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the outstanding leadership capability
and business savvy of its founder,
Yousif Ghafari.

I have the pleasure of personally
knowing Yousif and appreciate his
dedication, not only to the business
world but to his family and community
as well. Yousif’s exemplary duty and
service to the community at large has
earned him the great respect of his col-
leagues, friends, and family. I would
like to join them in commending him
for his dedication to seeing Ghafari As-
sociates grow into one of Michigan’s
most distinguished and respected engi-
neering firms.

The State of Michigan is very fortu-
nate to have Mr. Yousif Ghafari
amongst its citizens, and should be
very proud of his accomplishments. I
would like to conclude by extending to
him my best wishes for much success
in all of his future endeavors.

————

NATIONAL WOMEN’S BUSINESS
COUNCIL AND WOMEN-OWNED
BUSINESSES

e Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I want
to speak today about the work the Na-
tional Women’s Business Council
[NWBC] is doing in my State and the
work they do for the country in the in-
terest of women-owned businesses. I
want to make special note of the ef-
forts of one of Georgia’s shining exam-
ples of entrepreneurship. Mr. Presi-
dent, Carolyn Stradley started out fill-
ing in potholes with asphalt and from
that has grown a small business that is
now responsible for work done in both
the Olympic Stadium and the Georgia
Dome. In addition to successfully com-
peting in a male dominated business
world, she is literally paving the way
for other women to find opportunities
into the work force through the cre-
ation of small businesses.

Yesterday morning Carolyn mod-
erated a workshop that provided a
forum to discuss, develop, and find con-
sensus on Dpolicy recommendations
which enhance women business owners
access to capital and credit at every
stage of business growth. This forum
was part of 10 workshops being held at
Federal Reserve Banks and branches
across the nation. The top 10 rec-
ommendations from each of the 10
workshops will be compiled into a re-
port and presented to Congress and the
President by the NWBC. The partici-
pants of these workshops include
women business owners, bankers and
other lenders, government representa-
tives and other experts who work daily
to develop financial strategies that are
so essential in getting small businesses
off the ground.

Mr. President, I want to commend
the NWBC for their work and their con-
tinued efforts as an independent source
of advice and counsel to the Congress,
the President and the Small Business
Administration. Their mission is to
promote bold initiatives, policies and
programs designed to foster women’s
business enterprise as well as an eco-
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nomic environment conducive to busi-
ness growth and development for
women-owned businesses. The council
has focused on four key areas: (1) ex-
panding public and private market op-
portunities for women-owned busi-
nesses; (2) promoting the development
of a research agenda and data collec-
tion on the women’s business sector
and public awareness of its contribu-
tions; (3) strengthening the networking
capabilities of women entrepreneurs
and the technical assistance and train-
ing infrastructure; and (4) expanding
the financial resources available to
women business owners and ensuring
their access to them.

I believe that it is particularly fit-
ting that the NWBC does have this
focus and I would point to a few impor-
tant figures, just in Georgia alone, that
would support this. Mr. President, as of
1996 there are nearly 204,000 women-
owned businesses in Georgia employing
over 622,000 people and generating over
$87 billion in sales. During the period of
time from 1987 and 1992, the National
Foundation for Women Business Own-
ers estimates that the number of
women-owned firms in Georgia has in-
creased by 112 percent, employment
has grown by 334 percent and sales have
risen 508 percent. In 1996, women-owned
firms accounted for 36 percent of all
Georgia firms, and provided employ-
ment for 34 percent of Georgia workers,
and generated 24 percent of the State’s
business sales. Finally, I am proud to
point out that Georgia ranks fifth in
growth in the number of minority
women-owned firms as of 1996—a 227
percent increase between 1987 and 1996.

Mr. President, I encourage my col-
leagues to support and fund organiza-
tions like the National Women’s Busi-
ness Council. Small Businesses are the
foundation of our Nation’s economic
engine and small businesses are the fu-
ture continued economic growth and
success.®

————

OECD SHIPBUILDING AGREEMENT

e Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, as the Sen-
ate moves toward concluding its busi-
ness before the August recess, I would
like to take this opportunity to clarify
the circumstances surrounding the Fi-
nance Committee’s consideration of
legislation to implement the OECD
Shipbuilding Agreement.

