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SHARE OF POPULATION COVERED BY PUBLIC (GOVERN-
MENT) HEALTH INSURANCE SCHEME (COMPARABLE
FIGURES FOR PRIVATE INSURANCE SCHEMES NOT
AVAILABLE)—Continued

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

France ... 995 995 995 995 995
Germany 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2
Greece 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0
Hungary . n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Iceland 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0
Ireland 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0
Italy 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Japan . 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0
Luxembourg 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Mexico 558 640 644 670 680
Netherlan 70.7 705 70.6 70.9 714
New Zealand . 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0
Norway ... 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0
Portugal . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Spain . 99.0 990 995 995 995
Sweden .. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Switzerland 995 995 995 995 995
Turkey ... 55.1 n/a n/a n/a n/a
United Kingdom 100.0 1000 100.0 1000 100.0
United States ... 440 440 440 440 450

HEALTH CARE EXPENDITURES: PRICE INDEX

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Australia 100.0 1029 1042 1051 nfa
Austria 1000 1057 1142 1211 n/a
Belgium . 100.0 1068 1122 1150 n/a
Canada .. 100.0 1057 109.2 1120 1127
Czech Republic . n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Denmark 100.0 1027 1049 1075 n/a
Finland .. 1000 1079 1119 1140 n/a
France 1000 1021 1043 1064 108.3
Germany 100.0 1042 1081 1121 1173
Greece 1000 1291 149.0 1674 n/a
Hungary . n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a
Iceland 100.0 1065 1138 123.0 126.0
Ireland 100.0 1071 1142 1205 n/a
Italy 100.0 1099 1144 1191 n/a
Japan .. 1000 933 1035 106.8 n/a
Luxembourg 1000 101.9 107.7 1143 n/a
Mexico n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Netherlands 1000 1052 1089 110.8 n/a
New Zealand . 1000 101.6 1058 106.5 n/a
Norway ... 100.0 1036 1076 1085 n/a
Portugal . 100.0 1116 1238 133.0 n/a
Spain .. 100.0 106.1 1138 1143 1241
Sweden .. 1000 1035 109.0 112.0 n/a
Switzerland 100.0 1062 1123 1162 1185
Turkey ... 100.0 n/a n/a n/a n/a
United Kingdom 100.0 1082 1174 1243 1274
United States 100.0 1062 1122 1175 1224

GDP PRICE INDEX

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Australia 100.0 1023 103.62 104.9 106.4
Austria 100.0 1040 108.32 112.0 115.8
Belgium . 100.0 102.7 106.3 110.6 113.6
Canada .. 100.0 102.8 104.1 105.2  105.79
Czech Republic . n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Denmark 100.0 102.2 104.3 105.4 107.8
Finland .. 100.0 1025 103.2 105.7 106.9
France 1000 1033 1054 1081  109.6
Germany 100.0 104.7 105.5 109.4 112.0
Greece 100.0 118.0 135.3 154.3 171.2
Hungary . n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Iceland 100.0 107.6 111.6 114.0 117.0
Ireland 1000 1017 1038 1080 1093
Italy 100.0 107.7 1125 117.3 1215
Japan .. 100.0 102.6 104.1 104.7 n/a
Luxembourg 100.0 1045 109.7 120.7 125.0
Mexico ... 100.0 1216 1394 153.3 164.5
Netherlands 100.0 102.7 105.0 107.2 109.7
New Zealand . 100.0 1014 101.4 102.4 104.2
Norway ... 100.0 102.6 102.2 104.8 105.1
Portugal . 100.0 114.2 129.6 139.3 146.5
Spain . 100.0 107.1 1144 119.4 124.0
Sweden .. 100.0 107.6 108.8 1117 115.0
Switzerland 100.0 1055 108.2 1104 111.9
Turkey ... 100.0 1588  260.1 4363  900.8
United Kingdom 100.0 106.5 1111 1147 117.2
United States ... 1000 1035 1060 10801 1103

