education
officials (as well as those of other European nations) for many
years to overcome or mitigate the barriers to broader U.S.-
European exchanges. Our ongoing efforts include annual high-
level meetings of U.S. and German officials.
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For your information, I have enclosed several pages from "Open
Doors," a USIA-funded statistical analysis of international
educational exchange. I welcome the opportunity to discuss
further with you these issues. If you should need any additional
information, please contact me or Linda Rotunno, of the USIA
Academic Exchange Program office, at 619-6409.






TABLE 2.4

Percent of Foreign Students From Leading Countries or Other Places
within World Region of Origin, Selected Years, 1954/55 - 1992/93

Africa Asia Europe Latin America Middle East
Locality % Locality % Locality % Locality % Locality %
Egypt 284 China’ 25.1 Greece 16.9 Colombia 15.4 Iran 24.4
u“‘, Nigena 21.7 India 16.4 Germany, F.R. 146 Mexico 148 Israel 19.4
E Liberia 15.2 Japan 15.4 United Kingdom 13.6 Venezuela 104 lraq 15.9
g South Africa 12.7 Philippines 14.5 France 9.1 Cuba 8.5 Jordan 149
Ghana 6.6 Korea, Rep. of 11.8 Netherlands 7.2 Jamaica 6.3 Turkey 9.7
TOTAL 84.6 TOTAL 83.2 TOTAL 61.4 TOTAL 55.4 TOTAL 84.3
Egypt 25.0 China' 255 Greece 171 Mexico 14.4 Iran 38.7
g Nigena 13.2 India 21.2 United Kingdom  15.5 Venezuela 1.9 Turkey 12.9
Y South Africa 9.2 Korea.Rep.of 139 Germany, F.R. 113 Cuba 9.9 Israel 12:5
g Ethiopia 8.7 Japan 122 France 8.9 Jamaica 9.6 Iraq 104
" Liberia 8.7 Phitippines 9.7 aly 6.9 Colombia 7.3 Lebanon 9.1
TOTAL 64.8 TOTAL 825 TOTAL 59.7 TOTAL 53.1 TOTAL 83.6
Nigeria 202 India 222 United Kingdom  19.4 Cuba 115 tran 373
g Egypt 18.7 Taiwan 2231 Greece 153 Mexico 100 Israel 15.4
b4 Kenya 1.3 Japan 1.5 Germany, F.R. 149 Colombia 8.8 Turkey 10.7
o South Atnca 57 Hong Kong 10.7 France 8.2 Jamaica 87 Iraq 9.2
Libena 4.6 Korea. Rep. of 85 lhaty 6.4 Venezuela 8.6 tebanon 70
TOTAL 60.5 TOTAL 74.6 TOTAL 64.2 TOTAL 47.6 TOTAL 79.6
Nigena 243 Taiwan 236 United Kingdom 22.8 Cuba 180 Iran 39.0
o Egypt 133 India 222 Germany,F.R. 14.2 Mexico 10.0 Israel 17.2
g Ethiopia 71 Hong Kong 141 France 107 Colombia 82 Turkey 9.9
8 Ghana 71 Thailand 8.6 Greece 9.8 Venezuela 6.9 Saudi Arabia 77
\ Kenya 6.5 Japan 8.1 Italy 6.3 Jamaica 54 Lebanon 7.7
TOTAL 58.3 TOTAL 76.6 TOTAL 63.8 TOTAL 48.5 TOTAL 81.5
Nigena 39.2 Hong Kong 18.9 United Kingdom 20.1 Mexico 15.2 Iran 57.6
o Ethiopia 1.1 Taiwan 175 Greece 13.7 Venezuela 10.2 Israel 10.0
N Ghana 7.3 India 16.5 Germany, F.R. 117 Colombia 9.1 Lebanon 6.6
N Egypt 5.3 Thailand 10.7 France 1.7 Brazil 75 Saudi Arabia 6.4
(s Libya 53 Japan 10.1 ltaly 52 Jamaica 6.8 Turkey 5.9
TOTAL 68.2 TOTAL 73.7 TOTAL 62.4 TOTAL 48.8 TOTAL 86.5
Nigena 45.2 Tawan 215 United Kingdom  19.0 Venezuela 233 Iran 61.3
=) tibya 8.4 Japan 150 Germany, F.R. 133 Mexico 134 Saudti Arabia 1.4
§ Kenya 5.1 Hong Kong 121 Greece 133 Colombia 76 Lebanon 72
5 Ghana 5.0 India 107 France 100 Brazil 6.9 Jordan 56
‘N Egypt 46 Thailand 80 haly 49 Jamaica 5.1 Israel 33
TOTAL 68.3 TOTAL 67.3 TOTAL 65.4 TOTAL 56.3 TOTAL 88.8
Nigeria 46.5 Taiwan 15.7 United Kingdom 18.1 Venezuela 212 Iran 29.4
‘3 Egypt 6.1 Malaysia 151 Greece 146 Mexico 118 Saudi Arabia 13.7
S Ethiopia 5.4 Korea, Rep.of 114 Germany, F.R. 126 Colombia 84 Lebanon 12.3
> Kenya 4.8 India 10.2 France 102 Brazil 57 Jordan 1.9
South Afnca 4.1 Japan 92 Norway 5.4 Jamaica 45 Kuwait 7.0
TOTAL 66.9 TOTAL 61.6 TOTAL 60.9 TOTAL 51.6 TOTAL 74.3
Nigena 18.2 China 16.0 United Kingdom 15.4 Mexico 13.6 Iran 19.9
Kenya 9.0 Taiwan 149 Germany 14.7 Brazil 78 Jordan 14.1
§ South Afnca 83 Japan 143 France 11.6 Colombia 6.9 Lebanon 119
a Ethiopia 8.2 India 126 Greece 9.6 Jamaica 5.9 Saudi Arabia 11.0
vy Egypt 6.9 Korea, Rep of 104 Spain 79 Peru 57 Turkey 9.1
TOTAL 50.6 TOTAL 68.2 TOTAL 59.2 TOTAL 39.9 TOTAL 66.0
Nigeria 121 China 17.3 Germany 136 Mexico 17.5 Turkey 16.5
[re] Kenya 114 Japan 16.4 United Kingdom 13.2 Brazil 105 Iran 135
S South Africa 9.1 Taiwan 144 France 9.8 Venezuela 79 Saudt Arabia 12.4
§ Egypt 7.6 India 138 Spain 89 Colombia 6.6 Jordan 108
Ethiopia 7.3 Korea, Rep.of 109 Greece 7.5 Jamaica 6.1 Israel 10.0
TOTAL 47.5 TOTAL 72.8 TOTAL 53.0 TOTAL 48.6 TOTAL 63.2

'Inciudes Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Macao
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