This vital agreement has already
been the subject of a hearing in the Fi-
nance Committee in December 1995,
and, in May 1996, the Committee voted
unanimously in favor of the legislation
to implement the Agreement.

I understand my Finance Committee
colleagues, Senators LOTT and BREAUX,
have made substantial progress in re-
solving the controversial issues sur-
rounding some parts of the legislation
originally reported by the Finance
Committee. I expect that their work on
the implementing legislation and the
resolution of certain procedural issues
will be concluded shortly so that we
can complete committee consideration
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and congressional passage of this bill
as soon as possible after we return in
September.

I trust the other signatory countries
to the Shipbuilding Agreement will un-
derstand that the recent delay in the
Finance Committee’s consideration of
the implementing legislation was un-
avoidable—that it was simply a result
of the committee’s need to complete
its work on the hallmark legislation to
balance the U.S. budget and need to re-
solve certain parliamentary questions.
This delay should in no way be inter-
preted as a lack of resolve to bring the
OECD Shipbuilding Agreement imple-
menting legislation to closure.

I strongly urge other signatory coun-
tries not to take any action that might
forever compromise our long-held goal
of achieving free and fair trade in the
global shipbuilding sector. It is my
view that the United States is very
close—closer than it has ever been—to
enacting the legislation necessary for
completion of U.S. ratification of the
agreement. It would be terribly coun-
terproductive and inappropriate for
other signatory countries to abandon
this important agreement at this junc-
ture in reaction to this relatively
minor and unavoidable delay.

With that clarification, I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on
the Finance Committee and in the Sen-
ate as a whole in moving this critical
legislation forward to ultimate passage
by Congress as quickly as possible.®

———
CHINA TRIP REPORT

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, over the
last Memorial Day recess, I visited
South Korea, Japan, North Korea,
China, and Hong Kong, on an official
Finance Committee trip.

Today I am entering into the RECORD
the first half of a trip report I recently
filed with the Committee, and tomor-
row I will include the second half, deal-
ing with China and Hong Kong. I hope
the Senate will find it of use.

The material follows:

ASIA TrIP REPORT—COVERING VISITS TO
SOUTH KOREA, JAPAN, NORTH KOREA, BEI-
JING, AND HONG KONG, MAY 24-31, 1997

1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

A. Itinerary—Over the 1997 Memorial Day
recess, between May 24th and May 31st, I
made a week-long trip to East Asia to host
a three-day conference in Beijing entitled
“Working With America: Food Security and
International Trade,” put on by the Mike
and Maureen Mansfield Center for Pacific Af-
fairs and the Chinese People’s Association
for Friendship with Foreign Countries.

With the authorization of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, I visited South Korea,
Japan, North Korea and Hong Kong as well
as Beijing to discuss trade, security, agricul-
tural and humanitarian problems in Asia.
This report will inform the Senate on the
substance of my discussions, particularly on
food and security in Korea; China’s applica-
tion to enter the World Trade Organization;
and Hong Kong’s transition to China’s sov-
ereignty.

B. Goals—As I see it, our country has three
long-term interests in Asia. First, preserving
the peace which is critical to our national
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security and is also the foundation of Asia’s
current prosperity. Second, opening markets
and creating more reciprocity in trade rela-
tions with Asian countries. And third, rais-
ing the quality of life and promoting long-
term political stability by advancing human
rights, fighting crime and protecting the en-
vironment. My goal on this trip was to un-
derstand more fully the immediate issues we
must address in order to secure these long-
term interests, and to advance if possible our
policy goals on these issues.

In 1997 and 1998, the issues I believe most
critical to securing these interests will be:
(1) the security and humanitarian problems
on the Korean peninsula posed by hunger and
economic decline in North Korea; (2) China’s
application to enter the World Trade Organi-
zation; and (3) Hong Kong’s transition to
Chinese sovereignty. Thus, while I discussed
issues ranging from food security to human
rights, US-China security relations, environ-
mental protection and agricultural trade
with Korea, I concentrated on the first three
issues.

C. Conclusions—I finished the trip feeling
that current American policy on these issues
is well conceived and well implemented.
While I have differences with some of our
specific positions and will mention them fur-
ther on in the report, I believe that in gen-
eral, we are on the right track.