TOTAL HEALTH CARE EXPENDITURE SHARE OF GDP

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
Australia 83 8.6 8.7 8.6 85
Austria 84 85 8.9 9.4 9.7
Belgium . 7.6 8.0 8.1 8.3 8.2
Canada .. 9.2 99 103 102 9.8
Czech Republic . 53 54 54 7.7 76
Denmark 6.5 6.5 6.7 6.8 6.6
Finland .. 8.0 9.1 9.3 8.8 8.3
France 89 9.1 9.4 9.8 9.7
Germany 83 9.0 93 93 95
Greece 43 43 45 46 5.2
Hungary . 6.6 6.6 6.8 6.9 7.0
Iceland 7.9 8.1 8.2 8.3 8.1
Ireland ... 6.7 7.0 7.3 74 7.9
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TOTAL HEALTH CARE EXPENDITURE SHARE OF GDP—

Continued

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

. 8.1 8.4 85 8.6 83
Japan 6.0 6.1 6.4 6.6 6.9
Luxembourg 6.2 6.2 6.3 6.2 58
Mexico . n/a n/a 49 5.0 53
Netherlands 84 8.6 838 9.0 838
New Zealand . 74 78 78 73 75
Norway ... 6.9 7.2 74 73 73
Portugal . 6.6 71 72 74 76
Spain 6.9 7.1 7.2 7.3 7.3
Sweden .. 8.6 84 76 76 17
Switzerland 8.4 9.0 9.4 95 9.6
Turkey ... 2.9 34 29 26 42
United Kingdom 6.0 6.5 70 6.9 6.9
United States 127 135 14.0 143 143

MALE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Australia 739 744 745 75.0 75.0
Austria 724 724 727 730 733
Belgium . 724 728 731 730 n/a
Canada .. 738 746 749 n/a n/a
Czech Republic . 675 682 685 693 695
Denmark 720 722 724 723 n/a
Finland .. 709 714 717 721 728
France 727 729 732 733 3.7
Germany 727 725 738 738 nla
Greece 746 747 746 749 n/a
Hungary . 651 650 646 645 648
Iceland .. 757 751 757 769 771
Ireland 720 722 726 727 n/a
Italy .. 735 736 738 745 747
Japan 75.9 76.1 76.1 76.3 76.6
Luxembourg 723 720 719 722 na
Mexico ... 67.7 684 689 692 694
Netherlands 738 741 74.3 74.0 74.6
New Zealand . 724 729 731 n/a n/a
Norway ... 734 740 741 74.2 74.8
Portugal . 70.9 69.8 70.8 70.8 712
Spain 734 734 734 733 73.3
Sweden .. 74.8 74.9 754 755 76.1
Switzerland 740 741 74.3 4.7 75.1
Turkey ... 64.1 nla nfa 633 654
United King 72.9 73.2 73.6 73.6 74.2
United States ... 718 720 723 722 723

FEMALE LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Australia 80.1 804 804 809 809
Austria 78.9 79.1 79.2 794 797
Belgium . 791 795 798 798 nfa
Canada .. 804 809 812 n/a n/a
Czech Republic . 760 757 761 764 76.6
Denmark 77 T 718 776 n/a
Finland .. 78.9 79.3 794 795 80.2
France 80.9 81.1 814 814 818
Germany 791 790 793 793 nfa
Greece 794 797 796 799 n/a
Hungary . 73.7 73.8 73.7 73.8 74.2
Iceland .. 80.3 808 809 808 810
Ireland 715 717 782 782 n/a
Italy .. 80.0 802 804 809 812
Japan 819 821 82 85 830
Luxembourg 785 791 785 794 n/a
Mexico ... 740 747 75.2 754 758
Netherlan: 80.1 802 803 800 803
New Zealand . 783 787 789 n/a n/a
Norway ... 798 801 803 802 806
Portugal . 77.9 771.3 78.1 78.0 78.2
Spain 804 806 807 809 8L0
Sweden .. 804 805 808 808 814
Switzerland 809 809 812 814 8l6
Turkey ... 68.4 n/a nfa 660 700
United Kingdom 78.6 78.7 79.0 78.9 79.5
United States ... 788 789 79.1 78.8 79.0