In Korea, we are deterring conflict, pre-
venting nuclear proliferation and providing
humanitarian assistance as appropriate.

On China’s WTO application, we rightly
support China’s WTO membership on a com-
mercially appropriate basis, and are working
with the other WT'O members to make sure
that while China understands we are not try-
ing to block membership on political
grounds, we also expect them to live up to
the fundamental obligations of all WTO
members.

And on Hong Kong’s transition, we seem to
have secured the direct US interests; we are
in close contact with all the political actors
and economic interests involved in the tran-
sition; and we are appropriately active with-
out being confrontational on political and
human rights issues.

All of these questions are highly complex.
The Korean situation, in particular, is dan-
gerous and becoming more so as North Ko-
rea’s economy declines. All of them will de-
mand a great deal of informed attention
from Congress and the American public, as
well as from the Executive branch and our
diplomats and military leaders in the region.
But on the basis of my visits, I am generally
pleased with our policies and impressed with
the people implementing them.

II. KOREAN PENINSULA

A. Visit—The Korean peninsula was the
first stop on my trip. I arrived in Seoul on
Sunday, May 25th, spent the next day in dis-
cussion with South Korean national security
and agricultural officials, representatives of
the US business community, and with Amer-
ican diplomats and military personnel. On
the morning of May 27th I departed for
Pyongyang, where I met with Foreign Min-
istry and Agriculture Commission officials,
departing for Beijing the morning of the
28th. I also had the opportunity to discuss
Korea later in the trip with Chinese political
and military leaders, and with two senior of-
ficers of the Japan Self-Defense Forces dur-
ing a refueling stop at Misawa Air Force be-
fore arrival in Pyongyang.

My purpose, in addition to discussing bilat-
eral agricultural trade issues with South Ko-
rean leaders, was to look into the security
and food questions we face on the Korean pe-
ninsula. I concluded that American policy
with respect to these issues is well-con-
ceived. We have a highly capable military
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force on the peninsula, which works together
with South Korea in the Joint Command.
Our political policies are carried out in tan-
dem with South Korea, with the apparent en-
dorsement of the neighboring countries. And
we are providing food aid as the World Food
Programme identifies the areas of need.

There is, no doubt, room for improvement.
In particular, we could be speeding up our
provision of missile defense for Seoul. North
Korea’s need for food aid may well increase
this summer and require a higher-level ef-
fort. And while we seem to be in full agree-
ment with neighboring countries on the con-
tingencies we hope to avoid (i.e. war, nuclear
proliferation, or sudden collapse into anar-
chy in the North), we do not appear to have
grappled with our long-term positive goals
for the Peninsula. But on the whole, I believe
that we are confronting a very dangerous sit-
uation and doing it well.

The following sections will evaluate the
food situation in North Korea; review the
opinions offered by South Korean, Japanese
and Chinese officials on policy toward the
Korean peninsula; evaluate U.S. policy; and
provide a first-hand, if brief and incomplete,
look at life today in Pyongyang.

B. Food Crisis—I discussed reports of food
shortages in North Korea with U.S. dip-
lomats and agricultural specialists; South
Korean Agriculture Ministry officials; North
Korean Foreign Ministry and Agriculture
Ministry officials; and Chinese leaders. I had
also asked to meet World Food Programme
experts in Pyongyang, but was unable to do
S0.
My conclusion is that we can think of the
food issue as a three-part problem. First,
over the next few weeks North Korea will
need humanitarian assistance. Second, this
need is likely to reach crisis proportions
over the summer of 1997. Third, North Korea
needs to make some fundamental changes in
its agricultural and military if it is to feed
itself in the long term. I see little evidence
that the government is prepared to do so.

1. US and South Korean Assessment—Most
U.S. and South Korean experts believed the
majority of North Koreans continue to re-
ceive basic subsistence rations, feeling the
North Korean government continued to dis-
tribute some basic rations and some more
food was available in small farmer markets.
In more remote rural areas, however, hunger
is probably very severe. This situation is
likely to worsen soon, however.

Over the year as a whole, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture forecast a shortfall of
about 1.2 million metric tons of rice. To put
the figure in context, USDA’s estimate of a
year’s consumption of food in North Korea is
5.4 million metric tons. South Korean esti-
mates were similar.

US and South Korean experts also agreed
on the cause of the food shortages. While
floods may be an immediate cause, long-
term factors—loss of aid from Russia and
China at the end of the Cold War, failure to
make rural reforms, and spending of 25%-—
30% of GDP on the military—are much more
important. A South Korean agricultural offi-
cial noted very simply that North Korea uses
its oil for military exercises rather than to
make fertilizer or run tractors, and thus the
agricultural sector has been short of energy
throughout this decade. Chinese officials
from Manchuria tell him, he said, that since
1991 North Korea has conducted a propa-
ganda campaign calling for ‘‘two meals a day
for the glorious unification of the penin-
sula.”

2. North Korean Views—The North Korean
officials appeared to realize they face an
emergency. Foreign Ministry Officials spoke
in general terms about food problems and
North Korea’s appreciation of foreign assist-
ance. Agriculture Commission officials, led
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by Vice Chair Madame Kim Yong-suk, pro-
vided a highly detailed statistical review of
recent flood damage, reclamation work in
paddy fields, and overall food shortages.

According to Mme. Kim, the most pressing
need for food aid will be quite soon. Spring
planting had gone well, and in the absence of
new flooding the fall harvest would be good.
However, she said, “in July and August we
will face a very tense situation,” and in the
interim North Korea ‘‘would accept with
pleasure 1 million tons of assistance.”

This recognition of an immediate crisis
was not matched by any realistic appraisal
of the causes of the present food crisis or of
North Korea’s long-term policy needs. Both
the Foreign Ministry and Agriculture offi-
cials attributed the food crisis solely to flood
damage in the last two years. The only long-
term effort they said was necessary was a re-
forestation program to reduce erosion.

3. Policy Conclusions—North Korea is
clearly in dire straits. While I did not travel
outside the capital (because of time con-
straints rather than North Korean unwilling-
ness), US and South Korean experts provided
accounts of severe food shortages which I
consider credible. Their views were generally
in accord with the accounts of North Korean
officials, international food experts, and re-
cent travellers outside Pyongyang including
Rep. Tony Hall and several journalists.

Up to now we have provided $25 million in
humanitarian food aid. South Korea, China
and Japan have also made contributions. Our
diplomats believe the WFP is capable of pro-
viding assistance without significant diver-
sion to the North Korean military, and I see
no reason to question that assessment.

My own strong opinion is that, as a hu-
manitarian matter we should provide short-
term food aid to people proven to need it.
This will be most urgent this July and Au-
gust. However, longer-term aid or large-scale
involvement in the North Korean agricul-
tural and industrial economy should only be
done in concert with South Korea, and
should not proceed without willingness on
the part of the North to address the basic
economic and military issues that have
caused this crisis.

C. Security on the Korean Peninsula—De-
spite North Korea’s economic and food dif-
ficulties, US military officers and diplomats
along with South Korean officials stress that
it continues to pose a severe military threat
to South Korea and Americans stationed in
the South. It maintains a million-man army
in a population of 23 million; spends 25-30%
of its GDP on the military; and stations
about 65% of its troops, and most of its artil-
lery and rocket launchers in offensive posi-
tions very close to the Demilitarized Zone.
Our response has come in two main forms.

1. Deterrence—The foundation of all US
policy toward the North is strategic alliance
with South Korea to deter North Korean
military aggression. We have done this
through permanent stationing of 37,000
American troops in South Korea, and com-
plete cooperation in a Joint Command with
South Korea.

Up to now, deterrence has succeeded. US
military officers, including Supreme Com-
mander Gen. John Tilelli, said that relations
with the South Korean military are very
good. South Korean officials agreed. Both
sides emphasized the importance of con-
tinuing to work very closely together on
military preparation, and also in any nego-
tiations with North Korea. All agreed that if
the North Korean industrial and agricultural
economy continued to decline—as it seems
very likely to do in the absence of any re-
form—the North Korean government would
become more desperate and the military sit-
uation would become more dangerous.

Finally, I should mention that military of-
ficers had some concerns about quality-of-
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life issues for American soldiers, but felt
that construction of new barracks under the
last two Military Construction appropriation
bills would help a great deal.