INFANT MORTALITY RATE/L00 LIVE BIRTHS

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Australia 082 071 070 061 059
Austria 078 075 075 065 063
Belgium . 080 084 08 080 076
Canada .. 068 064 063 068 nfa
Czech Republic . 108 104 099 08 079
Denmark 075 073 066 054 056
Finland .. 056 058 052 044 046
073 073 068 064 058

071 067 060 058 056

097 09 084 08 079

150 160 140 130 120

059 055 048 048 034

082 082 066 059 059

082 081 079 073 066

046 044 045 043 042

Luxembourg 074 092 085 060 053
Mexico ... 240 210 190 175 170
Netherlands 071 065 063 063 056
New Zealand . 084 083 073 073 nfa
070 064 059 051 052

110 108 093 087 081

076 072 071 068 060
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INFANT MORTALITY RATE/100 LIVE BIRTHS—Continued

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
Sweden ... 060 061 053 048 044
Switzerland 068 062 064 056 051
Turkey ... 593 565 540 526 4.68
United Kingdom 079 074 066 063 0.62
United States ... 092 089 08 084 079

CONGRATULATIONS TO OUR NA-
TION’'S CATHOLIC SCHOOL SYS-
TEM AND TO THE EDUCATION
FOUNDATION OF THE ARCH-
DIOCESE OF LOS ANGELES

HON. GEORGE P. RADANOVICH

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to offer my congratulations to our Na-
tion’s Catholic school system and to the Edu-
cation Foundation of the Archdiocese of Los
Angeles for the hard work and diligence that
has been shown over the years. The Catholic
school system has an excellent track record.

Walk by any of these schools and you will
see well-behaved and well-dressed students in
the school yard. Step inside a classroom and
you will see these same children giving their
full attention to their teacher’s lecture with the
ability to correctly answer the questions, a
sign that these children are doing their home-
work, not hanging out at the mall or watching
television. Of course, many of these children
do not have the means to get to the mall or
cannot afford a television. You see, these chil-
dren come from the poorest families of the
inner city. Statistics show that children from
these tough neighborhoods will end up in pris-
on, or dead from violence. Why do these chil-
dren succeed in school? These schools take
the most at-risk children and put them in a
well-disciplined learning environment. But, as
time goes on, this environment is crumbling
due to aged facilities. This is why the Catholic
school system needs our help.

Federal funding for these schools is one an-
swer. Tax credits for parochial-school tuition
are another. | am proud of the job our Catholic
schools are doing in America.

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 17, 1996]
WHY THE CATHOLIC SCHOOL MODEL Is TABOO
(By Sol Stern)

New York City’s Cardinal John J. O’Con-
nor has repeatedly made the city an extraor-
dinary offer. Send me the lowest-performing
5% of children presently in the public
schools, and 1 will put them in Catholic
schools—where they will succeed. The city’s
response: silence.

In a more rational world, city officials
would have jumped at the cardinal’s invita-
tion. It would have been a huge financial
plus for the city. The annual pre-pupil cost
of Catholic elementary schools is $2,500 per
year, about a third of what taxpayers now
spend for the city’s public schools.

NO IDLE BOAST

More important, thousands more disadvan-
taged children would finish school and be-
come productive citizens. For Cardinal
O’Connor’s claim that Catholic schools
would do a better job than public schools is
no idle boast. In 1990 the RAND Corporation
compared the performance of children from
New York City’s public and Catholic high
schools. Only 25% of the public-school stu-
dents graduated at all, and only 16% took
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the Scholastic Aptitude Test vs. 95% and 75%
of Catholic-school students, respectively,
Catholic-school students scored an average
of 815 on the SAT. By shameful contrast, the
small “‘elite”” of public-school students who
graduated and took the SAT averaged only
642 for those in neighborhood schools and 715
for those in magnet schools.

In 1993 the New York State Department of
Education compared city schools with the
highest levels of minority enrollment. Con-
clusions: ““‘Catholic schools with 81% to 100%
minority composition outscored New York
public schools with the same percentage of
minority enrollment in Grade 3 reading
(+17%). Grade 3 mathematics (+10%), Grade 5
writing (+6%), Grade 6 reading (+10%) and
Grade 6 mathematics (+11%).”’