2. Nuclear Proliferation and the Agreed
Framework—A corollary to our broader de-
fense strategy in Korea is opposition to pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons. These would
not change the ultimate outcome of any con-
flict, but would raise its cost in human life,
physical destruction and environmental
damage enormously.

Since 1994, we have attempted to prevent
nuclear proliferation through the ‘‘Agreed
Framework.”” Under this agreement, North
Korea agreed to freeze its nuclear program
while we supply 500,000 barrels of oil and over
a longer term replace the heavy-water nu-
clear reactor at Yongbyon, north of
Pyongyang, with light-water reactors whose
products cannot be used for weapons. Our
military people and diplomats feel that
North Korea is complying with this part of
the agreement. I have no reason to disagree,
and believe we should continue with the
Agreed Framework.

While I will address political issues and ne-
gotiating proposals later on, I should note
here that the Agreed Framework also calls
for progress toward political and economic
normalization of relations between the US
and North Korea. North Korean officials, in-
cluding the Foreign Minister, complained re-
peatedly about the slow pace of normaliza-
tion with the US and our failure to lift sanc-
tions, saying this had increased North Ko-
rean ‘‘suspicions” about US intentions and
reliability. However, the Agreed Framework
also includes a commitment to North-South
dialogue aimed at reducing political and
military tension between the two Korean
governments. North Korea has not done this.
American action on the political side of the
Agreed Framework must depend on North
Korean willingness to begin North-South
dialogue.

3. Conclusions—I was extremely impressed
by our military officers and enlisted people.
I believe our strategy is appropriate and our
coordination with South Korea is close. I
would add only one point. I heard many
times about the vulnerability of Seoul to
North Korean missile, rocket and artillery
fire. If we can ease that by providing some
missile defenses to Seoul, we should do it as
soon as possible.

D. Political Issues and Negotiations—
Progress toward normal political relations,
relaxed trade sanctions or assistance beyond
short-term humanitarian aid, must result
from talks leading to reduced military and
political tension on the peninsula. These
must address first and foremost the basic
issue of North Korea’s threats and aggressive
military posture vis-a-vis South Korea, but
can include North Korean concerns as well.
And they must not lead to any separation of
the US from South Korea, nor any unneces-
sary political conflicts with China, Japan or
Russia.

1. Four-Party Talks—Last year, President
Clinton proposed ‘‘four-party talks’” on Ko-
rean issues including South Korea and North
Korea along with the US and China as the
two principal belligerent powers in the Ko-
rean War. These could address North Korean
concerns about trade, economics and other
issues as well as the concerns we and South
Korea have about security. Based on my dis-
cussions in Seoul, Pyongyang and Beijing, I
remain convinced this is the best approach
to Korean security issues. Recent progress
toward these talks bears out this conclusion.

2. North Korean Views—I repeatedly urged
the North Korean Foreign Ministry officials
to open a North/South dialogue as the
Agreed Framework requires, and to begin
four-party talks with South Korea, China
and the US.
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Foreign Minister Kim Yongnam and Vice
Foreign Minister Kim Gye Gwan were my
main interlocutors on this issue. The Vice
Foreign Minister gave a peculiarly weak and
unconvincing reason for North Korea’s fail-
ure to engage in a North-South dialogue,
saying North Korean public opinion had been
offended when President Kim Young-sam of
South Korea failed to offer condolences on
the death of former President Kim Il-sung in
1994. He did, however, state support in prin-
ciple for North-South dialogue, and neither
he nor the Foreign Minister, however, ruled
it out after the election of South Korea’s
new President this December.

Both the Foreign Minister and the Vice
Foreign Minister raised concerns about the
four-party talks proposal, mostly ques-
tioning the reason why China should be in-
volved. They also insisted that the US was
following a hostile policy by continuing to
impose sanctions and an overall trade em-
bargo on North Korea. They did not, how-
ever, insist on large-scale food or economic
aid as a precondition for entering the four-
party talks.

3. The Chinese Role—As the largest local
military power bordering on North Korea,
and as a government with traditional ties to
North Korea, China has very large interests
in the Korean issue and will play a key role
in any solution to it.

American officials in Seoul and Beijing
generally felt that China is acting respon-
sibly and helpfully. South Korean officials
agreed. In a more general sense, they said
they were satisfied with the state of South
Korean-Chinese relations, and hoped US-
China relations would remain ‘‘harmonious.”

North Koreans, by contrast, seemed indif-
ferent to China. They did not encourage Chi-
nese participation in four-party talks—to
the contrary, in fact, they called for a ‘‘3+1”
formula with China playing an unspecified
but clearly minor role. One official, com-
menting on the overall political situation of
the Korean peninsula, said ‘‘the directly in-
volved parties are the DPRK and the US, and
we acknowledge that the South has some in-
direct concerns. China is not concerned.”

E. Japanese and Chinese Views—During
my trip, I met with senior policymakers in
Beijing about Korean issues, and discussed
Korean policy with two senior officers of the
Japan Self-Defense Forces. A brief summary
of these conversations follows.

1. Japanese Views—At Misawa Air Force
Base I met with Gen. Akihiko Hayashi and
General Minoru Hoso, of the Northern Com-
mand of the Japan Self-Defense Forces.
These discussions were brief given our lim-
ited time, and concentrated on Japan’s secu-
rity role rather than on Japan’s particular
political concerns about its kidnapped citi-
zens and the recent apprehension of a North
Korean ship loaded with amphetamines at a
Japanese port, or its broader political views
on Korean issues. Japan is deeply concerned
about North Korea’s deployment of a new
generation of medium-range missiles capable
of targeting Japan, and working closely with
us on attempts to deter conflict on the pe-
ninsula.

2. Chinese Views—The senior political
leaders, Foreign Ministry officials and mili-
tary officers I met in Beijing were quite in-
terested in my visit to Pyongyang, and
asked about my physical impressions of
Pyongyang and the discussions I had with
North Korean officials. None raised any basic
objections to US policy toward North Korea.

On the political issues, their general view
was that Kim Jong-il is a rational person
who understands that, in the words of one
Chinese officer, ‘‘to attack the South would
be the act of a madman,” and is unlikely to
engage in any serious provocation. Further,
they believe he is in firm control of the
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North, and that no political upheaval is like-
1y in the short-term despite the food and eco-
nomic problems.

With respect to economics and the food sit-
uation, Chinese said they were unsure
whether North Korea’s problems resulted
from floods or from ‘‘poor economic organi-
zation.” They said they would help with food
needs ‘“‘within China’s capacity.”

Finally, all the Chinese with whom I raised
the Korean issue said that China’s influence
over North Korea is limited; that China
would act with the goal of maintaining peace
and stability on the Korean peninsula; and
that China viewed the four-party talks pro-
posal favorably. US diplomats generally
agreed that China is acting very construc-
tively on these issues. I believe it is essential
that we continue to work with China on the
four-party talks proposal.

F. Long-Term Issues—Opinions were di-
vided as to North Korea’s long-term pros-
pects.

Americans and South Koreans tended to
believe that the North was fairly resilient,
that Kim Jong-il is in firm control of the
government, and that could probably con-
tinue along its present path for several
years. However, objective indicators pointed
to a situation which is not sustainable in-
definitely, and many felt that some abrupt
collapse or desperate military assault on
South Korea was possible. Chinese agreed
that Kim Jong-il was firmly in control of the
country, but felt more certain than US or
South Korean sources that North Korea
would remain politically stable.

Many people commented that South Kore-
ans did not feel the German model of unifica-
tion was ideal—it had been very expensive
and difficult for the German economy to ab-
sorb, and they preferred a ‘‘soft landing’’ for
the North followed by a longer transition.
However, few seemed to have a vision of how
to make this possible, and a number of
Americans commented that a ‘‘soft landing”’
did not seem very likely.

North Korean officials gave essentially ide-
ological explanations of why their country
would emerge from the present ‘‘arduous
march’” and recover economically. The Vice
Foreign Minister, for example, said that
while many foreigners spoke of North Korea
as ‘‘a broken airplane and some say it will
soon collapse . . . my country is not going to
collapse at all. We have the wise leadership
of the Great Leader Comrade Kim Jong-il,
and the entire people rally around in general
and single hearted unity. We have a guiding
ideal which is different from the USSR or
Eastern Europe, and that is the juche [self-
reliance] idea.”’