Yet most of the elite, in New York and
elsewhere, is resolutely uninterested in the
Catholic schools’ success. In part this re-
flects the enormous power of teachers’
unions, fierce opponents of anything that
threatens their monopoly on education. In
part it reflects a secular discomfort with re-
ligious institutions.

I myself have felt this discomfort over the
years, walking past Catholic schools like St.
Gregory the Great, near my Manhattan
home. Every morning, as | took my sons to
public school, | couldn’t help noticing the
well-behaved black and Hispanic children in
their neat uniforms entering the drab parish
building. But my curiosity never led me past
the imposing crucifix looking down from the
roof, which evoked childhood images of
Catholic anti-Semitism and clerical obscu-
rantism.

Finally, earlier this year, | ventured in,
and | was impressed. | sat in for example, as
fourth-grade teacher Susan Viti conducted a
review lesson on the geography of the West-
ern United States. All the children were
completely engaged and had obviously done
their homework. They were able to answer
each of her questions about the principal
cities and capitals of the Western states—
some of which I couldn’t name—and the to-
pography and natural resource of the region.
“Which minerals would be found in the
Rocky Mountains?”’ Miss Viti asked. Eager
hands shot up. Miss Viti used the lesson to
expand the students’ vocabulary, when the
children wrote things down, she insisted on
proper grammar and spelling.

I found myself wishing that my own son’s
fourth-grade teachers at nearby Public
School 87, reputedly one of the best public
schools in the city, were anywhere near as
productive and as focused on basic skills as
Miss Viti. Both my boys’s teachers have
wasted an enormous amount of time with
empty verbiage about the evils of racism and
sexism. By contrast, in Miss Viti’s class and
in all the other Catholic-school classes | vis-
ited, it was taken for granted that a real
education is the best antidote to prejudice.

Miss Viti earns $21,000 a year, $8,000 less
than a first-year public-school teacher, ““I've
taught in an all-white, affluent suburban
school, where I made over $40,000.”” she says.
“This time | wanted to do something good
for society, and | am lucky enough to be able
to afford to do it. | am trying to instill in my
students that whatever their life situation is
now, they can succeed if they work hard and
study.”

You might expect liberals, self-styled
champions of disadvantaged children, to ap-
plaud the commitment and sacrifice of edu-
cators like Susan Viti. You might even ex-
pect them to look for ways of getting gov-
ernment money to these underfunded
schools. Instead, they’ve done their best to
make sure the wall of separation between
church and state remains impenetrable. Lib-
eral child-advocacy groups tout an endless
array of ‘“‘prevention’ programs that are
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supposed to stave off delinquency, dropping
out of school and even pregnancy—yet they
consistently ignore Catholic schools, which
always  succeed in preventing these
pathologies.

Read the chapter on education in Hillary
Clinton’s “It Takes a Village.” Mrs. Clinton
advocates an alphabet soup of education pro-
grams for poor kids, but says not a word
about Catholic schools. Similarly, in his
books on education and inner-city ghettos,
Jonathan Kozol offers vivid tours of decrepit
public schools in places like the South
Bronx, but he never stops at the many
Catholic schools that are succeeding a few
blocks away.

Why are Catholic schools taboo among
those who talk the loudest about compassion
for the downtrodden? It’s hard to escape the
conclusion that one of the most powerful
reasons is liberals’ alliance with the teach-
ers’ unions, which have poured hundreds of
millions of dollars into the campaign coffers
of liberal candidates around the country.
Two weeks ago | attended the National Edu-
cation Association convention in Washing-
ton, a week-long pep rally for Bill Clinton
punctuated by ritual denunciations of pri-
vatization.

Before the teachers’ unions rise to political
power, it was not unusual to see urban
Democrats like former New York Gov. Mario
Cuomo support government aid to Catholic
schools. Mr. Cuomo’s flip-flop on this issue is
especially revealing. In 1974, when he first
ran for public office, Mr. Cuomo wrote a let-
ter to potential supporters: “I’ve spent more
than 15 years . . . arguing for aid to private
schools,”” he wrote. “If you believe aid is a
good thing, then you are the good people. If
you believe it, then it’s your moral obliga-
tion, as it is my own, to do something about
it. . .. Let’s try tax-credit plans and any-
thing else that offers any help.””