G. Personal Assessment of Pyongyang.—
Finally, a visit to Pyongyang is unusual, and
apart from the policy issues, my personal
impressions of the city may be of some inter-
est.

I arrived in North Korea on a specially ar-
ranged U.S. Air Force flight, which entered
North Korean airspace at the Russian border
on North Korea’s far northeast, proceeded
along the coast and then crossed over a
mountainous area to Pyongyang. From the
air, as far as I could tell, the fields and rice
paddies look in bad shape and rivers show se-
vere siltation.

We proceeded from the airport (we landed
at 12:20 p.m.; at least one radar was turned
off, and no other planes appeared to be ac-
tive) by car to Pyongyang. We were able to
drive around the center of the city on the
way to several meetings, and took an unac-
companied 15-minute walk from the hotel to
the city railway station and back. This rel-
atively short experience revealed a city
which resembles a ghost town—I can only
compare it to my visit to Phnom Penh in
1979, just after the Vietnamese Army had ex-
pelled the Khmer Rouges.
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We saw very few cars, few trucks or buses,
and no sense of normal business or economic
activity at all. Streets were almost empty,
and no economic activity was apparent—I
saw no people engaged even in waiting in
lines at stores. The people we did see ap-
peared in reasonably good physical health,
although listless and low on energy. This ap-
plied to the many (but not well-armed) mili-
tary people I saw on the street as well as to
the civilians. And the physical plant of the
city is clearly deteriorating. Electricity was
spotty in our hotel, in surrounding buildings
and on the streets. A number of trucks and
buses appeared to be rusting and out of use,
and a trolley car was essentially abandoned
near the hotel with its back wheels off.

In preparing for this stop, I anticipated a
highly repressive state. I expected poverty
and perhaps visible signs of hunger, although
I had been told this was less likely in the
capital than in rural regions. And I expected
constant surveillance. What I did not expect
was the almost empty, eerie quality of
Pyongyang. Clearly, the country is in dire
straits. While I cannot speculate on North
Korea’s long-term prospects with any au-
thority, it is hard to imagine that they can
sustain their current domestic and military
policies indefinitely.e®

———

OPENING OF THE NEW NATIONAL
AIRPORT

e Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, over
the past 2 weeks, and culminating with
ceremonies this past Sunday, the Met-
ropolitan Washington Airports Author-
ity opened the new terminal at Na-
tional Airport.

This $450 million state of the art fa-
cility is just one element of a $2 billion
capital development plan at both
Washington National and Dulles Inter-
national Airports, made possible by the
creation of the Metropolitan Wash-
ington Airports Authority only 10
short years ago.

To understand the significance of
this achievement, one only needs to re-
call what it was like to use either
Washington National or Dulles Inter-
national during the late 1970’s and
early 1980’s.

Both airports were owned by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration, and Con-
gress was absolutely unwilling to ap-
propriate more than the bare essential
amount necessary to operate either fa-
cility.

National Airport was in a grave state
of disrepair, and Dulles was called the
great white elephant.

Looking upon these airports as inte-
gral parts of the areas economy was
unfathomable, and the notion of cus-
tomer service was even more unimagi-
nable.

Then, thinking in the region began to
change.

Encouraged by the desire of the
Reagan administration to re-examine
the proper role of Federal Government,
area business leaders and members of
the Virginia congressional delegation
started asking the question: Why not
divest the Federal government of these
two airports, and let them be run like
a business?

Fortunately, there was a Secretary
of Transportation whose response to
the question was: Why not indeed!
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Not about to be discouraged by enor-
mity or ambitious nature of the task,
that Secretary of Transportation, Eliz-
abeth Hanford Dole, enlisted the assist-
ance of a very able and influential
statesman, former Virginia Governor
Linwood Holton, who worked tirelessly
to help mold both a plan, and the con-
sensus to transfer ownership of the two
airports to a non-Federal authority.

This authority was authorized under
an interstate compact to operate the
airports and to raise the money nec-
essary to renew National Airport, and
to make Dulles the economic dynamo
its creators once envisioned.