Mr. Cuomo soon learned his lesson. In his
published diaries he wrote: ‘““Teachers are
perhaps the most effective of all the state’s
unions. If they go all-out, it will mean tele-
phones and vigorous statewide support. It
will also mean some money.” In his 1982
campaign for governor, Mr. Cuomo gave a
speech trumpeting the primacy of public
education and the rights of teachers. He won
the union’s enthusiastic endorsement
against Ed Koch in the Democratic primary.
Over the next 12 years, in private meetings
with Catholic leaders, Gov. Cuomo would de-
clare that he still supported tax relief for pa-
rochial school parents. Then he would take a
completely different position in public. For
example, in 1984 he acknowledged that giving
tax credits for parochial-school tuition was
‘“clearly constitutional’ under a recent Su-
preme Court decision—but he refused to sup-
port such a plan.

Politically controlled schools are unlikely
to improve much without strong pressure
from outside. Thus, the case for government
aid to Catholic schools is now more compel-
ling than ever. If only to provide the com-
petitive pressure to force state schools to
change. And the conventional wisdom that
government is constitutionally prohibited
from aiding Catholic schools has been under-
mined by several recent U.S. Supreme Court
decisions.

SUCKER’S TRAP

Since the powerful teachers’ union vehe-
mently oppose any form of government aid
to Catholic schools, reformers are often skit-
tish about advocating vouchers or tuition
tax credits, fearing that will end the public-
school reform conversation before it begins.
But to abandon aid to Catholic schools in the
name of public-school reform is a sucker’s
trap. We have ended up with no aid to Catho-
lic schools and no real public-school reform
either.

E1507

Catholic schools are a valuable public re-
source not just because they profoundly ben-
efit the children who enroll in them. They
also challenge the public-school monopoly,
constantly reminding us that the neediest
kids are educable and that spending extrava-
gant sums of money isn’t the answer. No one
who cares about reviving our failing public
schools can afford to ignore this inspiring
laboratory of reform.

HONORING THE TRI-VALLEY
TIGERS

HON. BILL BAKER

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speaker, in
the past year, America has witnessed Cal
Ripken become the new Iron Man, Michael
Jordan return to basketball, and the centennial
Olympic games take place in Atlanta. These
have been signal events in modern sports his-
tory.

Yet for my own home region, the East Bay
of San Francisco, an even more exciting event
took place when, in late August, the Alacosta
Tri-Valley Tigers took second in the U.S. Na-
tional Babe Ruth Tournament in Manteo, NC.
The Tigers are a Babe Ruth team that posted
an undefeated regular season record and an
overall record of 59-5. In addition, they won
the State and regional titles on the way to the
contest for the national title.

Ranging in ages from 16 to 18, these 17
young men and their four coaches have
brought pride and dedication to their remark-
able efforts. They learned the value of team
commitment, of hard, concentrated effort, and
had a lot of fun along the way. Their perform-
ance in post-season play was outstanding,
and as runners-up in the national champion-
ship game, they brought great credit to them-
selves, their coaches, and to the whole East
Bay.

While there may be momentary disappoint-
ment over not winning the national title itself,
this in no way diminishes the sterling perform-
ance of the Tigers at every level of play. Along
with their parents and neighbors, | am very
proud of each of them and am pleased to rec-
ognize them in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for their sportsmanship, tenacity, and all-
around excellence.

As Ernie Banks might say, when it comes to
the Tri-Valley Tigers, “Let's play two.”

DELAURO HONORS VINCENT CHASE
OF STRATFORD

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, September 4, 1996

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on Friday,
September 6, 1996, State Representative Vin-
cent Chase will be honored with a dinner-
roast. Representative Chase has served in the
Connecticut State Legislature for 16 years and
recently announced that he will not be seeking
reelection. It is my great pleasure to rise today
to pay tribute to Vinnie and to congratulate
and thank him for him many years of public
service.




		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-23T03:39:01-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