Following a very tortuous and uncer-
tain course through the legislative
process, a bill was finally placed on
President Reagan’s desk for signature,
and in 1987, the Metropolitan Wash-
ington Airports Authority took control
of the two airports.

Under the stewardship of James A.
Wilding, and the leadership of a ten
person board comprised of appointees
from Virginia and Maryland and the
District of Columbia, the Airports Au-
thority designed a capital development
plan which relied on the sales of bonds
financed by future revenues.

This capital development plan be-
came the catalyst enabling the Metro-
politan region to achieve its dream.

Today, Dulles International Airport
is a major force in the growing
hightech and biotech economy of the
region, and with the opening of the new
National terminal last Sunday, the re-
gion now has a world-class dining,
shopping, and transportation facility
to welcome the more than 15 million
passengers who come to the Nation’s
capital from cities within a 1,250 mile
perimeter of the airport.

In fact, it is this perimeter, combined
with a limitation on the number of
flights that can arrive and depart from
National Airport each hour, and a cur-
few on stage two aircraft after 10 P.M.,
that maintains the political and eco-
nomic balance enabling National Air-
port to serve short-haul passengers,
while Dulles International serves long-
haul passengers from across the United
States and around the world.

Without these tools, the community
would be in a literal uproar over the
noise and volume of air traffic at Wash-
ington National Airport, and Dulles
would still be the white elephant it was
in the 1970’s and early 1980’s.

Needless to say, the region’s econ-
omy would be nothing like it is today
had the vision of Secretary Dole, area
business leaders and Virginia’s Con-
gressional delegation not been realized.

So, Mr. President, it is with grati-
tude that I salute all the thousands of
people who helped make this dream
come true.

Especially I thank the present and
former members of the Metropolitan
Washington Airports Authority board
of directors including Linwood Holton,
Ron Linton, and Robert Tardio; the
staff and management of the Airports
Authority including James A. Wilding,

July 30, 1997

general manager, August Melton, man-
ager of Washington National Airport,
and Keith Merlin, manager of Dulles
International Airport; and architect
Cesar Pelli and all the construction
personnel who turned Mr. Pelli’s de-
signs into a living, working master-
pieces.

Congratulations to all. Job well
done.e®

———
TRIBUTE TO THE SAVANNAH

INTERNATIONAL TRAINING CEN-
TER AND THE OLYMPIC SOLI-
DARITY PROGRAM

e Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I rise
today to praise the accomplishments of
the Olympic Solidarity Program and
its partnership with the Savannah
International Training Center, the
only recognized athletic training venue
in the United States whose athletes are
funded by the International Olympic
Committee. This scholarship program
has brought athletes from Africa and
South America to Georgia, continuing
the spirit of the 1996 International
Olympic games by giving opportunities
to athletes from developing countries.

The Savannah International Training
Center is the largest Solidarity Train-
ing Center in the world. The Solidarity
Program provides athletes with funds
for room and board, education, visas,
transportation and training costs. In
June 1996, 256 Olympic Solidarity Ath-
letes arrived in Georgia from countries
such as Zimbabwe, Rwanda, and Co-
lombia to participate in the out-
standing track and field program. The
facility hopes to be able to expand its
programs to include weightlifting,
swimming, and soccer. Essentially, the
Solidarity Program provides athletes
with a unique experience like no other
in the United States or in the world.

This program not only enhances the
quality of life for the athletes; the
Olympic Solidarity Program has pro-
vided the community of Savannah and
the State of Georgia with an inter-
national experience comparable to the
1996 Olympic games. Exposure to the
variety of cultures existing among the
participating countries allows the citi-
zens of Savannah to develop stronger
ties with these nations and improve
foreign relationships.

The Savannah International Training
Center continues to thrive and grow,
exemplifying Georgia’s commitment to
the success of international athletics
and the spirit of the Olympics. It is
with great pride that I congratulate
the Savannah International Training
Center, the city of Savannah, the
International Olympic Committee and
the athletes involved for contributing
to the unparalleled success of this dis-
tinguished program in the TUnited
States and for continuing the Olympic
legacy in the State of Georgia.e

RECOGNITION OF BETTY
GREGOIRE

e Mr. BOND. Mr. President, Today I
stand before you to recognize a truly
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